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ECLECTICISM.

CHAPTER I

ORIGIN AND CHARACTER OF ECLECTICISM.

TrAT form of philosophy which appeared about the

beginning of the post-Aristotelian period had, in
the course of the third and second centuries, per-
focted itself in its three principal branches. These
three schools had hitherto existed side hy side,
each striving to maintain itself in its purity, and
merely adopting towards the others, and towards
the previous philosophy, an aggressive or defensive
attitude. But it lies in the nature of things that

; mental tendencies, which have sprung from a kin-
dred soil, cannot very long continue in this mutu-.

ally exclusive position. The first founders of a
school and their immediate successors, in the fervour
of original enquiry, usually lay excessive weight upon
that which is peeuliar to their mode of thought ; in
their opponents they see only deviations-from this
their truth: later members, on the contrary, who
have not sought this peculiar element with the
same zeal, and therefore have not grasped it with
B
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_in the conflict of parties and

ECLECTICISMH,

the same rigidity and one-sidedness, more easily

- Pereeive, even in adverse statements, that which is

common and akin, and are more ready to saerifice

subordinate peculiarities of their own standpoint ;
-

the strife of schools will itself oblige them to repel
exaggerated accusations and unqualified condem-
nations, by the stronger enforcement. of that in
Wl:llch they coincide with ~others, to give up or put
alSI.de__pnten@ble assertions, to soften offensive propo-
sitions, and to break off from their systems the
sha,'rpesft-.ang]es; many am objection of the adversary
maintains its ground, and in seeking to elude it b;r
ano.tl.]er Interpretation, it is found that the presup-
positions of the objection have been partially c-on—
ceded, together with the objection itself. Tt is
therefore, a natural and universal experience th&é
A schools thei i-
‘tions gradually become bluntéd, that tllzuczfaﬁz;

\principle which underlies them al] is in time more

clearly recognised, and a mediation and fusion is
?Lttem pted. Now, so long as philosophic productivit
1s still living and active in 5 people, the case wig
either never arise or arise only 'tel:lporaril that
its whole science is infected by . -

_ this eclecticism
because already in its ,

! youthful course, new direce
t-1o:?s are attempted before those immediately pre-
ceding them have decidedly begun to grow old. pz’;s'
soon, on the contrary, as the scientific spirit 1*.7
exhal}st-ed, and a long space of time, devoid' of nesw
CIEELtIOTIS, is merely filled with discussions amén '
the existing schools, the natural result of .tl:;esie;F

- ITS ORIGIN,

discussions, the partial blending of the hostile Jewar.
i

parties, will appear to a greater extent, and the
whole philosophy will assuimre that eclectic character

“ whieh, in its universal diffusion; is always the pre-

monitory sign either of a deeply seated revolution, .-
or of scientific decay. This was precisely the posi-
tion in which Greek philosephy found itself in the
last centuries before Christ. All the causes which
led, generally speaking, to the dissolution of classi- -
cal culture, had also had a paralysing influence on
the philosophic spirit; for centuries after the-
transformation of philosophy, which marks the
end of the fourth and the beginning of the third
century no new system arose; and if the post-
Aristotelian systems in and for themselves had
already lost the purely theoretic interest in the

- contemplation of things,-and by their zestriction

to the life and aims of men, had announced the
discontinnance of scientific endeavour, the. long
cessation of philosophic production could only serve

‘question the possibility of scientific knowledge in
general. ' This state of things found its proper ex-
pression in scepticism, which opposed the dogmatic
systems with more and more signal success. The
eclecticism which since the beginning of the first

century before Christ had repressed scepticism ‘(f
and united together the previously separate ten-

dencies of thought, was, however, merely the re-
verse side of scepticism itself. Seepticism had

E 2

3




ECLECTICISHM.

Cr;ap.‘__ /placed all dogmatic theories on an equality in such

A

— @ manner as to_deny scientific truth to all alike.
This ¢ neither.one nop another” ( Weder-nacﬁ) became

r;. i eclecticism ¢ One ag- well as the other’ (Sowohi-

als-auch); but for that very tramsition scepticism
had paved the way ; for it had not been able to

, Yest in pure negation, and had therefore, in its

doctrine -of-prohability, set up once more a positive
conviction as a Ppractical Postulate. This convietion
was not indeed to come forward with a claim to full
certainty ; but we cannot fail to berceive in the de-
velopment of the sceptical theory, from Pyrrho to
Arcesilans, and from Arcesilaus to Carneades, 3 grow-
 ingestimation of the value of the knowledge of prob-
ability : it was only necessary to advance one step
:__further, to bring forward practical necessity more
decidedly as against the sceptical theory, and the
probable wwould receive the significance of-the-true
—seepticism would he transformed into a dogmatic
acceptance of truth (Fiéma,ﬁr}mlten). In this dog-
matism, however, doubt would mevitably continue

i to exercise such an influence that ne individual

system as such would be recognised as true, but
the true out of all systems would be separated
abcording to the measure of subjective. necessity
‘and opinion,  This had ' been exactly the pro-
cedure of the seeptics in the ascertainment of
the probable ; as they develop their doubt in the
criticism of existing theories, so do they seek the
probable primarily in the existing systems, among
which they have reserved to themselyes the right to

ITS ORIGIN,

1 i cated
decide. Carneades, as we know,! had so treat

=

CHAP.

the ethical questions to- which, we are 1-:0](1, aba,_n— - i
doning his former predilection for combating hostile -

opinions, he more and more restric.:ted himself Wl.tih
advancing ~years.? Similarly Clitomachus, while
contending with the dogmatic schools, :eems to
have sought a positive re.la,tion.to. them ; ”and dw?
learn that Alschines, another disciple of Cfu'nea es,
adhered to that side only of his m_asters teac}ll-
ingt Thus sceptieism. ferms--thi.a- bndgeufrcl)m the
one-sided dogmatism of the .St,a;fm. ;ar.Ld ..Epmu.re-a:n
philogophy to_eclecticism ; and.m this respect ttlf; (_3
cannot regard it as a mere accident that from the

followers of Carneades this mode of thought chiefly

emanated, and that in them iF was immefdiately
connected with the point on which the S}ows a.nF}
Epicureans had  sustained their dogmai.;zsm, iy
even the Platonists, inthe last resort, thfgu- doctn‘ne‘
of probability, viz. the necessity of definite t];eon;b
for practical life. ' It was, however, general%y spea c;
ing, the condition of philosophy at that tlrfne, ;mﬂ
the strife of the philosophic schfm?ls, Whl(:h‘l first .
caused the rise and spread of Scept.iclsm, and in the
sequel, the eclectic tendency in philosophy.

The most important external impulse to this i Eeter-

x X e S
1 Zeller, Philosoplie der Grie- ,u::ﬂn-ra?;' aAAaaf;ﬁ-lr’: i?«e, ?::v, :-)g
hei Abthei Kapredfov &uf B i
(‘hbf?.3” Theil, 1¢ Abtheilung, ﬁ"‘;{w ral Ty \Ddrﬁﬁyﬁ@emﬁ:sg
P R i | Ad abTol Bid To ijpas cis ¢
g . . e, Tesp. yo5 : . :
. P]ut""A?'L éswz:f iﬁf ’AE&SJ:* xpheor curijrTo kw'xowmxfmé{l,
R * Dhil. der Griechen, TIL i,
paicas Aloxhms, coguoray Twaey e
AeyorTwy, GTL TPACTOLEITAL YEYO- T Swf_, note :
:ré:m Kaipyeaiﬁw, B yeporms, ! Vide note 2.
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Diffusion
uf Greek

EOEECI’J-' CIS3

. ch'ange was given by the relation in which Groek
— oence and puleare steod tocthe Borin ' wordd
The first knowledge of Greek philosophy d;ubt-les-s
came to th'e Romans from Lower Ttaly : the founder
of the Italian Sehool (Pythagoras) is the frst philo-
:]c;pher 'W:I}ose Bame is mentioned in Rome.? But
. e: doctrines of the Greek philosophers can only

ave been heard of there in an entirely superficial
and fragmentary manner before the beginning of the

second century before Christ,

This state of things

philossphy TSt have changed, however, when, after the second

a@mong the P

Lomans,

unicWar, the Roman policy and Roman arms pressed

Tf}c;rwa:rd fa:rt?aer and farther towards the east 5 when
vhe wars with Macedonia and Syria brought dis-
-t-mgmshed Romans in great numbers to Greece
while, on the other hand, Greek ambassadors an(;
state prisoners,® and soon also slaves, appeared more
and more commonly in Rome ; when men of the
;mpo::ta:nce of the elder Scipio Africanus, T, Quinetius
Flamininus, and Emilins Paulus, applied themselves

! For what £ . R

T, ollows, of. Llizter,

_# The arguments for this are
given in Phil. der Griech. Part
I pp. 287, 3; 450, L; cf. ibid.
313, 2; and Part IIL. i p. 17
sq. A still earlier date (if this
statement is historieal) must be
fixed for the presence in Rome
of Hermodorns the Ephesian,
who assisted the decemyiri in

the drawing up of the twelve -

tables_ (Part I. 568, 2): but
even if he were indend the
celebrated friend of Heraclei-
tus, we have no ground for the

ts;nptpléosgion that he discoursed
€ homans on the physics
th:.i;; ph}illc)sopher. i

uch as the thousand Achz-
ans who, 168 B.c,, wgﬁydcanc:‘{i]zad
away Into Ttaly, and kept there
for seventeen years, all of them
men of repute and eulture
(amoqg them we know was
Polybius), whose long residence
in the country could not have
been without influence on Rome
if even the least considerable
of them had their actual abode
in that ciry, '

GREEK PHILOSOPHY IN ROME.

with delight to Greek literature; when, from the

beginning of the second. century, Greek poetry was

transplanted to Roman soil in the more or less free

imitations of Ennius, Pacuvius, Statius, Plautus,

and their successars ; and Roman history was related
in the Greek language by Fabius Picter and other
annalistz. The philosophic literature of Greece
gtood in far too close a commection with the other
branches—philosophy oeccupied far too important a
place in the whole Hellenic sphere of culture, as a
means of instruction and object of universal interest
—to make it possible for sueh as had once found
pleasure in-Greek intellectual life to shut themselves
up from it very long, however small the need for
scientific enquiry might be in them. We find, then,
even before the middle of the second century, many
and various traces of the commencement of a know-

ledge of Greek philosophy among the Romans. |

Ennins shows that he was acquainted with it, and
adopts from it isolated propositions. In the year
181 B.C. an attempt was made, in the so-called Books
of Numa,! to introduce dogmas of Greek philosophy
into the Roman religion.”? Twenty-six years later
(according to others only eight) the activity of the
Epicurean philosophers in teaching caused their
banishment from Reme.? In 161 B.C., by a decree
of the senate, residence in Rome was forbidden fo
the philosophers and rhetoricians ;¢ and this always

* This decree of the senate is
to be found in Suetonius, De

Ol Rhetor. 1; Gell. ¥4, xv. 11
(ef. .3‘150 Clinton, Frati Hellen.

* Cf Phil. der. Griech. TIL
ii. p. 83.
" 2 Cf 1 e IIL ii. p. 85.

3 CE Le I 1 p. 372, 1

CHAP.
I.

£
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proves that there was reason for anxiety in regars
_ to their influence upon the education of youth.

Amilius Paulus, the conqueror of Macedonia, gave
his sons Greek Instructors, and for that purpose took
‘> /with him on his expeditions the philosopher Metro-

“dorus.! His companion
paign, Sulpicius Gallus,

in the Macedonian cain-
besides the astronomical

knowledge for which he was distinguished, may, per-
haps, have also adopted certain philosophic theories of

the Greeks.?
of the movement which

But all these are merely isolated signs

from the middle of the

second century manifested itself to g much greater
extent. Hitherto comparatively few had oceupied
themselves with Greek philosophy ; now the interest
in that philosophy was more universally diffused.

Greek philosophers come

161 B.¢.). These authors tell
ns of another similar enact.
ment : an ediet of the censor
Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus and
L. Licinius Crassus, in which
they express their serious dis
pleasure with the teachers and
frequenters of the newly-arisen
Latin schools of rhetoricians on
account of this departure from
the eonsuetudn majorum, But,
not to mention that the rhetores
Latini, who were alone affected
by this decree, according also
ta Cicero, De Orat. iii. 24, 93 3.,
were only indirectly connected
with Greek philosophy, the
decree was not promulgated
until the year 95 B.c., as we
see from a comparison of Cicero,
loc. eff. with i 7, 94, Clinton,

Fasti Hellen., dates itin 92 5.0

! Plin. Hist. Nat. xxxv. 135;

to Rome in order_to-try

cof. Plut. .#m. P. 6. The latter
mentions among the Greeks
with whom Fmilius smrounded
his sons, grammarians, sophists,
and rhetoricians. Pliny gives
~the more definite information,
that after the victory over
Perseus (168 B.0.) he requested
from the Athenians a good
painter and an able philosopher.
They sent him Metrodorus,
who was both in one person.
Ci. PlLil. 4. Gr. IIL. 1. P- 525.

* Cicero praises his knowe
ledee of astronomy, Cic, 0. i.
6,19, According to Livy, xliv.

87 ; and FPlin, Hist. Naf. i, T

58, he foretald an eclipse of the
sun hefore the battle of Pydna.
A more detailed account of the
autherities in regard to this
event is given by Martin, Revue
Awrehéolog. 1864, Na, 3,

GREEK PHILOSOPHY IN ROME,

their fortune, or are sent for thither by distinguished.

men. Young Romans, desirous of playingapartin 77

CHap.

1z

the state, or of gaining distinction Jin—cultivated -

society, think that they canmot (‘io without the
instruction of a philosopher, and it 50010 beeame
usual to seek this not only in RomeT but in Athens
itself, the chief school of Greek science. Already
the famous deputation of philesophers in .t-he year
156 B.c.! showed, by the extraordinary influence
which Carneades especially obtained, how favourably
Greek philosophy was regarded in Rome; a}:ll’d
though we should not overrate the eEet?t of t-} is
passing event, we may, nevertheless, supposg' that
it gave a considerable impetus tp the.pr.evmgsly
awakened interest in philosephy, and spread it abroad
in wider circles. More permanent, no do.ubt, was the
influence of the Stoic Panstius during his r.efqdenee,
prolonged as it would seem to have b(?&}’l for many
vears, in the capital of the Roman empire, he belllj.g
2 man peculiarly fitted by the CI]f.I'Ei.(:FeI‘ of his
philosophy to effect an entrance for. bt.Ol(flS]]l among
his Roman auditors.? Soon after hlm,'calll‘S ]?lossms
of Cume, a disciple of -Antipater the btou_a, was
in Rome, the friend and eounsellor‘ of ‘T1beggs
Gracchus,® who through him must likewise have

! The authorities for this are
cited Phil. &. Gr. 11, ii. p. 928,
1; ef, p. 498, 1; ef. Part IIL i

. 498,11, .
- 2 Further details infra, chap-
ter 1il. B

2 Plut. Tib. Groceh. 8: 17,
20; Val. Max. iv. 7, 1 ; Cicero,
L@l 11, 37. After the murder

©

of Gracchus (133 B.0.) Blossins
was also in danger. He left
Rome, and went into Asia
Minor to Andronicus, after
whose fall (130 B.c.) he killed
himself. A thorongh examina-
tion of him is to be found in
‘Peviepd] mepl Brooaiov kal Awogd-
vous (Leipzig, 1873). Mean-
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hecome acquainted with

Stoicigm.!

2)Im time, assumed greater and greater proportions.?

‘f\mf)ng ‘the Romans themselves,
* their intellect and position were

men who hy
$0 decidedly

pt:ene:rnine_nt as the younger Scipio Africanus, his
friend the wise Léelius, L. Furius Philus and

+ Tiberius Gracchus, took
their protection.?

Evhile he himself calls his work
spevvar kal eicariar, and the lat-
ter s0 decidedly preponderate,
that our historical knowledge
of the man is scarcely extended
by the treatise.

" That Gracchns, throuch the
‘care of his mother, had distin-
guished Greeks for his instruo-
tors (Cic. Brut. 27, 104 of,
Plut, T%b. Graceh. 20) is well
known,

* Polybius (xxxii.10), however
iel_afges that much earlier, when,
SC1p10 was only eighteen (1
B.Q.), he said to hlgm and( hﬁi:
brother : weptuty VEp T8 pabfpara,
mepl & yiv dpid omovid(orTas duds
rcu:E PLroTicovucraus, ok amophoere
TEY oUvepynodrTer uiy Eroluws
wal ool kéielvg: woAy ~ip 57 -
QUkoy damh Tiis ‘EAAdDos émippéor
9pd kaTd TO Taphy Taw Tewirey
aﬁ?ngsy, which agrees with
wha uok "

sl quoted supra, p. 7,

* Cicero, De Oraf. i, 37, 154 :
Et oerte non tulit wllos hee
civitas awt gloria clariores, aut
am‘t ';m’s Eqm’vﬁm-ea, aut  hau-
rmanitate politiores P, A fripa;
& Lalio, L. Fluria, qﬁe{ scc'::;

philosophic studies under

ne th W I ubeI 0, a, dl»_:cl [Jle Of P&Ila“i.ﬁlus,

who,

eruditissimos omines ez Grecia
ig?iaﬁ"seqmgw habuerunt, Dg
Ep. M, 5, b Quid P Seipione
guid (1. L@Z&:}? quid g(’ %E
Perfectius cogitars potest 2 qui
-+« ad domesticum majorumgue
morem, etiam hane a Soorate ad-
vonticiam doctrinam  adhibue-
runt. Cicero thereputs the suh.
stance of Carneades’ discourse
aguinst jnstice, which he him.
se}f had' heard, into the mouth
of Furius Philus, while ‘he
makes him at the same time
follow the Academie philoso-
pher in the consuctudo contra.
ﬂag n partes disserendi ; loc.
cit. e, 5, 8 #g.; Lact. Tnst. v.
14, Cpneeming the connection
of Scipio and Teslins with
Panxtins we shall' have fo
speak later on, Laling, ac-
cording to Cic. #in. i, 8 94
had also attended the le'ct}ures,'
of Diogenes, which we must,
no doubt, connect with hls.
presenee in Rome j
Ipme e in the year
' Q. Elius Tubero, through
his _mother a  erandson  of
Amilins Paulus, was g VETy
zealous Stoic, who carried ont

oo And now that
— immigration of Greek learned men begins, which,

GREEK PHILOSOPHY IN ROME.

with the sons-in-law of Lelius, Quintus Mucius
Scevola,! and Caius Fannius,? P. Rutilius Rufus?
Lucius Alins Stilo,* and others,® open the long

his prineiples in his Iife, not
without exaggeration. Cf. con-
cerning him Cie. Brat. 31,117 ;
De Orat. iii. 23, 87; Pro Mur.
36, 75 sq.; Aead. il 44, 135;
Tuse.iv. 2,4 ; Sen. Fp. 95,72 8.5
98, 15; 1064, 21; 120,18 ; Plut.
Lueuil. 39 ; Pompon. De Orig.

o Juris, 1. 40; Gell. V. 4.1 22,

Ty xiv. 2, 20; ¥al. Max. vil.
5, 1. (Qic. ¢ff. iii. 15, 63, men-
tions a treatise of Heecato ad-
dressed to him, and another of
Panmtius, ibid. Adead. ii. 44,
136 Twse. iv. 2, 4; against
which the pseudo-Plutarcn, De
Nobilit. 18,3, is not any his-
torical testimony : of. Bernays,
Dial. d. Arist, 140.

t One of the most celebrated
of the ancient jurists and
founders of scientific jurispru-
dence among the Romans ( Bern-
hardy, Grundr. d. Rom. Lit.
6786, &c.), son-in-law of Leelins
(Cic. De Orat.1.9,35). Accord-
ing to Cicero, he had heard
Panwztius lecture, and (. ¢ 10,
43) he calls the Stoies Sioici
nostyi.

2 (. Fannius, son of Marcus,
som-in-law  of Leselins, was
brought by Lmlius fo hear
Panmtins (Cic. Brut. 26, 101),
and is designated by Cicero
(Brut. 31, 18) as a BStoie
Cicero often mentions an his-
torical work composed by him.
Similarly Plut. 755 Gracch. 1.
With regard to. his consulate,
ef. id. . Gracch. 8, 11, 12.

2 This is the Rutilius who
was famous for his services in

war (Val. Max. ii. 3,2; Sallust,
Jug. 54, 56 sg), but prinei-
pally for the purity of his
character. Om account of the
impartiality with which, as
proconsul, he defended the in-
habitants of Asia Minor azainst
the extortions of the Homan
equites, one of the most shame-
less sentences of banishment
was passed upon him, which he
bore with the cheerfulness of a
sage. He went to Smyrpa,
where he died, having refused
to return, which was offered him
by bulla. Ci. on this subject
Cic. Brut. 30, 116; N. D. il
32, 80; in Pisom. 39, 95;
Rabir, Post. 10, 27 ; Pro Balbo,
11, 28 (ef. Tacit. Ann. iv. 439;
Sen. Ep. 24, 43 79, 14; 82, 11;
Benef., vi. 37, 2, &c.; Val
Max, 1. 10, 5, &c. Cicero
(Brut. 80, 114) calls him doctus
vir et Grecis literis eruditus,
Panetii anditor, prope perfec-
tus in Stoicis. Concerning his
admiration of his teacher
Panztius and his acquain-
tance with Posidenius, cf. Cie.
Of. iii. 2, 10. He left behind
him memorials and historical
works : wide Bernbardy, loc. eit.
203, 506; =also Cicero, Fin. i.
3, 7. 4
* Vide concerning this phi-
losopher, the predecessor and
teacher of Varro, Cie. Brut. 56,
205 sq.; also dead. 1.2, 8; 4d
Herenn. iv. 12; Bernhardy,
loe. cif. 857,
3 Such as Marcus Vigellius
(Cic. Orat. iil. 21, 78) and Sp,

-
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the Epicureans Philodemus and Syro.! . Mean- Oz,
while, it was already at this time very commeon f'or 2
Roman youths to seek Greek science at. its founfau—]-

head, and for the sake of their studies to b.etake
themselves to the principal seats of that science,

and especially to Athens.? At the commencement

of the imperial era, at any rate, Rome swarmed

with Greek savants of every kind,® and among these

were many who were not merely turni?lg to accou:at

a superficial knowledge in a mechanical manner;

while contemporaneously in various places of the west

Caar.- series of Roman Stoics. Epicureanism, at the
e ) same time, obtained a still wider diffusion, having,
" through books written in Latin, gained entrance
at an earlier period than the other systems, even

.~ among those who had not received a Greek edu-
-cation.!  Somewhat later the Academic and Peri-
patetic schools, whose principles could not have
remained unknown to the hearers of Panetins, were
represented by celebrated teachers in Rome, Among

the Platonists Philo is the first whose presence in
Rome is known to us (irrespective of the deputation

of philosophers) ; of the Peripatetics, Staseas.? But
already, at.a much earlier period, Clitomachus had
dedicated works to two Romans;® .and Carneades

the philosophy of Greece became naturalised together
with other sciences, and from these centres spread
itself still further.” With the knowledge of Greek
ph.ildsophy, that of Greek literature went naturally

himself, we are told, was sought out in Athens by
Roman travellers.t Soon after the beginning of

the first century before

Christ, Posidonius (vide

infra) visited the metropolis of the world; before
the middle of the same century we encounter there

Mummius, brother of the con-
gueror of Corinth, who, to judge
by the date (Cic. Bruz. 25, g4,
maust also have owed his Stoicism
to Panwetins.

* Vide Cic. Tuso. iv. 3, 6:
Ttague illivs vere clegantisque
Philosoplic (the Stoie, Peripa-
tetic, and Academic) . . . nulla
Jere sunt awt pavea admodum

ind sonumenta . . . cwm in-
tevim illis silentibus O, Ama.
fintug extitit dicens, ke,

* Further details, infra.
Philo came to Rome in 8§ B.0.
Staseas, as we find from Cie.
Be Orat, 1. 22, 104, appeared
there in 92 B.c.

* To the poet Lugilius (148.
102 B.¢), and previously to
L. Censorinus, who wag consul
in 149 B.0.; Cic, dead, AR
102, Ye

! Bo much truth may un-
derlie the statement of Cicero
(D¢ Orat. iii. 18, G8) even
supposing the statement itself
to be untrue that (. Metellus
(Numidicus) as a young man
listened to the aged Carneades
for several days in Athens.
Respeeting Catulus’ relation to
Carneades, cf. the last pages of
the chapter on Carneades, Phil,
4. &r. Part IIT. 4.

hand in hand, and from the time of Lucrctius‘anci
Cicero a Roman literature sprang up at its side,

v Piil. d. Gr. Part IIL. i. 374,

2 The best known exarqples

are those of Cicero and Atticus,
but we shall meet with many
others later on. For the gene-
ral practice, ¢f. Cic. Fin.v. 1,
where Cicero describes his own
life in Athens with companions
in study (77 B.0.); and in re-
gard to a somewhat later time,
Aead. i. 2, 8, where he says fo
Varro: Sed mess amicos, in
quibus est studium, in Greciam
mitto, ut ea a fontibus potius
heawriant, guam rivulos corsec-

tentur. ;
* The fact is notorious 5, {o_r
les cf. Strabe, ziv. 5, 15,
;xaérgﬁ? Tapaéey yip ral "Alelov-
Bpswy peoh <o [4) P ]

¢ Beveral Greek philosophers

of the time of Augustus and
Tiberius, residing in Bome, will
come before us further on.

5 The wmost important qf
these was the aneient Greek <
city Nassilia, of which Strabo
(iv. 1, 5, p. 181) says: rai'wss
yap ol yapicvres mpds TO Adyery

TpemorTa: kml uAosopelv. An

early colony of Greek culture
in  Gaul, this city had now
made such advances that noble
Romans pursued their studies
here instead of in Athens.

5 That these two were the
first noteworthy writers on
philosophy in the Latin tongue
is certain; the few earlier at-
tempts (ef. TIL i. 872, 2) seem
to bave been very unsatisfac-
tory. Both, moreover, expressly
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i (nw. which was scarcely inferior to the contemporary
Greek, though not to be compared with the earlier,
either in scientific acumen or creative individuality.

At the beginning of this movement, the Romans
were related to the Greeks merely as disciples who
 adopted and imitated the science of their teachers ;
and, to a “eertain degree, this relation continued
throughout its whole course ; for in Rome the scien-
tific genius and spirit never attained even to so
much foree and self-dependence as in Greece it had

Inevitable still preserved in the latter period: But in the end

:ffg;f‘ this influence of Greek philosophy could not remain

ﬁ_!}z::sim without a reaction on itself. Though Romans by

; Pj;:a-mf,_ birth, like Cicero and Lueretius, might rehabilitate
phy- Greek science for their countrymen ; and Greek
philosophers, like Panwtius and Antiochus, might,

lecture to the Romans, in both cases it was unavoid-

able that the character of their presentations should

be more or less determined by regard-to the spirit

and requirements of their Roman hearers and readers.

Even the purely Greek schools of philosophy in

Athens, Rhodes,and other places, could not free them-

selves from this determining influence, on account

of the great number of young Romans of position

GREEK PHILOSOPHY IN ROME.
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scholars that honour and profit mostly accrued to ¥ Cmae.

the teachers. Of still higher importance, however, _
than these considerations must be rated the uneon-
geious influence of the Roman spirit; not merely -
upon the Romans who pursued philosophy, but alse
upon the Greek philosophers in the Roman empire ;
for, however great the superiority of Greek eulture
over Roman, however complete the literary depen-
dence of the conquerors upon the conquered, it was
inevitable that Greece, too, should receive spiritual
influence from her proud scholars, and that the
astuteness and force of will to which, in spite of ..
science, she had succumbed, should necessarily
acquire considerable value as compared with that
science in the eyes of the subjugated nations. It
was consistent with the Roman spirit, however, to
estimate the worth of philosophy, as of all other
things, pr:tmarﬁy accordmg to the standard of prac- -
tical utility; and, on the contrary, to ascribe no
importance to scientific opinions as such, when no
great influence on human life was perceptible in
them. From this source sprang those prejudices
against philosophy, which at first led even to magis-
terial interposition.! The same point of view was

who visited them; for it

claim for themselves this
honour, ef. Lucr. v. 336: Hane
(the Epicurean doctrine) pod-
AU CUNL pi'am'w ipse reperius
NURE GGo Sum in putrias gui
possim vertere voces. Cio. Thse.
1.3, 5 : Philosophia jacuit wsqie
ad hane atatem  nee ullum

was naturally from these

hobuit Tumen literarum Foati-
HATUM in quo eo magis
nobis ast ezabomndmn, quod
weulti jam esse Tibri Lating di-
cuntur seripti inconsiderate ab
optimis illis guidem wviris, sed
RO SETNS eruditis,

! Cf. on this subject what
Platarch ( Cato Maj. 22) relates
of Cato’s behaviour to the em-
bassy of philosophers as to
whom he feared from the oufset
iy T didoTiwer Evraila Tpélar-
Tes of véor Thy éml TE Adyew
Sdkay ayamtrere paAAor Tis &y
1@ Epywy kal TEr eTpaTewy, and
whom, after he had heard the

contents of their leetures, he

advised should be sent away as.

quickly as possible. Also id:
ap. Gell. zviii=7, 3 ; Nepos ap.
Lactant. iii. 15, 103 and the
edict of the censors quoted
supra, p. 7, note 4, which gen-
sures the rhetorieal schools : ébi
homines adolesceniulos totos dies
desidere. To the Roman states-
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also, however, maintained even in the pursuit and
study of philosophy. So far as philosophy was con-

_gﬁt_'ned merely with seientific questions, it eould

scarcely be regarded as anything more than a re-
spectable recreation; it only attained to more
serious value in the eyes of the Roman, inasmuch
as it proved itself an instrument of practical educa-

~ tion. The strengthening of moral principles and

s the training for the ealling of orator and statesman,

these are the aspects which primarily and principally

recommended philosophic studies to his attention.

But on this very account he was necessarily inclined
to treat them with reference to these points of view,
He cared little for the scientific establishment and
logieal development of a philosophic system ; that
which alone, or almost alone, concerned him was its
practieal utility ; the strife of schools, he thought,
twrned mostly on non-essential things, and he him-
self eould not therefore hesitate to seleet from the
various systems, careless of the deeper interconnec-
tion of particular definitions, that which seemed to him
serviceable. The proconsul Gellius, who made the
well-meaning proposal to the philosophers in Athens
that they should amicably settle their points of
difference, and offered himself as mediator,! expressed

“the truly Roman conception of philesophy, though
-, somewhat too candidly.

Though the influence of

* this standpoint would doubtless have affected Greek

man and soldier philosophy
must naturally have appeared was consul in 682 Av.C.=72
even greater waste of time B.C. Vide Clinton, Fasti Hellen,
than rhetoric, for that year,

1 Cie. Zegg. i. 20, 53. Gellius

ITS PRINCIPLE AND CHARACTER.

philosophy very little had it been exerted at an

earlier period, it was quite otherwise when philo- _
sophy had itself taken the direction which espeei~

ally corresponded with the Roman nature. When
the internal condition of the philosophic schools,
and espeecially the last important phenomenon in this
sphere—the doctrine of Carneades—already led to
eclecticism, it must necessarily have developed itself
only the more speedily and successfully through the

- concurrence of internal motives with external in-

fluences. ;

But although this eclecticism primarily appears
merely as the product of historical relations, which
rather conduced to the external eonmection than to
the internal harmonising of different standpoints, it
is not wholly without a characteristic principle,
which till then had not existed in this form. If we
enquire according to what point of view the doctrines

B. Prin-
ciple and
character
of eclectic
philo-
sapley.

of the different systems were chosen, we find it was
not sufficient to maintain those doctrines in which

all were agreed ; for the eclecties would then have

" been limited to a very few propositions of indefinite
But even the practical utility of

universality.
theories could not be considered as the final mark
of their truth for the practical problem of mankind,

and the way of its solution was itself a main object -

of the strife; the question was therefore, by what
standard practical aims and relations should them-
selves be determined? This standard eould only

If it be required that the individual shall choose
c

~ be ultimately sought in immediate consciousness.
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out of the various systems that which is true for his
own use, this presupposes that each man carries in
himself the standard for decision between true and
false, and that truth is directly given to man in his

" gelf-consciousness ; and it is precisely in this pre-

supposition, that the individuality and importance
of the eclectic philosophy seem chiefly to lie.
Plato had indeed assumed that the soul brought
with it from a previous life into its present existence

“the conscionsness of ideas; and similarly the Stoies

had spoken of conceptions which are implanted in

‘man by nature ; but neither Plato nor the Stoics

had thereby intended to teach an immediate know-
ledge in the strict sense of the term ; for the re-
miniscence of ideas coineides in Plato with the dialec-

' tie forming of conceptions, and arises, according to

him, by means of the moral and scientific a(lth]tle“
which he regards as preliminary stages of philosophy ;
and the natural conceptions of the Stoics are not, as
has already been shown, innate ideas; but, like scien-
tific thoughts, are derived merely in a natural manner
from “experience. Knowledge here also has to de-
velop itself from experience, and is attained and
conditioned by intercourse with things.* This attain-
ment of knowledge was first denied by scepticism,

_which declared the relation of our conceptions to

the things conceived to be unkmnowable, and made
all our convictions exclusively dependent upon sub-
jective bases., But if in this way, not a knowledge
of the truth, but only belief in probability can be
established, this belief takes the place of knowledge

ITS PRINCIPLE AND CHARACTER.

.i“ him who has despaired of knowledge: and so
there results, as the natural product of scepticism,

reliance on that which is given to man directly in his / /77

gelf-conseionsness, and is certain before all scientific
enquiry ; and this, as we shall find in Cicero and
others, is the last foot-hold in the eclectic fluctua-

tion among the various theories.! Now, we can

ascribe, it is true, to this principle of immediate

knowledge only a very limited value, What it main-
tains is at bottom merely this: that the final decision
concerning the questions of philesophy belongs to
unphilosophic_consciousness; and though the umi-

. versal thought that every truth has to approve itself

to human self-consciousness is entirely established,

. yet this thought is here introduced under a pezx-
verted and onc-snded aspect, and the whole pre- ~
supposition-of an immediate knowledge.is untrue; ™

closer observation shows that these supposed im-
mediate and innate ideas have likewise been formed
by manifold intermediate processes, and that it is only
a deficieney of clear scientifie consciousness, which
makes them appear as immediately given. This
return to the directly certain is sofar to be regarded

primarily as a sign of scientifie decay, an involuntary /
But at the

evidence of the exhaustion of thought.

same time it presents one

1 The eclecticism of the last
gentury B.0. stands in - this
respect to the preceding scepti-
cism in a similar relation to
that which in modern times

aspect which is not with-

not be regarded, any more than
the Scottish philesophy, as a
mere reaction of dogmatism
against doubf, but it is. like
the Scottish philosophy, itself

the philosophy of the Scottish a produet of doubt.

school bore to Hume; it can-

o3
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out importance for the further course of philosophic
development. As the interior of man is regarded as
the place where the knowledge of the most essential
truth originally has its seat, it is herein maintained
in opposition tothe Stoic and Epicurean sensualism,

. that in self-consciousness a specific source of know-

ledge is given: and though this higher knowledge
is something actual, a fact of inner experience—
though this rationalism, so far, again resolves itself
into the empiricism of direct consciousness, yet it is
no longer the mere perception from whichall truth is
derived. {This appeal to the immediately certain may,
therefore, be regarded as a reaction against the sen-
sualistic empiricism of the preceding systems. But
because it does not go beyond the internally given,

| as such, and is nevertheless wanting in any deeper

scientific establishment and development, philosophic
convictions are not recognised actually in their origin
from the hnman mind, but appear ag something be-
stowed en man by a power standing above him ; and
thus innate knowledge forms the transition to that
form of philosophy which only goes back to self-con-
sciousness, in order to receive in it the revelation of
God.' How the belief in cxternal revelations and the
leaning of philosophy to positive religion are allied
to this, will be shown later on; at present it is
enough to remark that, as a matter of fact, in a
Plutarch, an Apuleius, a Maximus, a Numenius, and
generally among the Platonists of the first two
centuries after Christ, eclecticism and the philosophy
of revelation went hand in bhand.

ITS PRINCIPLE AND CHARACTER.

~ But as eclecticism in this aspect bore within it
the germ of the mode of thought which so powerfully
developed itself subsequently in Neo-Platonism;
from another point of view it also contained the
sceptiéis_m, to which in great part it owed its own
origin. For that dissatisfaction which will not allow
\t-houghia to be at peace in any definite system, has
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1. Felee-
tetsmm con-
tained the
germs of
the later
scepti-
cigm,

its ultimate hasis in this: that it has not fully ever- -

come doubt in the truth of dogmatic systems, that
it cannot refuse to recognise doubt as to certain
particulars, even though it does not approve of it
in prineiple. Secepticism is consequently not merely
one of the causes which have conditioned the
development of eclecticism; eclecticism has it
continually within itself as a phase of its own exis-

tence; snd its own behaviour tends to keep it

. awake; the eclectic vacillation  between different

systems is nothing else than the unrest of sceptical
thought, a little moderated by belief in the original
consciousness of truth, the utterances of which are
to be brought tegether out of the many and various
seientifie theories. The more superficially, however,
doubt was stilled by a mode of philosophising so
devoid of principle, the less was it to be expected that
it should be for ever silenced. If the truth which
could be found in neo individual system was to be
gleaned out of all systems, it required only moderate
attention to pereeive that the fragments of various

systems wounld not allow themselves to be so directly

united—that each philosophical proposition has its
definite meaning only in its interconnection with
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some definite system; while, on the other hand,

_ propositions from different systems, like the systems

themselves, mutually exclude one another: that
the contradiction of opposite theories annuls their
authority, and that the attempt to make a basis out
of the harmonising propositions of the philosophers,
as recognised truth, is wrecked on the fact of their
disagreement. Therefore after the scepticism of the
Academy had been extinguished in the eclecticism
of the first century before Christ, doubt arose anew
in the school of Enesidemrs tolose itself only in the
third century, simultaneously with all other theories,
in Neo-Platonism; and no argument has greater
weight with these new seeptics than that which the
precedent of eclecticism readily furnished to them :

the impossibility of knowledge is shown by the

contradiction of the systems of philosophy; the

~ pretended harmony of these systems has resolved

it And of
Neo-Pla-
fotiEsu.

itself into the perception of their mutual incom-
patibility. '

Justifiable, however, as the renewal of seepticism
appears in relation to the uneritical eclectic treat-
ment of philosophy, it' could no longer attain the
importance which it had had in the school of the
new academy. The exhaustion of thought which

" can be shown even in this later scepticism, made a

positive conviction teo necessary, to allow many to

return to pure doubt. If, therefore, the belief in

the truth of the systems hitherto in vogue was
shaken, and if even their eclectic combination eould
not entirely satisfy, while strength was wanting for

ITS PRINCIPLE AND CHARACTER.

the independent production of awnew system ; the

general result was only that thought began to long
more and more for a source of knowledge lymg |

outside itself and science as hitherto existing;
which was sought partly in the inner revelation of
the Deity and partly in religious tradition. Thus
the way was entered upon, which Neo-Platonism
in the next period more definitely pursued, and so
opened the last epoch of Greek philosophy.
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total of such departures which can be historically Csﬁw..

C?IT;:P- 01.T the schools of philosophy which had still main- virtue ; but Cicers himself adds, that this opinion is
— tained themselves on the theatre of history up to to be found in no scientific representative of the
ngfnfiia Ithe middlle of the second century before Chr}st, Al Epicurean philosophy.? He tells us of some Epi-
ifﬁf?;ffs of the Ep%f:urt“:ans was, to all appearance, least affected cureans of his tit_ne who separated themselves from
e b_‘} _t_.he scientific movement of the time. Thomgh Epicurus* by their theory of a disinterested love to
A The its juxtaposition with other intellectual tendencies friends. It is doubtful, however, whether this
i%;:;;u bad left upon it some traces, it does mot seem to should be regarded as a radical deviation from the '

have been influenced by any of these tendencies in Eudeemonism of Epicurus; the statement in ques-

" a deeper and more permanent manner. We must tion only asserts that friends may be loved for their

2. doubt, suppose that even the refutation of th; own sake, even when they bring us no advantage ; ®

objections which encountered the Epicurean doctrine but this does not exclude the idea that love to them

;’E—- all sides, gave occasion to SOIhE Yok phases in is based upon the pleasure secured by intercourse

i e was St o spee wih a1 e nfrenom sl piogmter i

tain subordinate points b - ﬁEd-].n them—}ias. heen undertaken by tilOl;gh this ides is not im})rc;t);

z:;:; erents, and that g 1ie]13d 0); frne and another of its ?E[i:fzf_e], Lht?r.?'rw?mngf‘rp 2% C‘ao able in i'tse_l.f,-it cannot be ascer-

. ? ines may bave been : % égglﬁob;n éomnﬁg;t;;o; ;1;]; flzl:liﬁi“h%her it has any foun-

s Bt Tt e i e D

o Ve . aliiile Sraces whish mi it e fOE[].OWed up 3 Fin. 1.7, 95 5 17, 553 cf. (and so forth) ﬁm?mg:aptw
g?ﬁ;fﬁ; z_id_ ; ; ‘W 1c mlght seem to indicate that Pril. der Gr. 111 i. 445, 2. voluptatem, cuim  autem usus

Lipiewrus. individual dlSClples of Epicurus had departed, either Toz‘qgua?us,ggwﬁa E%f 0};‘;&9};:: mﬁm&ﬁﬁiﬁm iﬁaﬂ"r’:;:{;

tantum, ut, ctiam $ nulle sit

CHAPTER II.

ECLECTICI'SI\I” IN THE SECOND AND FIRST CENTURIES
BEFORE CHRIST. THE EPICUREANS. ASCLEPIADES.

formally or materially, from their master,! the sum

' A collection and examina- which
: L - we cannct b -
tion of these—the value of ledge, though we utrc?grm?n:*-

proved is so inconsiderable that the well-known
judgments of Seneca and Numenius concerning the
orthodoxy of the Epicureans® searcely suffers any
limitation from them. We learn from Cicero? that.
the theory of Epicurus was not seldom conceived by
his Roman compatriots as if he had ascribed an
independent value to intellectual culture and to

respecting them) vides esse
multos sed imperitos.

i+ Phil. der Gy, I1L 1. 460, 2.
Hirzel, loc. ¢if. 170 s¢., supposas

wtilitas ex amicitia, tamen ipsi
amieci propler s¢ ipsos AMentur.
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Ci{,m with them.! Such a difference cannot be considered

of much importance.

Nor are we justified in

ascribing an alteration of the Epicurean theology
to Philodemus, though he may, pethaps, have carried
it further in certain particulars than Epicurus him-
self:* and though many deviations from pure
Epicureanism are pereeptible?® in Lucretius, on
closer inspection they will be found to refer to traits
/ which merely concern the form of the poetic pre-
sentation, but do not affect the scientific theories.+

'In the amare propter se
dpsvs, as opposed to the love
becanse of wutility, there lies
nothing more than the con-
ception of an affection based
upon delight in the person of a
Iriend, and not merely on a
calenlation of benefits. But
such an affection can also be
based on the motive of plea-
sure. To this only the further
-argument can  be applied:
Litenim si loca, si fana, st urbes,
S gymnasia, s compum, wi
canes, st equos ludicra exercendi
aut venandi consuetudine ad-
amare solemus, quanio id in
hominum consuetuding facilius
Jieri potuerit et justiug !

¢ Phil. der G TIL 1. 433, 1.

? Ritter, iv. 891086,

¢ Ritter thinks (p. 94) that
Nature and her component
parts are described by Luere-
tius at times in a2 much more
vivid, and at times in a much
more detailed manner, than
the lifeless and uniform physics
of the Epicureans would seem
to have permitted. Nature is
conceived by Lucretins as a
Unity, which rules absclutely

over all. The sun is described
a3 an essence which generates
the births of the world; the
earth, in animated language, as
the mother of living creatures
‘even the conjecture that the
stars are living beings he does
not cast aside (v. 523 sgg.).
This last, however, according
to w. 122 $gq., cannot be his
own opinion. What he really
says 1s only the same that
Epicurns (ap. Diog. x. 112) also
expresses in one of his hypo-.
thetical explanations of Nature
withreference to earlier theories
(Phil. der G7.1. 245). Concern-
ingthe remaining points, Ritter
himself remarks that the de-
scriptions of the poet can only
be intended figuratively ; and
this is the case with the pas-
sages which perhaps would be
103t surprising toan Epicurean
(v. 534 sgq.), where Lineretins
defends the Epicurean theory
that the earth is borne up by
the air (Diog. x. 74) with the
observation that the air is not
oppressed by the earth, because
the earth was originally of one
piece with it, just as the weighs

THE EPICUREANS.

The same may be said of other philosophers among

the later Epicureans concerning whom tradition has
told us something. Tt may be that Zeno of Sidon
appropriated to himself in the scheol of Garneadfe;s :
a more dialectic method, a mode of argument going
more acutely and thoroughly into details than we
find in Epicurus;? or that Apollodorus® was superior
to Epicurus in historical knowledge and interest ;*

of our limbs is no burden to
us. Though this strongly re-
minds us of the Stoic sympathy
of the universe, Lucretius will
lLiave nothing to do with that
theory, and consequently desig-
nates the parts of the world
only as guast membra. In any
case this thought is without
result for the rest of his doc-
trine of Nature. He rather
maintains, as his own opinion,
the unity of Nature in the
same sense as Epicurus—i.e. In
the sense of an interdependence
brought about by the identity
of physical and mechanical
Jaws. Moreover, the doctrine
of the spontanecus movement

of the atoms (Lucr. ii, 133, 251.

#g9.) is Epicurean; and if, on
the other hand, Lucretius is
distinguished from Epicurus by
maintaining more firmly the
conformity to law of natural
phenomena (Ritter, 97), we
have already heard (Phil. der
Gor. 111 1. 397, 1) the explana-
tion of Epicurus, which is con-
firmed by his whole system,
that unconditional necessity
rules in universal causes, if
even individual phenomena
admit of various constructions.
That Lucretins (il 333 sgq.)

departing from Tpicurus, as-
sumes as many original figures
of the atoms as there are atoms
(Ritter, p. 101) is decidedly a
misapprehension, expressly con-
tradicted by the passage ii.
478 sgg. (which Ritter mis-
understands). How liitle the
ethics alsa of the Roman Epi-
curean differed from those of
the ancient Epicurean it would
be easy to show from the points

-
2%

CHAP.

11

adduced by Ritter, p. 104 sg. -

The apreement of Luecretius
with Epienrus has now been
expounded in the most thorough
manner by Woltjer in the trea-
tise quoted, Phil. der Gr. IIL
i..363, 1.

! Qi Lo TIL 5. 373, 2.

2 As Hirzel conjectures, loc.
oit. 176 sqq., —appealing to
Cicero, Fin. 1. 9, 81; Tuse. iii.
17, 38; N.D.1.18, 46 39.

3 The skyroriparvoes discussed
in Phil. der G, ILL 1. 373.

4 Hirzel, 183 sg., who asserts,
in support of this, that Apol-
lodorus (according to Diog. vil.
181; x. 13) had composed a
curaywyh Boyudrey, and perhaps
had justified in it the judg-
ment of Epicurus on Leueippus
(Pril. der Gr. 1. 842, 8),
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The famous physician, Asclepiades of Bithynia,! Caar.
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Cuar,  we also find Demetrius meeting an objection of
stands in another relation to the Epicurean school.

~ . Carncades with an answer which leads us to suppose

1 T 2 = = - . 3 ot i
that this Epicurean had gained in logical training He is not. expressly enumerated among its members Asele
L tl.zrough the dialectic of the Academy.! But that by any of the authors who mention him, but his ﬁg‘f;’f:;:
either of these philosophers in any definition of theories would certainly lead us to suppose that he not an
d}(:ctrme materially diverged from the doctrine of had some connection with the school. He is at one f;i’,f
their i intai i ,
ma.ester 1s .not ; maintained in any quarter. cient. He must have written: of Epicurus; and is it likely iﬁ,;’fi‘;";"
When Dmgenes in his catalogue mentions certain by B&’ArorndBwpor Kol Tobs per’  that he would immediately oo .
airdy of owhoior ‘Emiotpeior  after apply the same predicate - -

men who were called Sophists by the genuine Epi-
cureans, we have no reason to consider these Sophists
as more than isolated offshoots of the school, or to
argue from their appearance any deeply seated dis-
agreements within it, or any change in its general

character.?

' In the exposition (men-
tioned in Part IIL 1. 371, 4) ap.
Sext. Marh. viii. 348, where he
maintains, in opposition to the
statement about argumentation
discuszed at p. 504, and in har-
mony with the distinction of
yewikd and el amddets, that
whenevera valid separate proof
is adduced, the admissibility of
the argument Is at once show.
To him also, perhaps, belongs
what is quoted by Sextus, viii.
330 ; in any case it shows what
influence the objections of Car-
neades had made even upon the
Epicureans.

2 The wordsin Diog. x. 25 pro-
ceed thus: (afterthe enumeration
of several immediate disciples
of Epicurus) xat oiror pev EAAdyi-
pos, G G kol oAderpaTos . . . By
BieBéturo Aroriaios, by Bagikeidys.
seul *AmoAXobwpos 8 b6 wgmordpar-
vos yéyover eAAdyiuos, Us drép T
Terpakdoia curéypambe BiBAia: Fio

e Mrodepaior 'Ahebardpels, § 7e
HéAas ol & Aevwds., Zhvar § 6
SiBdvios axpoaths *Amoriebdpoy,
wof\uypciqms avip Kkal Anufhrpios
& émAnfets Adkwy, Awyéms 8 6
Tapoeds b Tis EmAéxTovs oxords
ovyypddas, ral "Oplwy Kol ExAo:
ot’i;s oi ywijoior “Eaticotpelor gogio-
Tas GmokaAovar.  Hirsel (loc.
cit. 180 sgq.) believes that
those named Sophists by the
trne Epicureans must include
all the men here men-
tioned, from Apollodorus on-
wards, and therefore Apol-
lodorus himself, the two Piole-
mzi, Zeno of Sidon, &e. But
this is very improbable, even
from the mode of expression.
Had such been the meaning of
the writer, he must at least
have said: mdrras 8¢ Todrous of
yvfigior Enucotpeiol aopiorés diro-
kédotow; and if he wished to
express himself clearly even
this would have been insuffi-

wopirTas GmoraAotow. As it is,
we can only refer the words
obis amokaievow either to the

. HAne: alone, or to the &AAow and

the names immediately pre-
ceding them, Orion and Dio-
genes, Diogenes may in this
case be the same person men-
tioned by Strabo, xiv. 5, 15;
but this is not necessarily the
case, as Strabo does not de-
seribe Diozenes as an Hpica-
rean, and in the enumera-
ticn of the philosephers of
Tarsus, the Epicurean Diogenes
may have been passed over, 43
well as the far more celebrated
Stoic Zeno. But the positive
arguments against the suppo-
sition of Hirzel are still more
decisive. According {o this,
the Epicurcan with whom the
mention of Diogenes originates
must have pointed cut a whole
series of Hpicurean philoso-
phers, whom he himself calls
éAdyiwor as men who were
named Sophists by the genuine
Epicureans, and consequently
members of the schoolwho had
become unfaithful to its true
spirit. How is this conceivable?
As éardyruos, hie had previously
mentioned Metrodorns, Her-
marchus, Polymnus, &c.—in a
word, the most loyal disciples

to those who were not acknow-
ledged by the genunine Epicu-
reans as belonging to their
number ! This is in itself very
improbable, but the imprab-
ability becomes greater siill
when we find that among these
Sophists are two of the most
distinguisbed leaders, Apol-
lodorns and Zeno, Hirzel has
just before (p. 170) shown that
only Epicureans of the purest
type were selected as overseers
of the school ; and we can all
the less concede to him that an
Apollodorns and a Zeno—the for-
mer, as his designation proves,
a highly-esteemed head of the
school ; the latter regarded by
Cicerp and Piilodemus as one
of the first Epicurean authori-
ties—could have been, in the
judgment of the ywiow only

- psendo-Epicurean Sophists.

! This physician, whose theo-
ries are constantly mentioned.
in the Placite ascribed to Plu-.
tarch, and in the writings of
Galen, is connted by the psendo-
Galen, fsag. e. 4, vol. xiv. 685 K,
as one of the leaders of the
logical school of physicians.
According to Sext. Mufh. vil.
20 84., he was a contemporary
of Antiochus of Ascalon. Vide
p. 30, note 1.
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cmar.  with the Epicurean sensualism! in his statement

II.

! that the sensible perception gives a true image of
the thing perceived, but that reason, on the con-
trary, is not an independent source of knowledge,

borrows all its content from perception, and has

to he verified by perception.? In connection with
this he found reason superfluous,?as an integral part
“of the soul, herein going beyond Epicurus: the

7Vsoul, he said, was only the whole compounded of

all the senses collectively; ¢ to which he gave as

! Sext. Math. vil. 201. That  principale, dum in animo ips0
there were also some who de- eoluné esse sensus, guorwm vin-
clared sensations to be the dicatur principals, in favour of

~ round particles.!

o

ASCLEPIADES.

. pubstratum the mvedua consisting of light and
He also traced the activities of

memory and intellect to movements in the organs
of gense.? If lastly the atomistic theory of Ascle-
piades ? is primarily allied to that of Heraclides of
Pontus,* it is not to be supposed that he arrived at
this theory without the tradition of the atomistic
system which was still living in the Epicurean school.
The primary constituents of all things he held to be
small bodies which were distinguished from the
atoms of Democritus and Epicurus in that they

were divisible, From all eternity they strike to- /

gether in constant motion and split up into num-

criterion of truth, Antiochms
shows in these words: &Ados 8¢
Tis &y Th laTpkii péy  odbewbs
Bedrepas, anTdueras 8¢ wal dudo-
aoplas, émelfero Tas pey aiclioes
tprws wal GAnb@s avTiAgers elvar,
Adyw e undey GAws Huds keTo-
AapBdverr. Here Asclepiades the
contemparary of Antiochus can
alene be referred to.

2 This and nothing else can
be the real opinion of Ascle-
piades, on which the statement,

Moyw undir fuis kaTaAouSdvew,

is based, for he, like Epicurus,
denominated his atoms royzol,
Adye Bewpyrol (infra, p. 31 1. 5),
and also believed in an intellec-
tnal knowledge of the ‘hidden
by means of inferences from the
perceived. Fide infra, note 4.
S Sext. Maih. vii. 202 'Ackin-
By Thw laTpby . . . Gvepoirre
uev T gyeuovindr.  Ihid. 380,
he says: obdE Brws dwdpyew Ti
fyeporudy., Tert. De am. 15 :
Messenius aliguis Dicearclius,
exr medicis avtem Andrecs ef
Aselepiades  ita  abstulerunt

which Asclepiades argues that
many animals live for a time
without head or heart (the two
parts regarded as seats of the
yepoviedy).  See next note.

* This conception results
from the passage in Tertullian,
which therefore compares Ascle-
piades with Dicwarchus; and
still more distinetly from Crwl.
Aurel. De Movh. acut. i. 14
(quoted by Fabric. on Sext.
Math, vil. 380): Aselepiades
veqnum anine aligia pavte con-
stitutum (a fryeporucr dwelling
in a definite part of the body)
negat. Flenim nibil alind esse
dicit awimam quam  sewsuwim
omnium  eotum :  intellectum
awtem occultarum vel latentinm
rerum per solulilem fleri motwm
sensuum, qui ab  aogidentibs
sensibilibus atque antecedenti

perspectione perfioitur memoriom
vero alterno eorum exereitio dicit.
Plut. Plac. iv. 2,8 (Stob, Fel. i.
496) expresses the same in the
following words : "Aawed. & larpds
Laredivare Tihw boyhv] cuyyup-

berless parts, of which sensibly perceptible things
consist.” But even in eompound bodies their cease-

vecioy Ty aictfoeswy, whether
the cvyyuuvesic may mean
‘practice,’or ‘common practice,
work done together,” or whether
in a sense otherwise not de-
monstrable, corresponding with
pectus, it may denote a soclety
of cuyyvuvaldperor.

1 Chaleid. @n Tim. 213 @ Awt
enim moles (Syxor, vide infra)
gueedam. sunt leves et globose
vaedemque admodum delicate ex
quibus amimae subsistit, quod
fotum spiritus est, wé Asole-
piades  putat, &eo. On the
analogous, though somewhat
different definitions of Epicu-
tus and Dernocritus, cf. Phil. der
Gr. JII. i, 418; also 1. 808,

2 Hiz exact concepiion of
this is not elear from the pass-
age of Czlius Aurelius quoted
in note 4, p. 30. The solubilis
motas points to the idea that

from a complex of motions, cer-
tain motions detach themselves,
and that through these arise
abstract presentations.

2 On thiz subject ef. Tass-
witz, who discusses it in his
treatise on Danpiel Sennert,
p- 425 sq. (Vierteljohrschr. fiir
wissenseh. Philoes. iii. 408 sqg.),
for this German restorer of the
atomistic philosophy ‘he died
in 1637) allied himself chiefly
with Asclepiades.

i Phil. d. Gr. il 1. 856 sq.

5 The most complete accoun®
of this theory is given by Cel.
Aurel. lve. ¢it. : Primordia cor-
porTis prime constituerat atomes
(this is inaccurate ; he did not
call them so for the reason that
they are not indivisible) cor-

scula intellectu sensm, irne
ulle qualitate solita (without
colour, and so forth) afque cx
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less motion continues, so that nothing in any section
of time, even the smallest, remains unchanged.! If

initio comitata (1) @ternum se
moventia qua sio incursu offénse
mutuis ictibus in infinita par-
tiwm fragmenta soleantur meag-
nitudine atgue schemate differ-
ontia, que rursum eundo sibi
adjecta vel conjumcta  omnid
JSaciant sensibilia, vim in semet
mtationts habentia ant per mag-
witudinem swi aut per multitiu-
dinem aut per schema aul per
ordinem. Nec, inguit, rations ca-
rore videtur quod nullins faciant
qualitatis corpors (that being
without quality. generatebodies
of definite quality); silver Is
white, whereas that which is
rubbed off from it is black;
the goat's horn is black, the
sawdust of it white. These
primeval bodies Asclepindes like
Heracleitus, called &rapuor Dyrot
(cof. the passages quoted, Phil.
der o, LL 1. 836, 3; where, how-
ever, in Bus. Par. ev. xiv. 23, 8,
instead of pir ropdooyTes, weTo-
roudorayres is to be read, accord-
ing to Diels, Dowogr. 252, 2).
1 previously understood the ex-
pression as applying to bodies
not joined together—i.e., not
divisible; but I must concede
to Lasswitz that the primitive
atoms of Asclepiades are not
this. Theinterpretationslocker,
‘lpose’ (therefore' capable of
separation). and umgeordnct,
cunordered, seem’ to me, how-
ever,in point of language, ques-
tionable. I should, therefore,
prefer to give to dropuos the
signification, fnot combined
with ene another ' (so that each
Byxos is separated from the
other and moves itself for

itself). That these oyxor (as
Epicurus had said of the atoms)
are Adyw Bewpnrol and 8/ aidvos
GumpéunTor, we are told by Sext.
Math, iii. 6. He also speaks
(viii. 220) of woqrel dywor and
vonté &parduara. What Calins
Aurel. says of the shattering of
the atoms receives confirmation
from the words quoted by Lass-
witz (p. 426) from the pseudo-
Galen, Inirod. ¢, 9, vol. xiv.
698 % : kard B vov AckAnmidiny
orovyeis avlpdmou dyror fpavaorol
kat wépor; and from Stob. Eel i.
350, according to which the pre-
decessor of Asclepiades (Hera-
clides) declared Gpabouara to be
the smallest bodies (the theories
also ascribed to Heracleitns
in the foregoing, and in the
Plagita, i. 13, 9—cf. {nyypdrid
Tive, adxioTa kal dpepi—seem,
however, originally to belong
to Heraclides), This divisibility
of the dywoe is referred to when
Sextus (Math. x. 318) observes
that Democritus and Epicurus
represent things as arising €E
avopolwy (4.¢. Tols yeyvauévos)
Te kol omabey. Heraclides and
Asclepiades, on the contrary,

&F dvopolwy piy walyrdy B¢ kabd-

wep Ty avdpuwy dynwy. The
wdpor, which are side by side
with the dyro:, and have the
same significance as the void
beside the atoms, are also men-
ticned by Galen, Theriae. ad.
Pis. . 11, vol. xiv. 250 K.

! Sext. Math. viii. 7. Plato
ascribes true Being to the not-
sensible alone, because sensible
things are always in a state of
Becoming : worauod dikny peotians

ASCLEPIADES.

these theories had been attributed to an acknow-

“ledged member of the Epicurean school, they would

no doubt contain a noteworthy departure from the
doetrine of the master, but as Asclepiades is not
described as an Epicurean, they only show in one
individual case what seems in itself natural and
probable, viz., that the influence of Epicureanism, as
of other systems, was not strietly confined within

the limits of the school.

Ths ovoles, dore TalTy uh Bio
Tols ehayloTous xplvous frouévew
pnde émibéxeria, nabdmrep ENcye
o’ AoAnTiddns, Sho émbcites Bia

Thy bEdryra Tis pons (On account
of the swiftness of the flaw
nothing can show itself twice).

CHAP.
1L
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CHAPTER IIL.

THE STOICS: BOETHUS, PANATIUS, POSIDONIUS.

Anong the remaining schools of philosophy, that of

the Stoies was the first which, in partial divergenee
" from its older teachers, admitted foreign elements.

This occurred, however, subsequently to a still more

' ‘considerable extent in the Academy, which, from the
first century before Christ, was the chief seat of

eclecticism. The Peripatetics seem, on the whole,

to have preserved the tradition of their school in -

- greater purity ; but we shall find that some, even

among them, were inclined towards an eclectic com-
bination of that school with other standpoints.

In the school of the Stoics, the rise of eclecticism
is connected with the names of Boéthus, Panetius,

- and Posidonius.

- Supposed
vaoiiia-
tion of the
SUCTERIOTE
of Uhris-
LPpuR
concerning,)
the final
conflagra-
tion of the
world.

Already at the beginning of the second eentury
the suecessor of Chrysippus, Zeno of Tarsus, is said
to have been perplexed as to one of the distinctive

‘doctrines of his school—the doctrine of the destruc-

tio of the world—so that he left the question of
its truth undecided:' and similarly, after him,

' Numen. ap. Eus. Pr.ev.xv. of the conflagration of the
18, 2. Zeno, Cleanthes, and world: zéy utv yap TovTou pafn-
Chrysippus taught the doctrine iy kel Swdoxor 7is xONis

BOETHTUS.

Diogenes of Seleucia in his later years became

doubtful about this dogma, which he had previously _

defended.! Neither of these statements, however,

is satisfactorily attested ;2 though the thing is pos-
sible in itself, and we can easily expldin it, especially.

in the case of Diogenes, if the objections of his
disciples against the conflagration of the world had
embarrassed him and caused him to refrain from
expressing any decided opinion on the subject. As
to Bosthus,® we know that he mot only openly re-
nounced the Stoic tradition on this point, but on
other and more important questions approximated
to the Peripatetic doctrine, so as to imperil the
purity of his Stoicism. .

*  An example of this has already come before us
in his doctrines concerning the theory of knowledge :
for if he described Reason (rofs) and. Desire as
criteria ¢ side by side with Perception and Seience,
he not only set up the Aristotelian émigTaun in the
place of the Stoic mpéhyres,® but added to it and to
Perception two other independent sources of know-

ledge, the recognition -of

Zhvwvd dac émoyew mepl THS
demupdoews Tar SAwy. Y

1 Ps.-Philo, Htern. m. ¢. 15,
p. 248 Bern.: Aéyetar 8% weal
Awoyérns iwike vées Ty cuvemi-
yperpduevas 76 BoypaTs THS Exmup-
daews obe THs fAucias vBoidoas
dmioxew.

z Neither of the witnesses
speaks from his own knowledge,
s they themselves tell us. We
know not, therefore, on what
their assertions are based. In

which was not consistent

regard to Zeno of Tarsus, the
otherwise well-instrueted au-
thor of the Philonie treatise can-
not have been acquainted with
any divergence of his from the
school, or he wounld not have
omitted to appeal to him.

* Coneerning whom cf, Phil,
d. Gr. II1. 1. 46, 1.

« TFhid. I11.4. 71, 1; 84, 1.

5 Thid. TIL. 1. T4; 84 5¢.; and
eoncerning emorauy, thid. I ii.
650, 4

n 2
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with the Stoic ecmpiricism, though it perfectly
harmonised with the Peripatetic doctrine.!
But the attitude of Boéthus to the Stoic theology

* is still more antagonistic. For although he held,

with others, that God was an ethereal substance,?
he would not admit that He dwelt in the world as

it soul; and he consequently refused to.-describe
_the world as-a living being ;* he rather assigned the
‘abode of the Deity to-the highest sphere, and re-

presented - Him as working from thence upon the
universe.t  As to the reasons which determined the

! In respect to »obs this is
shown in Phil. d. Gr. 1L ii. 190
ggg. Aristotle nowhere, indeed,
describes the @pelis as a source of
presentations or cognitions;
but he fraces practical ends
and aims partly to natural
desires, and partly to the con-
stitution of the will, on which
must depend what we consider
to be good (Le. 582, 3 ; 586, 2;
631, 25 653; cf. Ffh. V. 1. 7;
1098, &, 3).

? Stob. Zel. 1.60 : Bigfos +ow
ailépa devw amedhvaro. In his
opinion of the soul also he
remained faithful to the Stoic
materialism.

* Diog. vii, 143. The Stoics
declare  the world to be
living and animate : Biyfos 3é
dnow obi elvar (Poy Tov Kdrpoy.
Philo, Ftern. m. c. 16, p. 251,
Bern.: duxh 8¢ 7od Kbopay
KeT& Tobs avTidofoivras
6 Beds—if these words belong to
the excerpt from Bogthus, which
NOW appears to me most pro-
bable, at least according to the
sense,

* Diog. vii, 148 ; Bénfos 5t év
T Tepl dpioews obolay Beod Ty
Ty brhaviy chofper, which is to

be understood in the same way.

ag the corresponding definitions
of other Stoics (Phil. d. G'r. 111,
1. 187, 1, 2), the fyeuorucdy of the
world is said to have its seat in
the purest part of the ether.
This would not necessarily ex-
clude the ancient Stoie doctrine
that it spreads itself from
thence through all the parts of
the world. But in that ease
the world would be a living
creature and the Deity its soul,
which Boéthus did not allow.
Buf if this conception be re-
jected, there remains only a
motion of the world from with-
out, and so far the extract
given by Philo (le.) corre-
sponds with the view of our
Stoic : Exacra épopd [§ febs] wal
wdrTwr ola yriiatos TaThp ewirpo-
welet, val, el Bei TaAyfes elweiv,
quidxov ol kuBepriTou rpbmoy
AUIOUXEL kot TNBEAOUYEE TR Thi-
TarTa, Ay Te kal oeAdup, &o.
mapioTdueros kol qurbpdv Bow

BOETHUS.

_philosopher to this rejection of Stoic. pantheism,

‘tradition tells us nothing: the decisive cause must _

no doubt have lain in the fear of imperilling the
sublimity and unchangeahleness-of God, if He were,

according to His substance, connectedwith the -

world. In these theories Boéthus, in opposition to
his school, agreed with Aristotle, but he essentially

differs from him both in his materialism, and in the

opinion that God not only directs and guides the
universe from the ruling point, but stands beside
every part—of-it,-ready to help; whereas Aristotle
denies to the Deity every activity directed to the
world,! Bogthus is therefore seeking a middle course
between the pantheism of the Stoics and the theism
of Aristotle; like that which was subsequently
attempted from the Peripatetie side in the ¢ Book of
the Universe.’?

With this is connected Boéthus’ contradiction of
the doctrine of the conflagration of the world., Of
the four arguments by which he opposes this doc-
trine,? the first shows that the destruction of the
world must result without a eause, for outside the
world there is nothing but the void, and in the world
there is nothing which could bring destruction to it.

The second seeks to prove, not altogether conelusively, =
that of all the different kinds of destruction* none

wpbs THr Ted Bhov Bizuovhy rol 3 According to Ps.-Philo, \I_.g.
Thy kar oplby Adyor avvmaiTiov  C, 16 $q. p. 249-233, Bern. (952,

Biolknaiy. :

! fAlw Te kal oehfirn kal Tols
BAAows whdimor kal drAayéow, &1
& Gépt xai Toly uepent To KiTuHOU
Tapiordperos kel ovrdpar (Philo,
loe. eit)

2 Fide infra, chapter 7.

C. 8g. H., 503 sg. DL).

$ kard Swlpery, kaTd Graipeoiy
Tis émeyolons wowTyTes (as in
the destrnction of a figure),
kard olyxuvow (chemical mix-
ture, of, Phil. d. Gv. TIL 1. 127,
1 :
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~ could be applicable to the world.! The third main-
. tains that after the destruction of the world the Deity
“would have no object for his activity, and must con-
sequently sink into inaction ; nay, if the Deity be
the world-soul, he must himself be destroyed.
¢ Lastly, the fourth contends that, after the complete
" annihilation of the world, this fire must itself be
extinguished for want of nourishment ; 2 and then the
new formation of the world would be impossible.
But Boéthus had doubtless concluded from this not
only that the world was imperishable, but also that
it had no beginning ;* he exchanged the Stoic cos-
mology not for the Platonic but for the Aristotelian

PANETIUS.

conneetion of which with the phenomena portended

“he sought to discover.! :

With Bosthus is associated his celebrated co-
disciple Panwtius,® not only in his opposition to the
doctrine of the destruction of the world, but also in

the independent attitude he assumed to the tradi-

tion of his school, and in his readiness to allow

entrance to other views. This distinguished and.

influential philosopher, the chief founder of Roman
Stoicism, was born, it, would seem, about 180 B.C., in
Rhodes, ? and was introduced to the Stoie philosophy
by Diogenes and Antipater. He afterwards went to

theory, the doctrine of the eternity of the world :
his departure from the Stoic dogma is here also a
transition to that of the Peripatetics.

That Boéthus likewise opposed the Stoic belief in

prophecy is not asserted;

* this subject are confined

4 his own utterances on
to an enquiry concerning

the prognostics of weather and similar things, the

1. For that only is capable of
division which is ex BiecraTer,
or ér ouramropufvwy, or only
weakly nnited—not thas which
is superior to all else in force.
An entire annihilation of the
quality of the world is not
maintained by the other view, for
this is still to subsistin the form
of fire. If finally all elements
were simultaneously abolished

through oiyxves, there would

be a transition of the d»into the
e B

2 Pecauscas pure fire it could
be neither drfpet nor eAdE, bub
only adyy (on which ef. PRIl d.

G, I11.1. 153, 2}, and this would
presuppose a lominous body.

3This appears especially from
the third argument; the psendo-
Philo also (p. 249, 4) represents
him as attacking the presuppo-
sition el yesyrbs kal @lapris &
kboos.

¢ The contrary would rather
seent to result from Cic. fHvin.
il. 42, 88, aecording to which
Panwtius wnus e Stoicis astrolo-
gorum. predicta rejecit; but
this only implies that Boéthns
did not expressly oppose the
belief, not that he himself
shared it.

! Qie. Divin. i 8, 13: Quis
igitur elicere  causas presens
stonum potest ?  Etsi video Boé-
thum Stoicum esse condiuit, qui
hactenus (only so tar) aliguid
i, ut earum rationem rerum
ceplicaret, que i mari celove
Jierenr. Ibid. . 21, 47; Nam
¢t progrosticorim Gausas perse-
cuti sunt et Bobihus Stoicus . . .
¢t . . . Posidonius. In both
passages the emphasis falls on
the couse proguosticorum, the
natural connection between
prognostic and resulf.

* Van Lynden, De Panatio
Rhodie, Leiden, 1802,

3 Qoneerning his native place
there is no doubt (wide Strabo,
wiv, 2, 18, p. 635). On the
other hand, we are told nothing
of the year either of his birth
or death, and they can only be
approximately determined from
the facts that he attended the
discourses of Diogenes of Seleu-
ging in 143 B.C. as an openly-
recognised philosopher, accom-
panied Spipio to Alexandria,

and was no longer living after
110 B.0. Van Lynden places
his life between 185-112 B.C.
The Ind. Here. Comp. Col. 51
(cf. Phil. d. Gr. HL 1. 33, 2)
names Nicagoras as his father,
and in €bl. 55 mentions his
two younger brothers, That
hewas of good family, we kiow
from Strabo, Le. When Suidas,
sub wore, distinguishes from the
celebrated Panstius a second
and younger Panmtius, the
friend of Seipio, this is merely
a proof of his ignorance, as is
abundaatly shown by Van
Lynden, p. 5 sqq.

+ Diogenes 15 mentioned as
his teacher in the 7nd. Here
Col. 51, 2; and by Suidas,
Tlawalr.: Antipater, by Cicero,
Divin. 1, -3, 6. His piety to-
wards the latter is praised by
the Ind. Here. Col. 60. Besides
these, according to his own
statement (ap, Btrab. xiv. 5, 16,
p. 676), he heard Crates of
Mallos in Pergamus, Tolemo
also, the Periegete, is, o chrono-
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Rome,’ where he long remained an inmate of the
household of Scipio Afrieanus, the younger.? Scipio
and Lelius were his friends ® and hearers, and he won
over many zealous youths to Stoicism.! Scipio also
chose him for his companion when in 143 5.0. he
was sent at the head of a deputation to the East,

and particularly to Alexandria.®

After the death of

Antipater, Panstius undertook the leadership of the
school in Athens,® of which apparently he was the

logical grounds, regarded as
his teacher rather than his
disciple, The text of Suidas
which asserts the latter (TToAéu.
Edny.) seems corrupt. Cf. Bern-
hardy én Ioe., Van Lynden, 36 sg.

! Whether this occurred after
the Alexandrian journey, and
whether Pangtius visited Rome
of his ownaccord, or was invited
there by others, tradition does
not inform wus. Plutarch (O
Prine, Philosoph. 1. 12, p. TT7)

‘presupposes that Panmtius was

not in Rome when BSeipio in-
vited him to accompany him.
But Beipio must have been
already well acquainted with
him te have given such an
invitation,

* Fide the following note,

and Cio. Pro Mur. 31, 66;

Vell. Paterc. i. 13, 3. How
long Panwetius was in Rome we
do not know ; but as he came
thither at latest after the
Alezandrian journey, therefore
in 142 B.0,, and probably before
that journey, and as, on the
other hand, Rutilins Rufus,
who died after 81 B.C., spems
to have heard him in Rome
(supra, p. 11, 3), which can
scarcely have happened before

135-130 B.C., we must suppose
that he worked here for a con-
siderable number of years.
Vellejus says that Scipio had
him with him demi militiegue,
and the Iad. Here. Col. 56, 2,
seems to speak as if he acoom-
panied Scipio to the army.

? Cic. Fin. iv. 9, 23; il 8, 24,
Off. 1, 26, 90 ; ii. 22, 76. Gell,
N AL vl 21, 1. Baidas
Tavait, ToA{Bos.

4 Vide supra, p. 10 s7.

3 Cic, Aead. ii. 2, 6; Posiden.
ap. Plat. 4 ¢., and dpophthegm.
reg. et mp. Serip. Min. 13 sq.
p. 200; Athen. xii., 549, d.
(where Toseiddwios is in any
case & slip of the memory for
Haraities, which, however, is
repeated xiv, 657 8g.). Cf
Justin. Hist. xxxviii. 8.

& Tnd. Here. Col. 53 : BidBoyas
eyevero Tis AvrimdTpov ooAds.
Cf. these further statements ;
that he died in Athens (Suid.);
that he did not again return to
Rhodes (Cic. Fuse, v, 37, 107) ;

that he was offered the right -

of citizenship in Athens, but
did mot accept it (Proel. in
Hesipd. "B, wal ‘Hu. 707,
no- doubt after Plutarch):
that there was in Athens a

PANETIUS,

head until about 110 B.c.

That he had previously

been active in a similar capacity in his native eity is
not likely.? As teacher and author,® scholar and

society for common meals
citlled Pamestiasts (Athen. v.
186, ). The attempt of Schep-
pig, De Posidon. Apam. (Son-
dersh. 1869), p. 3 sg. to make
Panztins the head of the
Rhodian, and not of the Athe-
nian school is settled by the
foregoing, and by the proofs
given infra, p. 42,1, and p. 52,8
(Mnesarchus and Dardanus).

! We cannot place his death
much earlier, as, according to
Cic. @fF. iil. 2, §, he lived after
the composition of his work on
Duty (which he cannot have
written when he was very
young), for 30 years ; but espe-
cially because Posidonius counld
otherwise scarcely bave been
his disciple; nor can it have
ocenrred much later, for Crassus,
who came as quastor to Athens
found Mnpesarchus there, and
not Panmtins (Cic. He Orat. i.
11, 45); and Crassus, born,
according to Cicero, Brut. 43,
161, under the Consuls Q. Cepio
and C. Lelius (140 B.C.) could
not have become queestor be-
fore 110 B.c., but also not very
long after that date. Fide
Zumpt, Abk. d. Barl Acad.1842;
Higt. Plal. KL 8, 104 (80).

? Suidas (Hooeddy ‘Awmap.)
presupposes this when he says
of Posidonius: oyxordr 8 foxer
év 'Pobe, BuiBoxos yeyovis kai
palfyrys erairiov.  But Cieero,
Tuwse. v. 87, 107, reckons him
among those gut semel egressi
nunguam domum reverterunt ;
and on the other hand Suidas
manifestly presupposes that

Posidonius had been the im-

mediate successor of Pansetins
in Rhodes, which according to
the dates would only be pos-
sible if Panztius bad been at
the kead of the Rhodian, and
not the Athenian school, and
had filled this post towards the
end of the second century.
 Cloncerning his writings wide
Van Lynden, p. 78-117, 62 sgq.
The best known of these are
the books mepl Tot kaffrcovros (cf.
Piil.d. Gr. 111.1, 273, 8, 276 5¢.),
acknowledged, according to
Cigero, to be the most profound
work on that subject, the model
of Cicero’s own. There are
also quoted a work on the
schools of philosophy (. alpé-
oewyr), w. evbunlas, ®. wpovelas,
a political treatise (Cic. Legy.
iii. 6, 14) and a letter to Tubero.
From the treatise = wpovolas
Cicera seems to have taken his
criticismm of astrology, e
Divin, ii. 42, 8746, 97. (CE.
l. ¢. § 88, 97; Bchiche, p. 37
sqy ; Hartfelder, p. 20 sg4. of
his freatise Dhe Quellen von
e Biich, De Divin. Freiburg,
1878). Hirzel supposes that
treatise to be also the source
of Cicero’s De Nat. De. ii. 30,
75-61, 154, and he is probably
right, while Schwenke (Jahrd.

Fiir Philol 1879, p. 135 sq.), -

derives this section, with the
rest of the book, from Posi-
donius . fedy. The letter to
Tubero may have been nsed by
Cicero for the second book of
the Tusculane Disputationes
(et Zietzschmann, Ze Tuse, Dis-
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philosopher, he enjoyed great reputation,' and it is
probable that no one since Chrysippus had worked
. with greater success for the spread of Stoicism.

The Stoic system, however, had undergone con-
siderable alteration in his hands. Though Panetius
agreed with its principles and found no part of it
superfluous,? yet bis own interest, consistently with
the spirit of the period, was chiefly directed to the
practical-side of philosophy ;3 and he therefore en-
deavoured (herein departing from the usage of his
school) to bring that aspect nearer to the gemeral
comprehension by presenting it ina more intelligible
and attractive form.! “But -this practieal interest,
when the scientific. objects are subordinated to it,
always involves an attempt to harmonise and. com-

put. Font. Halle, 1868); on the he was held in Athens; in (ol
other hand the chief source of 71 we are told of his honourable
the first book of the Tusewlan. burial ; Seneca, Kp. 33, 4, com-
Disp. is not, as Heine thinks pares him and Posidonius with
(De Font. Tuse. Disp. p. 8 sg.), Zeno,Cleanthes, and Chrysippus.

PANETITS.

predecessors: he would mot withhold from other
philosophers the recognition due to them : he highly
esteemed Aristotle, Xenocrates, Theophrastus, and
Dicsearchus ; and his admiration of Plato was so
great that it might seem he would have preferred to
follow him, rather than Zeno.! It cannot be ex-
pected of one who appreciated the merits of the
earlier philosophers so impartially that he should
adhere very scrupulously to the traditional doc-
trines of a single school: and, in fact, the many
deviations of Panmtius from the Stoic dogmas show
that he treated the authority of his school, in re-
spect to philosophy, with the same independence of
judgment that he displayed in regard to questions

of literary and historical eriticism.? He disputed,

1 lie. Fin. iv. 28, 79: sem- Proclus  reckoned = himself
perque habuit in ore Platonem, among the Platonists ; they

to be sought in a treatise of
Panwmtius, whose view is di-
rectly opposed to that of Cieero;
but, as Corssen says (De Posid.
Rlod. Boun, 1878), in a trea-
tise of Posidonius.

1 This, after what has been
said, scarcely Tequires a special
proof. Cicero, eg., calls him
(Divin. i. 3, 6) vel princeps
gjus [se. Stoicw] discipling ;
(Legg. 1. e.) magnus homo et
imprimis eruditus ; (Fin. iv. 9,
23 imprimis ingenuus et gravis;y
COfF. i 14, Bl) gravissimus
Staicorun ;  the  Ind. Here.
Comp. Col. 68, praises his many-
sided knowledze, and mentions
{€ol. 68) the esteem In which

2 Which is evident from his
title of prineeps Stoicorwm,
and is contirmed by the gquota-
tions in Part ITL i. 61, 3.

3 A few physical propositions
of Panmtius have been handed
down to us; but the greater
pumber and the most charac-
teristic of the quotations from
him that we possess relate to
ant.hropolo%y, theology, and
morality. Such of his writings
as we know are eibher historical,
ethical, or theological in their

contents ; whereas not a single -

dialectic definition has ever
been guoted from him.

¢ Cig, Fin. iv. 28, 19; OF. 1.
2, 75 1i. 10, 35.

Awigtotelem, Xenoeraten, Theo-
phrastum, Dicearchum, ut ip-
sius soripta declavant. Tusc. 1.
32,79 (videp.44,1,). Ind. Hore.
Col. 61 : Fv o yup loyvpss Pilo-
TAdTey Kkal GIAOEPLGTOTEATS,
aang] wal moape[ved|wlkle Tdv
Zovewy] elw v {71 Bd Th]r “Ako-
Snploy [kal 7y Hepllmaror. Of
Crantor’s treatise on Affliction
he said (Cic. Aead. ii. 44, 135)
it should be learned by heart,
word for word.  According to
Proclus in P4m. 50 B, he seemns
{o have written a commentary
on Plato’s Timeus; the words
of Proclus, however, Havair,
kot bAAor TwvEs ey TTAaTeruay,
do not necessarily imply that

may also be translated : ‘Pans-
tius and some others belonging
tothe Platonicschool.” Whether
he or Posidening is meant by
the philosopher from Ehodes,
whose remarks on Parmenides
are mentioned by Proclus in
Papmn. vi. T. vi. 25, cannot be
ascertained.

¢ Paneting is in this respect
a remarkable exception to the
careless manner in which the
majority of the ancients are
accustomed todeal with learned
tradition. His opinien con-
cerning the genuineness of the
dialogues passing under the
name of Socrates, and his
judement concerning the writ-
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like Boéthus, the doctrine of the eenﬂagrat-ion of

the world;' and though he only said that the

ings of Ariston of Chios are
discussed in PRil. 4. Gr.
IL 1, 206, 1, and L i. 35, 1.
We see from Plutarch, dgist,
27, and Athen, xiii 656, b,
that he was the first, as it
seems, to dispute the story of
the bigamy of Socrates, and
from TPlut. dedst. 1, that he
corrected a wrong statement of
Demetrins Phalerins concern-
ing a yopnyla of Aristides
through ecloser investigation.
It is possible that he went too
far in the matter of Ariston’s
wrilings, and his conjecture
respecting Archelans (cf. Phil.
d. G, 1 869) may have been
unfounded, as in his opinion
(Schol. in Apistoph. Ran. 1493
sqq. ; of. Hirzel, Onters. zu Clie.
i. 234) that Aristophanes, [ ¢.,
is speaking of anotherSocrates;
but the fact that Panstius felt
the necessity of critical exami-
nation, rarely felt in his time,
is not affected by this. On the
other hand it is in the highest
degree improbable that the as-
serticn ¢f his having denied
Plato’s authorship of the Phedo
resis upon any other ground
than a misunderstanding, as I
have shown concisely in Pasrt
1L @, 884, 1, and more at length
in the Commentationes Momm-
semianea, p. 407 sq.: cb. 405,

! Digg. vii. 142 : Tevaitios 5
ahfapror amediraTo THr kécpor.
Fhilo, Ftern. m. c. 15, p. 248,
Bern. (W47, (. H. 497 M.} : Bontos
~yoiy & Zibdwios kal MaveiTios . . .
Tis Eewvpdoees wal TaAiyyererias
soTaliwovres wpbs BerdTepoy Gdy-
wa TV 775 aglupoins Tob kéouov

mayrds  miTopdincar.  Epiph.
Her il 2,9,p. 1090, D : Hevair,

. Tor wdopor Ineyer abdvarow
kel dyhpw.  With this agrees
in substance Stob. Erl. 1. 414
(May. mlavwrépar elvar vouile
ral paAAoy Gpéokourar abTd Thy
aididTyTe Tov wdopov 1) Thy Tav
GAwr els wip peraBoAty), thongh
we learn from it that Panstius
after his manner had expressed
himszelf puardedly upon the
point : and it i3 also quite con-
sistent therewith that in a dis-
sertation on the nniverse pro-
bably emanating from Panstiung
tap. Cie. . D, ii. 45, 115, 486,
119), it is emphatically asserted
that the whole universe is
framed with a view to the in-
columitas mundi, and that there
is nothing in it so admirable
quam, quod tte stabilis ext mun-
dus atque ita cohwret ad per-
manendum, ut nilil ne ewcogi-
tari quidem possit aptiuvs, for a
philosopher who assumed the
destruction of the world would
have had no oceasion to lay the
chief stress on its durability.
Nor does Cie. N D). ii. 33, 85,
offer any contradiction : if the
Stoic does not here come to a
decision whether the world will
last for ever or only for an in-
definitely long period, this does
notprove that he had no opinien
about it, but only that it is not
necessary for his immediate
purpose, the proof of a world-
forming intelligence to bring
this guestion into discussion.
It is true that the burning of
the world is mentioned, /. ¢
465118, with the comment: 4z

HIS EELATION TO STOICISH,

eternity of the world was, in his opinicn, more prob-
able, we can see that he decidedly preferred the
Platonic or Aristotelian theory to that of the Stoies.!
In eonnection with this, he not only limited the

soul's existence after death to a certain space of _’_;.’".

time, but denied it entirely.* It is also stated that

quo Panetium addubitare di-
eebant, but this mode of ex-
pression can neither be taken
from Panstius nor from Cicero’s
Greek original, the author of
which ecannot have learned
merely by hearsay that Panwe-
tins was sceptical concerning
the werld’s conflagration. The
words are to be laid to Cicero’s
account ; nor can we infer from
them that even he was uncer-
tain about Pansting's real
meaning, for he may have em-
ployed this form of lanzuage
to represent Balbus as speaking
from his recollection of oral
communications (ef. Comment.
Mommsen, p. 403 sy, That
Arnob. Adv. Nat. ii, 9, names
Pantius among the defenders
of the conflagration theory is
only a proof of his snperficiality
(cf. Diels, Doxogr. 172 sq.).

! Forwhich of these two theo-
ries he had decided—whether he
repudiated a beginning of the
world as well as an endine—we
are not told. The words, &dd-
varoy kol Gyfipe in Epiphanius,
if they really emanate from
Pansetius, remind us of Plato’s
ayfipwy ol &vogoy (Tim, 83, A);
and even the further statements
do not earry us with certainty
beyond the fuestion of the end
of the world, since the notion
of having no beginnine is not
s0 completely included in the

word &ifidrns (aor in aplapola)
as having no end. But as the
former was as a rule admitted

by the Platonic school (ef. Phif.

d. 6. 1L i, 876 $4.), and as the
chief opponentsof the Stoicdoe-
trinesince Zeno were the Peripa-
tetics (Phil. d. & IL ii. 836,
429), it seems to me probable that
Panaxting, when he had once
given up the Stoic dogma, did
not remain half way, byt went
over to the Peripatetie, which
at that period was generally
the nexf alternative,

® This is clear from Cic.
Tuze. 1. 32, T8, After the Stoic
doctrine of a limited duration
of the soul has been repudiated,
Cicero continued : M. Nunquid
igitur est couse, quin amicos
nostros Steices dimitfamus, cos
dico, qui giunt animes mancre,
£ COTPOTE cum excessering, sed
non semper 2 A, Tstos vero, &c.
M. Bene reprefendis . . . ore-
damus igitur Panatio o Platone
sue  dissentienti ? gquem amim
omuibus locis  dwinwm, guem
BAPLENTISTIMUDL, GUuem  sunctis-
stmumn, guem Homerwm philo-
sophorum appellat, hujus hane
undm sendentiam de immortali-
tate animorum nom  probat.
Vult enim, guod nemo negat,
quicquid natum it interire :
NASCL auten animes . . . alteran
autem adiert rationem @ nilil
esse, quod doleat, quin id egrum
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he reckoned only six divisions in the soul-instead of
the traditional eight; for he included speech under

the voluntary motions, and ascribed sexual propaga-
{ tion, not, to the soul, but to the vegetable nature.!

esse quogue possit : quod autem
in morbum cadat, id efiam -
teviturum ; dolere autem awi-
maos, erqo etiam interive. Now,
as I must concede to Heine (De
Fontibus Tuseul. Digput. Wei-
mar, 1863, p. 8 sg.), even an
orthodox Stoie would neeces-
sarily oppose the doctrine of
immortality so far as thismain-
tains not merely continuance
after death, but an eternal con-
tinnance. But that the objec-
ticns of Panstins “had not this
meaning merely, we can see
from the manner in which
Cicero introduces them. KHe
Qistinguishes Panetins, indeed,
quite clearly from those Stoics
qui ajunt animos manere. These
are previously disposed of, and
there then remain only two
possible views, that of Flato
and that of Panztins—that
which maintaing an endless
duration of life after death,
and that which aitogether de-
nies it. The same is evident
even from the objections which
Cicero guotes from Panmtius,
especially the second : he who
represents sonls as lasting till
the contlagration of the world,
must not base his denial of
their nnlimited existence on
the argument that they become
disensed, and therefore may
also die, but on the view that
they are not able to withdraw
themselves from the fate of
the whele; for they wonld sne-
cumb, according to his theory,

not to internal disease and dis-
splution but to external force.
When, at last, Pansctius aban-
doned the conflagration of the
world, he had no motive for
attributing to the soul a limited
existence; he had only the
choice between absolute denial
and unlimited acceptance of
jts immortality. From Puse,
i, 18, 42, it would appear that
Pansetius believed in the disso-
lation of the soul immediately
after death. I3y autem anims,
it is here said, qui, & est horumt
guAtMOT QERETUM, E1 guibus om-
nia eonstare dicuntur, ex in-
Aammate anime constat, wt
potissimum videri video Paneatio,
superiora capessat mecesse est.
Nihil enim  habent hec deo
genera proni, et supers semper
petunt. Tta, sive dissipantur,
procul g terris id evenit ; sive
permanent et conservant habi-
Twm sunm, hoe etiam magis ne-
cesse est feramtur im  exlum.
When Cicero here remarks that
sthe view of Panmfius eon-
cerning the nature of the soul
being presupposed, we must
admit that it is exalted to
Heaven even in the eveni of
its being annihilated after
death,’ the inference is that
it was Pangeting himself with
whom he had found the doc-
trine of -such a dissolution of
the soul.

1 Nemes. De Nat. Hom.c. 15,
p. 96 : Tavalrios 8E 6 duAdaogos
7o by purnTicdy THs kel bpuiy

HIS RELATION TO STOICISH.

The first of these theories is not of much impor-

tance ;! but the second, in the discrimination of

yruyn from ¢dois, presupposes a psychological dual-
ism, which is originally foreign to Stoicism.” Panee-
tius here follows the Peripatetic doctrine, as in his
theory of immortality. We are again reminded of .
it in his ethies, by the division of the virtues into .

theoretical-and practical.?

That he also departed

from the severity of the Stoics and approximated to
the view of the Academy and the Peripatetics, in his

kwvfoews wépos elvar  Bobheral,
Aéywr opfiTaTa, TH 3& omepuaTi-
Kby ob Ths duxis wepos GAAG
Ths @toews. Tertull. De An.
14: Dividitur auwtem [anima]
in partes nune in duas . . .
nune in guingus (to which
Diels, Dowogr. 205, from the
parallel passage in Theodoret,
Cur. Gr. A, v. 20, adds: b
Aristotels) et in sex a Ponetio,
Through Diel's Iuminous re-
storation of the text, those
conjectures are set aft rest
which Zietzschmann (De Tuse.
Dizp. Font. 20 sgq.) comnects
with the reading of the manu-
seripts : Nune in guingue et in
sex @ Pan. When this anthor
infers from Cie. Twse. il. 21,
47 (est enim animus in paries
tributus duas, gquarum alterd
rationis est particeps, alters
expers) that Panmtius in his
ethies followed the Platonic
and Aristotelian distinetion of
a rational and irrational part
of the soul, I cannot agree
with him. Fven if Cicero in
this section holds to Panstins
throughout, it is still question-

able how far this dependence
extends to details, and il is
perfectly conceivable that here
and in what follows he himself
may first have given this un-
Stoical meaning to the truly

Stoic notion of the dominion .

of the Adyos (ratie) over the
Spud (temeritas).

1 Ritter (iii. 698)undoubtedly

seeks too much in it.

2 The old Stoic psychology
derives all practical aetivities
from the Wyeworkdy, and in its
materialism has no oceasion
for the distinetion of Yuyxs and
dimis ; the latter is rather sup-
posed to be changed into the
former after birth ¢ Phil. @, G7.
HI. 5 197, 1),

s Diog. vii. 92,

4 Diogenes indeed maintains
(vil. 128): &6 pérror HavaiTios
kal Togeddvids obk  alTdpky
Aéyouge ThHr dperiy @AAa ypelay
elvar paat wal bpsies wal toxdos
kel xopnyles. Buf as this state-
ment in regard fo Posidonius
(ride proofs in Phil. d. Gr. I1L
ip.214,2; 216,1)is decidedly
false, Tennemann (Geschichte

L

CHAP.
HI.

His
Ethics.

L



48 ECLECTICISH. PANETIUS RELATION TO STOICISIM. 49

wise man, but only for those who are making pro- Cmar.
gress in wisdom; and for this reazon it does not o
treat of the cardpfwpa, but only of the xaBjror.!
Meanwhile, however, all this contains no real devia-
tion from the Stoic ethies, and what we are otherwise =~
E:o]d concerning - the moral doctrines of Panstius is
in harmony with them.? His divergences from the
traditional theology of his school were more consider-
able. It can only be the doctrine of Panstins s
which his scholar, Mucius Scevola, puts forward (like %¢%9y-
Varro® at a later period), when he says ¢ that there -
are three classes of gods, those spoken of by the
poets, by the philesophers, and by the statesmen.
The narratives of the poets concerning the gods are [
full of absurd and unworthy fables : they reprcsent. I
the gods as stealing, committing adultery, changing

Cmar. though he perhaps emphasised more strongly the
_ TIL gistinction between desirable things and things to be
rejected ; and similarly the statement that he denied

the drdbeta of the wise,' may be traceable to the

“ fact that he brought out more clearly the difference

| between the Stoic superiority over pain and the

. Cynic insensibility to it. But we may, nevertheless,

gather from these statements that he tried to soften

the asperities of the Stoic ethics, and among the

many possible views of their propositions, gave the
preference to those which brought him least into
collision with the ordinary theory.? The same en-
deavour is also evineed by the tendency of his cele-

. /brated work on Duty, the prototype of that of Cicero ;

for this is expressly designed, not for the perfected

4. Phil. iv. 382) is right in pleasure according to nature is

saying that we cannotdrust toit
in regard to Panmtius. Accord-
ing to Plutarch (Demosth. 133,
he tried to prove that Demos-
thenes held the xeior alone to
be @ B° abro alperby: all the
Jess would he himself bave
doubted it; and Cicero sah{'stef;-
essly (infra, p. 49, 2) that ne
g;d nc?;,,( Y{'hen Ritter (iii. 699)
finds, in the proposition (ap.
Sext, Math. =i, 73) that “ there
is not only a pleasure conirary
to nature, but a pleasure aceord-
ing tonature,’a manifest devia-
tion from the older Stoicism,
this seems questionablt]-} bob‘g
from the age itself an
the quotatigissin Plil. d. Gr.
IIL i p. 219 sq. The Stoic
doetrine is only that pleasure
isathingindifferent (a8idpopoy),
with which the theory of a

not inconsistent ; but when we
understand by pleasure in the
narrower sense the emotion of
HBoyh, it is like every ewmotion
contrary to nature, CL. ibid. TI1.
218, 8.

1A, Gell, xii. 5, 10: drar-
ynole enim alque dndeca non
meo tantum, thquit, sed quorii-
dam efiam ex cadem porticu
pradentiorum  hominum  sicuti
‘Judicio Panatit « . . improbata
aljectaque est. i

* This is seen from the cir-
cumstance that, according fo
Cicero, Fin. iv. 9, 23, in the
letter to Tubero de dolore
gaﬁmda, he did not expressly

eclare that pain is not an
evil, but only enqguired : Quid
esaet et quale, quantumgue in éo
esset alieni, deinde que 7atio
esset perferendi.

themselves into beasts, swallowing their own chil- .
dren, &. On the other hand, philosophic theology
ey : 3 ft

is valueless to states (it does not adopt itself to a

! This at least results from
Cicerc’s exposition, Of. iil. 3,
13 8¢. ; also ap. Sen, Fp. 118, 5,
Panweting wonld first of all give
precepts for those who are not
yetwise. 1In reply to the gues-
tion ofa youth as towhetherthe
wise man will fall iz love, he
says that they will both do
better to keep themselves from
such an agitation of the mind
as they are not yet wise men.
For further details concerning
the treatise of Panatius see
Fhil. d. Gr. IIL 1. p. 273, 276
8.
* Ap. Clem, Alex. Sfrom, ii.
416, B; Stob. Eel ii. 114, he

E

sete forth the claim of life
according o nature; ap. Cic.
O 1ii. 3, 11 sg.: 7, 34, he de-
clares id solwm bonwm, guod esset
honestim ; ap. Stob. Fel, 1. 112,
he compares particular duties
with marksmen aiming from
different standpoints at the
same mark. What Cicero quotes
(Off. 1. 14, 51) has also an
analogy (Fhil. d. &, 1111, 263)
with the ancient Stoics. The
utterance in Jf. ii. 17, 60, is
traly Zengnian, i

3 Cl.imfra, chapter vii, Parro.

! Aceording to  Augustine
Civ. D, iv. 27, whose aut,horitj,:
was doubtless Varro.
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public religion), for it contains many things the
knowledge of which is either superfluous or preju-
dicial to the people; under the latter category,

Sewmvola places the two propositions that many of
_the personages honoured as gods—as Heracles,

Zsculapius, the Dioscuri—were merely human
beings, and the gods are not in appearance as they

are represented, for the true God has no sex, no age, .

and no members.! From this it naturally resulted ®
that the existing religion could enly be regarded as
a convenient public institution in the serviee of
order, and that the authors of it must regulate.them-
selves in their doctrine of the gods according to the
power of comprehension in the masses. Though we
do not know whether Pansstius was the first to bring
forward this diserimination of a threefold doctrine
of the gods® we must at any rate assume that
in his theology, as in that of the men who for
the most part adopted it—Sewvola, Varro, and

PANETIUS RELATION TQ STOICISM. ..

no Stoic could ever entirely escape,! went béyond.
the most general determinations.'\ Paumtins placed
himself in open opposition to the S’g ié‘i;mditi'on, on
a point which the school was &ccﬁs.i:é‘rme}}to con-
sider of the highest jrnportance-——name‘i@iig;&fg;g—ais;
belief -of soothsaying, mentioned above : *“herein,
he seems to have accepted the criticism of Carne-
ades.?
him of desertion from the Stoic principles,! since the
Stoa of that time acknowledged him as one of its
members.?
less, of quite another kind from that of Antiochus
to the later Academy: he remained true in the
main to its doctrine; yet in his theories, and his ;!
attitude towards the earlicr philosophers he un-'
mistakably tends to an understanding with points of
view regarding which Stoicism had hitherto been
accustomed to maintain a purely hostile position.t

' Vide Pril. 4. Gr. I 4. Gr. 1111 340, 1, and supra,

Seneca—a thoroughly free attitude to the popular

"religion found expression and was justified : though
4t is not known that either of them, in the

allegorical interpretation of myths, which was so
much in favour with the Stoics and from which

1 Among those portions of -
philosophical theology which
are unnecessary for the people,
concerning which Angustine is
silent, we mus:ril; re::ikon_the

el bilosophic doctrines,
ﬁoﬁpr& ensible to bim.

z Varro says this more defi-
nitely.

s In the Placitw (cf. Phil. d.

Ge. TIT. i, 3817, 3) this is
treated as belonging to the
Stoics universally ;
Stoie from whom the author
of the Plaeite here takesz his
excerpt can only have beélonged
to the later period, which 13
also indicated by the appeal to
FPlato, 1. 6, 3.

but the ~

p. 3825, with which cf. the
guotations from Varro, infra
chap. vi. end.

2 Even on this point the
testimoniésare not quite nnani-
mons.  Diogenes (vil. 149)
says simply: @verderaror atmdy
[79m parrikipr] ¢nar.  Epiphan.
¢ Her. II1.2, 9: +ijs uavreins
Kot oUBy émegTpépero. On the
other hand, Cicero says, Diein.
i. 3, 6: Neg fomen aqusus est
neqare vim sise divinandi, sed
dubitare e dizit. Similarly
Acad. ii. 38, 107. Meanwhile
we see from Dhein, 1. 7, 12,
that he proponnded his doubits
pretty decidedly, and from
Divin ii. 42,88 ; 47, 97 (cf. Phil.

p- 42, 1) that he alone amono
the Stoies positively discarded,
at any rate, astrological sooth-
saying.

BOf Gie. Dimin, i 7,12
Quare  omittat wrgere  Car-
neades; quod  Faciebat  etiam
LPanctins requivens, Juppiterne
enrricem @ leva, corvum  ab
deatera eanere jussisset.

* Hpiphanius is entirely in
the wrong when he adds, after
the words quoted in the pre-
vious note: wal T& wepl dedw
Acydueva Gfper, Edeye yap pAdy-
apor elvar Tow wepl Beodl Adyor,

5 Supra, p. 42, 2.

¢ Some other opinions guoted
irom Pansetins are unimportant

E 2

a0

We cannot, however, on this aceount conviet |

His relation to his school is, neverthe-
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That Panaetius, in adopting this mode of thought,
did not stand alone among the Stoics of that time,
is proved, not only by what we have seen above of
the deviations of Boéthus from the Stoic doctrine,
but also by what we are told of his fellow disciples,
Heraclides and Sosigenes. The former oppesed the
Stoie proposition concerning the equality of all
faults ;! the latter, like others, is said to have
attempted, not without inconsistencies, to combine
the Aristotelian theory of the mingling of substances

“with that of Chrysippus? But we know nothing

further of either of these contemporaries of Panztius.
In his own school we may suppose that the con-
ception and treatment of the Stoical doctrine,
which he himself favoured, was predominant. But
here, again, we have to regret the meagreness
of the historical tradition. Though we are ac-
quainted with the names of many of his numerous
disciples,® Posidonius is the only one concerning

so far as his character as a
philosopher is concerned. Van
Lynden (72 s§¢.) mentions
among these his opinion re-
specting comets (Sen. Nat. ¢u.
vii. 30, 2); his theory that Af-
tica, on account of its healthy
climate, produced gifted men
(Procl. in. Tim. 50 ¢, following
Plato, Tim. 24, aj_, the state-
ment that the torrid zome is
inhabited (Ach. Tat. Isag. on
Petap. Docty. Temp. iil. 96).

1 Diog. vii, 121.

2 Alex. Aphr. m pikews 142,
a. m.: Of the Sfoies after
Chrysippus, oi wper Xpuolare
ovpgepoyrar (especially in re-

gard to the mixture, for which
of. Piil.d. 6w, 111 l%sgg ) oi 8¢
Twes abTév, THS 'ApirroTéAcus
diEns Dorepoy diotioat Buvnlerres,
TOAAL Ty efpsgus’w.w S Erelvan
wepi kpdoews kal airol Aewuo’u—r
o» els éoTeiat Sworyévys, éraipos
Airq'm'm'puv(cf.@b‘irf IILi p.48).
Because they could mot, on
aceount of their other presup-
positions follow Aristotle en-
tirely (this seems the sense of
the imperfeet text), they fell
into eontradictions.

8 Among these the following
names shonld be mentionsd :
(1) Greeks: Mnesarchus, of

- Athens, who had also heard

SCHOOL OF PANATIUS.

whose opinions we possess any details,

Of the suc-

cessor of Panstius, Mnesarchus, we can only con-

Diogenes and Antipater, the
sucesssor of Pansetins (Cic.
De Orat. 1. 11,45 cf 18, 83
Ind. Here. (,omp "Col. 51, 43
18,5 Epit. Diog.cf. Plil.d. Gr
I1T. 1. 33, 2), who likewise heard
Antiochus in Athens (Cic. dead.
i. 22, 69 ; Numen. ap. Hus. Pr.
e xiv. 9,2 ; quoting from him
Angunstin. o. dead. iii. 18, 40).
Cleero (l.c. ef. #7n. 1. 2, 6) calls
im and Dardanus tum prin-
cipes Stoicorum. From  Jud.
Heve: (bl 51, 53, 78, of. Hyit.
Diog., it follows that Darda-
nus was likewise an Athenian
and a disciple of Diogenes,
Antipater,and Panztius. Ashe
was at the same time called the
sneeessor of Panmting, he would
seem to have conducted the
school in common with Mnes-
archus. Their successor was
probably (as Znmpt supposes,
Abh. d. Berl. Acad. Hist. Plil.
7. 1842, p. 105) Apollodo-
rus of Athens, whom Cicero
deseribes as a contemporary of
Zeno the Epieurean (N D, 1
34, 93) and the Ind. Here. Col.
58, names among the disciples
of Pansting, but who is to be
distingnished from the Seleu-
cian before mentioned, with
whom Zampt confuseshim. His
leadership of the school must
have fallen in the beginning
of the first century, and perhaps
even began before the end of
the second. Apolloniuns of
Nysa, in Phrygia, 7a» Havariov
yrapipwy dpirros (Strabo.xiv. 1,
43, p. 650), of whom nothing
furthar is known. Asclepio-
dotugs,of Nicea (fud. Here.Col.

78). Damoecles of Messene
(ibid. 76,4} Demetriusthe Bi-
thynian ( Dieg. v. 845 Ind. Here.
Col. 75), with whom his father
Diphilusisalso mentioned as
a Stoie. To him belong, asif ap-
pears, the two epigrams in 4n»-
thol.Gr.11.64, Jae. Dionysius
of Cyrene, a great geometrician
(Ind. Here, 52). Georzius
of Lacedemon (Ind. Here. 78,
5). Hecato of Rhodes, whose
treatise on Duties, dedicated
to Tubero, is guoted by Cicero,
Off.iii. 15,65 ; 28,89 ¢ggq. From
the same treatise, if not from a
separate work of his own on
Benevolence, Seneca seems ¢

have iaken the greater part or
what he quotes from him (Sen.

Benef. 1.8, 9; 1. 18, 2, 21, 4;

iii, 18, 1; vi, 37, 1; Ep.5,7;
B, 7; 9, 6. Several ot.her worls,
some of them comprehensive,
are guoted by Dicgenes (see
his Index), who, according to
the epitome (in which Rose
rightly substitutes ‘Exer. for
Kdrwr), had dedicated to him
his own bicgraphy. The Bi-
thynians Nicander and
Lyeo (fnd. Here. 75,563 76, 1).
Mnasagoras (&pit. ). Pa-
ramenus of Tarsus (Ind.
Here, 74, 77). Pausanias of
Pontus (ibid. 76, 1). Plato
of Rhodes (Diog. iil. 109).
Posidonius (wide infra).
Sosus of Ascalon (Ind. Here.
76, 1; Bteph. Byz. De b
‘Ack.), doubtless the same after
whom Antiochus of Ascalon,
the Academician, had named a
treatise (énfra, p. 56,2). Perhaps
after the death of Panstius he
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casr.  jecture that the Stoieism which his pupil Antiochus
(vide infra) found it so easy to combine with the

1II.

had still belonged to the school
of Mnesarchus and Dardanus,
(which Antiochus also visited),
as an older member. Sotas
of Paphos (Ind. Here. 75, 1).
stratocles of Rhodes, de-
seribed by Strabo (xiv. 2, 13,
p- 655) as a Stoic, and by the
Tnd. Here. 17, 8, cf. 79, as a
diseiple of Panwetivs and author
of a work on the Stoic school.
Timocles of Knosos or Cni-
dus(Ind. Here. 76, 2). Anti-
dotus also appears to have
belonged to the schaol of
Panmtins or DMnesarchus, as,
according to fnd. Here Col. 79,
Antipater of Tyre,seems at first
to have been his disciple and
afterwards the disciple of
Stratocles. Also the post An-
tipater of Hidon (Digg. 1.
89), of whom the Authology
contaius many epigrams (vide
Jacob, Anthol. G xiii, 546),
belongs to the genoration after
Panstius  According to Cicero
( De Orat. iii. 50, 181) he was
already known about 92 B.0,
and still living; and the same
author refers to an eveni in
his life (De Fato, 3, 5), which
Posidonius would seem to have
quoted. Diotimus, or Theo-
timus, must have been a con-
temporary, or a little later; the
same who, according to .LHeg.
‘x. 3, forged immoral letters
with the name of Epicurus
(perhaps also the same person
“that isquoted by Sext. Mat/. viL.
140); for, according to Athen,
iii. 611, b, he was executed for
this at the instance of Zeno the
Epicurean (Phil. . Gor. 1L i

402). Concerning Seylax of
Halicarnassus, celebrated as an
astronomer and politician, we
learn from Cic. Divin. il 42, 83,
that he was a friend of Panwe-
tiug, and, like him, an opponent
of astrology. That he belonged
to the school of the Stoics, is
not, however, saic. In regard
to Nestor of Tarsus. it is not
quite clear whether he was a
fellow disciple or & disciple of
Panmtins, or lived at a later
time. Strabo (xiv. 514, p. 6T%)
mentions him after Antipater
and Archedemus and before
the two Athenodori (discussed
infra, p. T1); the Bpiteme of
Dingenes, side by side with
Dardanus and other disciples
of Diogenes of Seleucia, before
Antipater. On theother hand,
according to Lucian, Mecreh.
91; the Stoie Nestor of Tarsus,
had been the teacher of Ti-
berius, which, as a contempo-
rary of Pammtius, in spite of
the ninety-two years life here
atbributed to him, he could not
possibly have been. We migh
conjecture thati the so-called
Lucian had mistaken the Stoic
Nestor for the philosopher of
the Academy of the same mame
(menstioned wnfrae, p. 102, 1), the
teacher of Marcellus (who
may also have instructed Tibe-
rius), and that the Stoic was
a contemporary of Panatius.
Between Nestor and Dardanus
the Epitome tntroduces a Ba-
gsilides. This, however, was
probably not the teacher of
Marens Aurelins (infra, eh.
viii.) butan otherwiseunknown

SCHOOL OF PANETIUS,

doctrine of the Academy already approximated to
that doefrine in his own exposition of it ;! and that
his views resembled those of his master on other
points besides psychology, of which this is expressly
stated.? Of Hecato, we know that he considerably
departed from the strict ethical doetrine of the Stoies

member of the school of Dio-
genes; for the former could
not have been placed here, and
was no doubt earlier than the
source of the Stoic biographies
of the Laertian.—Besides the
Greeks, there were the Romans
whom Pansetius bhad for dis-
ciples in Rome, and some of
them also perhaps afterwards
in Athens. The most important
of these, Q. Mlius Tubero,
Q. Mucins Secmvola,
Q. Fannius, P. Butilius
Rufns, L. Alius, M. Vi-
gellius, Sp. Mummius,
have been already named
Csupra, p. 10 sg.). Further we
may mention: A certain Piso, of
whom we know nothing more
(Ind. Heve. €ol.74, 6), but accord-
ing to the theory of Comparetti
he was the L. Calpurnius
Piso Frugi,who was consnlin
133 B.C.; Sextus Pompejus
(Cic. De Orat. I e.and 1,15, 67 ;
Brut, 47, 175; Off. 1. 6, 193
Philipp. 12, 11, 27), a distin-
guished authority on civil law,
geometry, and the Stoic philo-
sophy; and L. Lucilius Bal-
bus (De Orat. iii. 21,78 : Brut.
42, 154); for that the two lash
owed their Stoicism to Panz-
tins is most provuvle. On the
other hand, Q. Luciliuz Bal-
bus (Cic. ¥ 4.6, 15) seems to
be too young for this. When,

therefore, we hear in Je Orat.
iii. 21, 78 (supposed date 91
B.0.), of twoc Balbi who
were Stoics, one of these must
be meant together with a third
of the same name, DBesides
these the Ind, Hero. Cbl. T4
names the Samnites Marcius
and Nysius; which latter
introduced the esmovdadraror
(in distinetion from the gmoud-
aiol) as a separate class.

! Nothing else has ever been
quoted from him except an
utterance against unphilogsophi-
cal rhetoric (ap. Cic. De Oral,
i. 18, 83), a logical observation
(ap. Stob. Eei. i. 436), and a
definition of God (ibid. 60).
These passages ¢contain nothing
diverzent from the general
Stoic doetrine.

2 Galen, H. Phil. 20 (Diels,
Dozogr. 615) : Myfoapxoes 8 vy
Sroway oAb druplrwr 7o
punricdy (koi add. D.) 76 omep-
poTucdy  wepiethey  oinfels  Tis
aiclnTiciis Supduews TaiTa (uf
add. D. p. 206) peréyerr (Panse-.
tius did not reckon it accord-
ing to p. 46, 1, supre, as be-
longing to the puxi), wépn Serijs
Juxds ey pdvoy v Roydy kel
70 aicdqTikdy, the latter being
naturally again divided into
the five senses, with which we
come back to Panmting' six
faenlties of the sonl.
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in its application to individual details;' in this
respect he was certainly anticipated by Diogenes;
but tradition tells us nothing further of these philo-
sophers. '
Rather more has been communicated to us re-
specting Posidonius,* a Syrian of Apamea,® whose
long activity seems to have extended over, or nearly
over, the first half of the first century.* A disciple

POSIDONITS.

of Panetius,! he also visited the countries of the
West, as far as Gades,> hut not to seck a sphere for his

thing is quoted from Poside well as the latter statement.
which seems to have b it relates, perhaps, not te a
written after Cawsar’'s death. passage in the last part of
But the last is not correet; Strabo’s seventh book, buf to
the quotation from Posidenins ¢ 3, 4, p. 207 (¥x 7e by elme
containg ne allusion to Cmsar’s Hesebdrws), or ¢ b, 8§ p.
murder. From the ko juas we 316, where a report of FPosi-

1 Phil. &. Gr. TIL 1. 263, 2.

2 Bake, Posidonii Rhodii Re-
liguic Doctrine - Leiden, 18101
Miiller, Fragm. Hist, Gree. iii.

- 45 sgq.; Scheppig, De Posid.

Apam. Berum Gentiwm. Terra-
sum Seriptore : Sondersh. 1869,

3 Strabo, xiv. 2, 13, p. 655
svi. 2, 10, p. 763; Athen. vi.
952, e.; Lucian, Macreb. 203
Suidas, sub veco.

+ More precise information
we do not possess. Three dala
may be made the basis of an
approxzimate ealenlation: (1)
that Posidonins was the dis-
ciple of Panetius; (2) that he
lived to be eighty-four years
old (Lucian, I ¢.) ; and (3) that,
according to Suidas, he came
to Romse under the consulate
of M, Mareellus (51 B.C.). Ac-
cordingly Bake, and subse-
quently almost all the anthori-
ties, believe that he was bornin
135 B.¢. and died in 51 B.C.
But the statement of Suidas
(notwithstanding Scheppig, p.
10) seems to me suspicious;
partly because it is not probable
that Posidonins as an old man
of more than eighty years
journeyed a second time to
Rome; partly becaunse Suidas
speaks as if this visit of Posi-
donius to Rome were the only

one, or the most known (HAfe
5¢ wkal eis Pouqw, éml Mdprov
Mapkéanov), and thus shows
himself (as in the statement
diseussed supra, p. 41, 2) to
be imperfectly informed as fo
Posidonins : and partly because
we shonld necessarily expect to
find some trace of his presence
in Rome in Cicero, all of whose
philosophical writings, and a
great part, of his letters, were

written at a Jater time. Fer- |

haps the eiroumstance that
under M. Marcellus the league
of the Rhodians with Rome
was renewed (Lentulus, in Cie.
ad Famil. xi. 15)—possibly,
however, a merely clerical
error—may have caused the
jonrney which occurred in the
last consulate of Marius (infrae,
p. 57, 2) to be placed under
that of Marcellns, Miiller (Z c.
p. 245) believes Posidonius to
have been ten years younger
than he is represented accord-
ing to the ordinary theory. He
bases this partly on the asser-
tion of Athen, xiv, 657, /., that
Strabo, B. wik, said that he
‘had known Posidonius; partly
on Strabo, xvi. 2, 10, p. 753
(Hooed, 7éy kal’ Huas diro-
cbdwy moAvuelérTaTos); partly
on Plut. Brut, i, where some-

can only infer at most that donius is quoted concerning an

the lifetime of Posidonins had
touched that of Strabo, which
wonld also have been the case
if Pesidonius had died in 50
B.c. Meantime Wyttenbach in
Bake, p. 263 sg., shows that the
expression is not seldom used,
even by Strabo in a wider
sepse. The acyuaintance of
Strabo with Posidenins may
still be held without placing
the death of Posidonius much
beyond 50 B.c. For as Strabo
{wide infra, p. 73, n.) went to
Rome as a boy before the year
44, perbaps (as Scheppig, p. 11
8¢ , thinks, agreeing with Ha-
sen-Miiller, De Strab.Vifa, 18)
in 46-7, or even in 48 r.C, he
might possibly have seen the

event that ocenyred in his period
of office, which an inaccurate
recollection might have repre-
sented to Athensus as an oral
communication. But if the
two statements which ocea-
sioned the death of Posidonius
to be placed in or before 51 B.0.,
comeernine his visit to Rome
under Marcellus and bis meet-
ing with Stiabo, are both
uncertain, the possibility is not
excluded that he may have been
born some years before 135 B.c.
and may have died before 51 B.C.

1 Cie. OF. ui. 2, 8; Divin.,
i. 8, 6; Suid. vide supra, p. 41,
5 !

* The traces of this journey
are preserved in Strabo’s guo-

Bhodian philosopler in hisy tations from Posidonius, We

later days. Scheppig there-
fore places his birth in 130 B.C.
and his death in 46 B.c. FEven
on this assumption sufficient
time would not be found for
the instruction which Posido-
nius received from Panstins.
It is therefore questionable
whether we can depend upon
the statement of Athenmus,
This statement oceurs at the
same place where Athenmus
also maintains that Posidonius
had been with Sciple in Egypt
(supra, p. 40, B5), and may
be founded upon a mistake as

here see that Posidoning re-
mained a long time in Spain,
especially at Gades (iii. 1, 5,
p- 188 e 5, 7-0, p.o 172,174
xiil. 1, 66, p. 614); from thence
he coasted along the African
shores to Traly (iil. 2, 6; xvil.
8, 4, p. 144, 897 that ke
visited Gaul (iv. 4. 5, p. 198),
Liguria (iii. 3, 18, p. 163),
Ricily (vi. 2, 7, p. 273), the
Lipari islands (vi. 2, 11, p. 277),
the east coast of the Adriatie
Sea (vil. 5, 9, p. 316). That he
did not neglect this oppartunity
of visiting Rome may be taken
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teaching ;! this he found in Rhodes,? where he was
so completely naturalised that he is frequently called
a Rhodian® His name attracted numerous scholars,
and especially Romans ; therefore, although he never
himself taught in Rome, he must certainly be
reckoned among the men who did most for the
spread of the Stoie philosophy among the Romans ; ¢

for granted. He came a second
time from Rhodes under the last
consulate of Marius (88 B.¢.)
on business to Rome (Plut.
Mar, 45), while, on the other

_band, the supposed yisit in the

year 61 seems to me, as I have
shown, improbable.

! At any rate, we have not
the slightest intimation of such
a design. The chief purpose
of this journmey rather con-
sisted, as far as we can gather,

in geographical and historical

investication. The date seems
to be the beginning of the first
century, soon after the war
with the Cimbri; of. Straho,
vii. 2, 9, 993 For further con-
jectures, zide Scheppig, p. 4 s7q.

? At what time he went to
Rhodes and what induced him
to settle there, we are not told ;
but as the journey in the west
must have consumed  several
years, it is to be supposed that
he only commenced bis activity
as a teacher subsequently.

9 Athen. wi. 252, e¢: Lue.
Macrob, 20; Suid. TFrom Lne.
L. ¢.3 Birabo, xiv. 2, 13, p. 655 ;
vii. 9, 8, p. 316 ; Plut. MWar, 45 ;
we find that he received the
Bhodian ecitizenship, and filled
public oflices—even that of a
Prytanis,

* We can at once perceive

this from the manner in which
Cicero mentions him, treating
him throuchout as a man well
known to his Roman readers;
cf., for example, & D. i. 44,
128 : Familiaris omnium nos-
irim LPosidonius, He himself
had heard him in Rhodes (Plut.
Cie. 45 Cie. V. D. 1.3, 6; Tuse.
i1, 25, 61 ; De Fato,3,5: Brut.
91, 316), and kept up a con-
stant connection with him
(fin. 1. 2, 6: Legimus tamen
Lhiogenem, &c., in primisgue
Familiarem  nostrum — Pogido-
ndwa). In the year 59 B.c. he
sent Posidoniug the memorial
of his consulate to revise, but
Posidonius declined the propo-
sition, as the memorial ecould
gain nothing by it (#p. ad Att.
ii, 1). This is the last definite
date in the life of Posidonius,
Previously Pompey had made
the acquaintanee of the phile-
sopher, and given him repeated
proofs of his esteem (Strabo,
xi, 1, 6, p. 492; Plut. Pomyp.
42; Cie. Tuse. L. e.; Plin, H. A,
vii. 112} The story of Pompey's
vigit to him, which Cicero
(fuse. 1. e cites as a proof
of Stole fortibude under
sufferings, is well known. He
was also acquainted with the
older diseiple of Panmtius, Ru-
tilins Rufus (Cic. O 1ii. 2, 10).

POSIDONIUS.

even at a later period he was regarded as ome of
the first Stoiec authorities,! and his numerous writ-
.ings were among the scientific works most read.®

In his conception of Stoicism, Posidonius follows
in the main the tendeney of his teacher Panwmtius.

In critical acuteness and freedom of spirit he stands .-

indeed as far behind Panetius? as he excelled him
in erudition;* and he consequently did not oppose

I Semecs repeatedly names
him as such (Ep. 83, 4; 104,
21; 108, 38), together with
Zeno, Chrysippus, and Panw-
tius ; and in Ep. 90, 20, he says
of him: Pogidonius, wut mea
Jert opinip, @ Iis, qui pluri-
s plilosoplice contulerund.

2 Concerning the writings
known to us, ¢f. Bake. 235 s¢9. ;
Miiller, 248 sg.; on the geo-
graphical and historical writ-
ings, Scheppig, 15 sgg. There
are more than fifty of them,
same of them extensive works,
What a mine of knowledge and
learning the later authors pos-
sessed in them, we see from the
numerous quotations in Cicero,
Strabo, Seneca, Platarch, Athe-
nzus, Galen (De Hippooraitis
et Platonis Plaeitis), Dlogenes,
Stobmus, &e. But, no doubt,
muech besides has been trans-
ferred without acknowledg-
ment to other expositions.

8 Posidonius shows himself,
as we shall find, very credualous,
not merely in his defevee of
soothsaying, but in other cases
where he accepts fabulous
statements too easily, for which
Strabo ocecasionally  censures
him (il 8, 5, p. 100, 102; iii. 2,
9, 147; iii. 5, 8, 173; cf. also

xvi. 2,17, p. 753). What Schep-
pig (p. 42 sg.) observes in his
defence is net convincing to
me, and when he says that the
facility with which Posidonius
appropriates the most fabulous
narratives about fulfillid pro-
pheeies does not signify much,
he forgets that a pePson who
accepts the moest improbable

stories withont competent au- .

thority cannot possibly be a
critical investigator of history.

1+ There is but one voice
among the ancient authorities
coneerning the comprehensive
learning of Posidonius. Strabo
(xvi. 2, 10, p. 753) calls him :
avhp rev wof fuds dhoridwy
ToAunadéoraras; and Galen
says (De Hippoer. et Plat. viii,
1; vol. v. 652 &) : TogeBavios &
EMIETHROVIRGTETOS TEY ZTwikay
Gie 70 yeyouvdofar katé yew-
perptav. His knowledge of
ceometry is also praised by
Galen {iv. 4, p.390). Stray por-
tions of his geometrieal works
are to be found in Proclus
(Bake, p. 178 sgg.; Friedlein’s
Indew). A proof of his as-
tronomical knowledge is the
globe of the heavens, which
Cicero describes, &V, D). i, 84, 88,
Of his gecgraphical enquiries
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the tradition of his school with the same indepen-

dence as his master did.

portant points in which Panwmtius deserted the old

In regard to several im-

Stoie doctrine, Posidonius returned to it. He held
to the dogma of destruction of the world by fire;!
and he added some further arguments and theories
to the ingenious devices invented by his predecessors

{Bake, 87 sgg.; Scheppig, 15
29q.) we have evidence in
Strabo’s numerous guotations
Concerning the enguiries intd
natural history which he com-
hined with his geoeraphical
descriptions, wvide infra, p.
62, 8. A mass of 'historical
knowledze must have lain in

the great historical work, the

49th book of which is guobed
by Athenseus, iv. 168 4. This
work treated in fifty-two books
of the period from the con-
¢lugion of Polybius's history
(146 B@) to 83 B | For
further details, vide Bake, p.
183 sqq7., 248 sgq.; Miller, 249
sgq.; Scheppig, 24 sgq.

I Diog. vil, 142: wepl &% obw
Ths yevérews kal Tis fopds ol
woousy Pdnol Zavwr plv v 7@
wepl Ghov. Xolouwwoes 3 év 1@
TpdiTe Ty dusidy el Moredd-
vios €y mpwTw wepl wiomou, &C.
Tavatrios 8 apbaprov arediivaTo
7oy mérpor. That in these words
not merely the diseussion, buab
the assertion, of the berinning
and destroction of the world is
aseribed to Posidonius, is self-
evident, In confirmation of
this statement we have the
remark (Plab. Ploc.ii. 9, 3 par.)
that Posidonins, deviating from
his predecessors, would oaly

> for the defence of soothsaying:? for he ascribed a

allow so much space external
to the world, as would be neces-
sary for the world’s éemdowots.
The econtrary statement @ in
Philo, FEtern. Mundi, where,
in the passage quoted supra,
p.-44, 1, was read (previously
to Bernays’ eorrection), instead
of Bonfhs & Zifdwes, Bond. ral
Hootddwos, is nullifisd by this
restoration of the true text,
which also does away with
Hirzel's objections ( Unfers. zu
Cie. 1. 225 sgq.) to my exposi-
tion of the theory of Posido-
nius.

* Purther debails will be
found in the passages quoted,
Phil. d. Gr. L 1. 337, 1. We
there learn that Posidonins had
treated of prophecy not only
in the 2nd book of his ¢puowds
Advyos, but also in a separate
and eomprehensive book; that
he sought to establish belief in
it, and to explain its possibility
more particularly by other
arguments (@bid. IIT. i. 339,
1; 341, 3; 343, 5); that his
aocceptance ©of fulfilled pro-
phecies and dreams was just
as uncritical as his predeees-
sors Antipater and Chrysippus
(ibid, TI1,1i 839, 5). To him,
indeed, iz to be referrsd (cf,
tbigd. IL. i 337, 1) the en-

DOCTRINES OF POSIDONIUS.

value to this belief that might incline us to consider
him not merely a Stoie but a Syrian Hellenist. The

belief in demons was also taken under his protec-.~

tion and utilised in support of a belief in pro-
pheey ;! likewise the immortality of the soul,” which
Pansetius had opposed.. But on the whole he is, in
his mode of thought, unmistakably the disciple of
Pansetius. The chief problem of philosophy for him
also avowedly lies in ethics: it is the soul of the
whole system;?® a'point of view which in and for

tire representation of the Stoic
doctrine of prophecy in the
1st book of Cicero's treatise De
Drizinatione.

Y Qf. Phil. d. Gr. 1L 319, 2;
320,3; Cic. Divin. 1. 30, 64 Tribus
modis cenzet ( Posid.) Deerum
adpulsy hamines somniare : uno
guod providedt awimus ipse per
sese, quippe qui Deorum cog-
natione tencatir, altere guod
plenus avr sit tmmortalivm ani-
morum, in quibus  tamguan
insignite  notw veritatis ad-
parcant, tertio, guod ipsi DU
cuin. dormientibus conloguantior.

2 Hirzel ( Unters. zu Cie.d. 231
gg.) indeed thinks that as Posi-
donius like Pansetins disbelieved
in the conflagration of theworld,
solike him he must have entirely
denied the dogtrine of immor-
tality. But even if this were
nob in itself unnecessary, the
conjecture is wholly excluded
when it has been shown that
Posidonins entertained no doubt
of the conflagration of the
world. Posidonius’ belief in
demons would already pre-
dispose him to believe in 2
future life (until the end of the
world) ; for he who allows the

existence of immortal souls
generally has no ground for
denying human souls to be
immortal. But we also learn
from Cicero (L ¢. ¢. 31, 63 3¢.)
that Posidonius maintained that
dying persons bad the gifc of
prophecy beecamse (for there
is no doubt that this argu-
ment also belongs to him) the
soul which even in sleep de-
taches itself from the body,
and thus is rendered capable
of looking into faturity, mulie
magis fociet post mortem, cum
omwing corpore excesserit. Ita-
que adpropingicante morte mulio
est divinior. As,morecver; it has
never been said in any gquarter
that Posidonins doubted the
life ' of the soul after death;
though Cicero especially had
every opportunity of asserting
it, we have not the slightest
ground for the assumption.
But whether we are justified
in going still farther, and as-
eribing to him the Platonic
doctrine of the eternity of the
soul will be discussed infra,
p. 67, 4.
2 Phil. d. Gr. 1L 1. 62, 1.
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itself was already likely to cause a certain indiffer-
ence to dogmatic controversies. The adornment of
speech and the general intelligibility of jdis-
course had also for Posidonius a value which chey
had not for the older Stoies; he is not merely a
philosopher but a rhetorician, and even in his scien-
tific exposition he does not belie thischaracter.)) Tf,
lastly, he excelled most philosophers in learning,
there lay therein an attempt to work, even in philo-
sophy, rather on the surface thdn in the depths;
and it cannot be gainsaid that he was inclined to
ignore the difference between philosophic enquiry
If the interest in natural
seience was stronger in him than was usual in the
Stoie school, this cireumstance might also econtribute

DOCTRINES OF POSIDONITUS.

for Plato! was just as great (after the example
of Panstius); and in his commentary on the

- Timaus, * we may well suppose that he tried to

combine the Stoic doctrine with.the Platonic. Even
his agreement with Pythagoras is of consequence in
his eyes ;® and Democritus himself is reckoned by

him among the philosophers ;¢ to which the earlier '

Stoics would have demurred on account of the re-
lation of Democritus to Epicurus.® Hence it is mani-

to tarnish the purity of his Stoicism, and to bring

him nearer to the Peripatetics.’

1 Of. 8trabo,iil. 2, 9, p. 147:
HoretBdrios B b wAjbos Tdr
petdAAwy (in Spain’) érmvay xal
THY GpeThy ok dTéyeTal THS Cuy-
Mous fnropelas, &AA: ouverou-
7td Tais vwepBolats, Even the
frazments we possess are some-
times orpate in style, but
always well written, and show
no trace of the tasteless mode
of exposition delighting mostly
in the form of scholastic in-
ference employed by Zeno and
Chrysippus.,

2 According to Seneca, Fp,
88, 21, 24, he reckoned mathe-
matics and all liberal arts
nnder philosophy.  Seneca,
Ep. 90, T sgg. combats the
statément which Posidonius
had tried to establish—that

His admiration

even the mechanical arts were
invented by the philosophers of
the Golden age. Perhaps he is
responsible also for what Strabo
says, i. 1, that as philosophy is
the knowledee of things haman
and divine ( PRhil. d. 67, 111, 1. 238,
3), 50 moAvualeia pan belong to
no one except toa philosopher ;
geography is consequently a
part of philesophy.

$ Strabo, 1i. 3, 8, p. 104:
modd dp éort Th aiTioAayikdy
wap’ abrg (Strabo is speaking
primarily of his geographical

work) el 70 GpioToTerifoy, bmep -

exxchivovaw ol  fuérepor  (the
Stoies) dw mip énlkpuln TéV
aitizr. Some particulars hor-
rowed by Posidonins from Ari-=
stotle are given by Simplicius

Phys. 64, b m. (from Geminius’
abstract of hizs Meteorology.)
De ewlo, 309, 8, 2 K ; Sehol. in
Apigt. 517, a, 31; Alex, Aphr,
Meteorol, 116, a, o.

! Galen, Hipp. et Plat. iv. T,
421 ; kalro: kol 7ol IlAdTwmves
BavpasTas ypabovros, ds ral 6
ﬂoa‘e;&ép;os E‘TI'HJ’??}A.R{FETG-I fau-
pdlwr Ty HvBpa kol Oefoy &mo-
waAel, @5 kai TpeoBelwy abTob T
Te wepl Ty mabiy Sdypara kal T&
wepl T@Y THs YuxTs Ovvduewy, &e.
Posid. ibid. v. 6. p. 472 : domep &
TAdTwy fuas edidale.

* Bext. Madh. vii. 93 ; Plut.
Proer. An. 22, p. 1023; Theo
Smyrn. De Mus. ¢. 46, p. 162,
Bull. ; Hermias in Pledr. p.
114,Ast.,if a commentary onthe
Phzdros of his own is not here
referred to. That he perhaps
wrote @ commentary oo the
FParmenides has already been
observed, supra, p. 43, 1.

* Galen, L. e.iv. 7, p. 425; v.
6, p. 478. What Plutarch, /¢,
guotes from Posidonius (wide
Piil. & Gr. IL.1, 659, 1) belongs
to the exposition of the Timzens,
not directly to his own theory ;
and the Pythagorean opinion
ap. Sext. Z ¢., as the comparison

of the passage in Mugh. iv, 2 s,
shows, does not belong to the
citation from Posidonius. Also
the remark in Theo Smyrn. L o.,
that day and night correspond
with the even and nneven,
manifestly taken from the com-
mentary on the Timmus, can
only serve to give a physical
sense to the Platonicutterances,
and therefore can prove nothing
in regard to Posidonins’ own
adhesion to the Pythagorean
number system. Ritrer iii, 701,

4 Sen. Ep. 90, 32,

* His eclecticism would have
zone still further if Posidonius
really, as Ritter; iii, 702, says,

‘had derived Greek philosophy

from- Oriental tradition. This,
however, is not correct in so
upiversal a sense:; he mersly
said of Democritus that his
doctrine of atoms was taken
from the supposed Theenician
philosopher Machus ( Phil. d. &r.
1. 765), but this tells nothing as
to the philosophival tendeney
of Posidonins, but only as to
his deficieney in  historical
criticism, which is abundantly
attested by Cicero and Strabo,

e
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fest that he must necessarily have approximated the
other systems to Stoicism, and Stoicism to the other
systems. A special opportunity for this seems to
have been afforded to him, as to his contemporary
Antiochus (vide infra), by the polemic against
scepticism. In order to repel the accusations
which were derived from the conflict of the philo-
sophic systems, it was asserted that in the main
they were agreed.! It does not appear, however,
that he allowed himself many departures in material
respects from the ancient Stoieism: our sources, at
any rate, only mention one important divergenece, his
Platonising anthropology.? Whereas the Stoic doc-
trine, in opposition to that of Plato and Aristotle,
denied a plurality of faculties belonging-to-the soul,
and reduced all the phenomena of life to the one
intellectual fundamental faculty, Posidonins was of
opinion that the facts of the soul’s life are not to be
explained in reference to' one principle. He found
it, like Plato, inconceivable that reason should be
the cause of that which is contrary. to reason and of
the passions ;® and he believed that the fact of our

POSIDONIUS.

affections being frequently at strife with our will

C_me.
11T,

could only be explained by an original opposition of " )

the faculties working in man;' he showed that
passionate movements of the mind could not arise
merely from our notions about good and evil things,
for as soon as these notions are of a rational kind,
they do not produce a passionate movement, nor
have they this result with all persons in the same
manner ; and even an existing emotion does not
exclude a simultaneous and opposite aetivity of
reason.  Finally he remarked that the ecircum-
stance that fresh impressions affect the mind more

strongly cannot be explained on the presuppositions

of the Stoic theery—for our judgment concerning
the worth of things is not changed by duration of
time.? For all these reasons, Posidonius declared
himself for the Platonic doctrine that the emotions
arose not from the rational soul but from ceurage
and desire, as from two particular faculties,® which,

at length) iv. 3, p. 877 sg v. b, questions as the seat of the

1 T this the following pas-

. sage refers (Diop. wil. 129

Boxet & mivols . phTe G
Ty Badwvior cpieracbar diko-
ooples, émel TG Adya -ru{r-n;o mpo-
Aelyety Bhovr Thr .G:w, &5 kal
I'an‘eaﬁ‘évms dna €y Tols mpo-
© TPEWTIKDIS.

* The observation mentioned
supra, p. 60, 1, concerning empty
space ontside the world is quite
unimportant: and what we
otherwise know of his physical,
astronomical, and geocraphical

definitions, though they doubt-
less contain many amplifica-
tions and rectifications of the
earlier theories, tell us nothing
of any dcparmre from the
Stoic doctrine in eonpection
with his philosophical view of
the universe. It will, there-
fore suffice to indicate the
quotations, Phil. 4, ¢r. 1L i,
given in the account of the
FPhysics of the Stoies.

¥ Galen, De Hipp. ef Plat.
(where this subject is treated

461

L Loe. eit, iv. T, 424 sg,

2 Loe: oit. iv. B, 397; €. T,
416; v. 6, 473 #4.

¥ FL.e.iv.7,416sg. 1pass over
sume fartherarguments. When,
however, Ritter, iii. 703, repre-
sents Posidonius as saying: In
order to understand the doec-
trine of the passive emotions
there is no need of lengthy
arguments and proofs, I cannot
find this in “the utterance in
Galen, v. 178, ch. (502 &), Posi-
domius here blames Chrysippus
for appealing to passages from
the poets in regard to such

soul, and not only in regard to
points which may be decided
simply from immediate per-
ception or self-consciousness,
As an instance of the latter he
brings. forward mental condi-
tions, and says of them that
they require ol parpdr Adywr
o8 amodelbewr, pérns 8¢ dvouri-
aews Gy édoTore wdoyouer. But
this does not mean, In order to
wunderstand them there needs no
proof; but,Theiractual constitu-
tion is known o us immediately
through self-conscionsness.

¢ Galen, I e.v. 1, 429 Xpio-

. = 3 I3
ITHOS per oly L o, . Ia'n'oaﬂn:vw’m
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being distinet from reason, are determined by the
constitution of the body:' he would have these
forces regarded, however, not as parts of the soul
but only as separate faculties of one and the same
essence, the seat of which, according to the prevail-
ing opinion of his school, he placed in the heart.?
Desire and courage must also, he thought, belong
to the animals; the former to all; the latter only to
those capable of changing their place:® an indica-

weiparon nploers Twds clvar 'ro‘ﬁ
AoyioTicod T& wabn, Zﬁw?‘ E:“” ov
Tas kploes abras dAAL 785 émir
yiyropdvas abTals gusToAds Kalk
Alets émdpoets Te kal Ths TTGOELS
Tiis Yuxdis Evduler elvan T& TN,
§ Togeddvios & aupoTépois Bie-
vexfels émawst Te dua kol Tpogie-
rai 70 MAdrwvos 8dypa kol &vTi-
Adyer Tois wepl Toy Xploirmoy
ofite rpioers elvar Ti wdtn Sew-
yiwr ofite émpyrinere kploeat,
ARG kfioess Twhs Erépuy Buvd-
pewy GAdywy & 6 MAdrer oviua-
cev embougTikny TE Kol Qupoetdi.
Ihid. iv. 3, 189, et passim.

L Toe. git. v. 2, 464: ds Tdv
sralnTiiy kwhoewy Tis duxis Emo-
pépay Gel T Babéoer Tov pdparos.

% Toe. it vi. 2, BI5:'8 &
*ApioToTéAns Te Kal Hoo‘EtBé:}tos
eisn pev 7 pépn Yuxds obk ovo-
pdfovar (which he has per-
haps done in inaccurate lan-
guage, infra p. 68, ) durdueis
¥ elval ¢uo uuds odglas ek TR
kapdlos dppwucvns. When Ter-
tull. (De 4n. 14), departing
from the above exposition,
says : Dividitur auiem (sc.
anima) in  partes e ﬁecejrn
apud quosdam Stoicorum, et in
duas awmplivs apud Posidoniun,

gui o duokus erorsus titulls,
pringipali, quod ajunt qyspovi-
Kby, ét a rationali, quod ajunt
Aoryutehy, in duodecim éxinde pro-

secwit, this discrimination of -

the fryepovucdy from the Aeyikiv
shows that we have here to do
with. a misanderstanding of
his own in regard to what he
had found in his anthority.
For conjectures as to the origin
of this misunderstanding, wide
Diels, Dowagr. 206.

3 Galen, . . v. 6,476 : boa
piv ody 7@y (doy Suokivms éori
wal wpoomedukdTa Blkny PuTéy
rais wétpais i Teow ETépois Towot-
Tos, Smbuple  pden  BiouceicBar
Aéver abrd, To 8 EAAa T EAoye
clgrarTa Tals Durauesty Gudo-
Tépaus xpRobar T T EmbuunTich
wal 77 Ouposider, Top Evbpwror Bé
pbvor Tals Tpiol, mpogecAndévar
yop kel Thy AoyleTuchy apxiv.
The distinetion between ani-
mals which are ecapable of
motion from a place and those
which are not, together with
the observation that even the
latter must have sensation and
desire, is first met with in
Aristotle (ef. Phil. d. Gr. IL i1
11. 5, 498).

POSIDONIUS.

tion that Poéidonius,_ in agreement with Panstius !
and Aristotle,? held that the faculties peculiar to the
less perfect natures were retained in the higher; and

CHAP,
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were only completed by the addition of new faculties. |

Whether Posidonius, like Plato, drew the further
inference from the opposition of the rational and
irrational soul, that the former, before its entrance
into the body, existed without the latter, and will
exist without it after death, is uncertain ;¢ but if he
held this, even with the modifications required by the
doctrine of the world’s destruction, his deviations
from the Stoic anthropology would necessarily be

multiplied thereby to a considerable extent.
These deviations from the Stoic tradition had not,
indeed, the influence on the other doctrines of Posi-

! Vide supra, p. 47, 2.

2 Phil: d. 6. 1L ii. 499,

% Ci, Schwenke (Jubrh. £
Class. Plalpl. 1879, p. 136 s4.),
who here appeals to the oh-
servation of Cicero, apparently
derived from Posidonius, V. 7).
ii. 12, 33: Plants are endowed
(ploegvrexeotay of. Phil.d. Gr.
0L, 1. 192, 3) with a natura ; bes
tiis autem senswm et motwn dedit
(sc. natura) . . . hoe homini
amplius, quod addidit rationcm.

! Cicero remarks (De Divin.
1. 51, 115) in order to establish

foreknowledge in dreams : The

spirit lives in sleep liber ab
sensibus.  Qui  quia wvizit ab
ommi aternitate vorsaiusque et
cum  Innumerabilibus  animus,
OMATE qUE T RAEWrE  TEPUM
sunt, videt, &e.; and in c. 57,
131, he returns to the subject:
Cumgue animi hominum semper

I

Juerint futurigue sint, [quid est]
cur i guid ex giigue eveniat et
quid quamguée vem significet
perspicere now possint # If this
agrees with the other contents
of the first book of Posidonius,
the pre-existence of the soul
(Corssen, De Posid., Bonn, 1878,

p. 31) must have been found :

there. - But the semper and ab
omii @ternitate must even then
be laid to Cicero's aceount, for
Posidonins conld admit souls to
exist neither before the begin-
ning nor after the end of the
world to which they belong.
It is all the more guestionable
whether the exposition of this
Stoic has riot been here ampli-
fied by Cicero, or whether some-
thing which he hypothetically
guoted from Plato may not
have been taken in a more
definite sense.

2
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donius which we might have expected from his own
utterances; though he decidedly recognises the de-
pendence of ethics upon the theory of the emotions,!
there iz nothing told us of his ethics which would
clash with the Stoic moral doctrine: for the state-
ment of Diogenes,? that he did not hold virtue to
be the only good, and sufficient for happiness, we
have already seen to be untrustworthy ;® and if he
was of opinion that many things, even for the pre-

| servation of one’s country, oucht not to be done,t
» oug y

this, though a deviation, was, in any case, only such

- a deviation from the cynicism of the oldest Stoics-

as may be considered an amendment in harmony
with the spirit of the system.® Nevertheless, we

‘cannot regard the Platonising anthropology of our

philosopher as a merely isolated admission of alien
elements into the Stoic system ; for in this alliance
with Plato and Aristotle there comes to light an
internal, historical, and not unimportant transform-
ation of Stoicism.v This system had, in its theo-

retical part, abolished the Platonic and Aristotelian .
"dnality of form and substance, spirit -and -matter:

POSIDONIUS.

and in connection therewith had also denied the
existence of a plurality of spiritual faculties in man.
At the same time, however, in the practical sphére,
it had demanded the withdrawal of self-consciousness
from externality, and founded an ethical dualism
such as neither Plato nor Aristotle had recognised.
The contradietion of these two determinations now

makes itself felt; the moral dualism, which marks |

the fundamental tendency of the Stoie philosophy,
reacts on the theoretic view of the world, and obliges
the Stoics in this also, at any rate in the sphere of
anthropology, to introduce an opposition of principles ;

for we may easily see that it is not the Platonic -/

triple division of reason, ecourage, and desire, but
rather the twofold distinction of rational and ir-
rational in the human soul, with which Posidonius
is coneerned.) Qur philosopher himself clearly in-
cates this conneetion when, in his doctrine of the
emotions and their connection with reason, he exalts
as their principal use—that they teach us to recog-
nise in ourselves the distinetion of the divine and
rational from the irrational and animal, and to
follow the demon within us, and not the evil and

1 Tpe. it iv, 7, 421; v. 6,
469 ; 471 &q.

2 vil, 103; 128,

3 Vide supra, p. 47, 4.

4 Cic. Off. 1. 45, 159.

5 Hven the contradiction
given by Posidonius to an in-
adeguate explanation of the

* requirement of life according to

nature (Galen, I p. v. 6, p. 470)
does not touch the nucleus of
the Stoic theory, and his own
definitivn of the highest good

(ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 416, B} :
To (v OBewpolyra THY T Oy
dAqbletar kol Tdfw kol cuyrara-
aicevilew abTdy kaTd T duvatiw,
koTd  unbiy  dyduevoy mb  Tod
aAgyov pépous T8 duyds, is only
a formal extension of the older
definitions. - The difference be-
tween Posidonius and Chrys-
ippus (mentioned Pl 4. G,
IOL i 232, 2), in regard to
diseases of the soul, is also
unimportant, % :

un-divine.? Here oot only is the psychologic dualism

! This dualism is expressed
also in the notice in Plutarch,
. 1, Utr. an. an corp. 8. @gr.c.
6, which says that Posidonius
divided all human activities
and conditions into Yoyikd, Fw-
parid, coparics wepl duxhy and
Yoyikd wepl rwpa. -

2 Ap. Galen, v. 6, p. 469: 7b
3% Tér weddy dlTwy, TovTéoTi

T TE Gropohoylas kol Tob rewo-
Bafporos Blov, Td w) kard way
éreabu T &y alr@ Baluove qvry-
yevet T dumi kal Thy dpolay dlrw
xovre 7§ Ty BAor mdcpev Biot-
KolyTe, T¢ 8¢ xeipow kal (wdde
mord cuvexxAlvovras dépealfar, of
3¢ TolTo wapBdrrTes olite & Tau-
Tois BedTwvm THy aitiey Tap
wafl@y, obr’ év Tois mepl THs
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which constitutes with Posidonius the proper nucleus
of the Platonising triple division clearly enunciated ;
but it is also said that this dualism chiefly appears
necessary to the philosopher for the reason that it is
the anthropological presupposition of the ethical
opposition of sense.and reason. /The first symptom
of this bias we have already noticed in Pansctius—

in the distinction of Yruy# and ddews’; in its further

development in Epictetus and Antoninus we shall -

find, later on, one of the phenomena which prepared
the transition from- the-Stoa to Neo-Platonism.
The psychology of Posidonius therefore appears as a
link in a preat historical nexus; that it was not
without importance for the later conception of the

- Stoic doctrine, we may see from the statement of

Galen,’ that he had met with none among the Stoics
of his time who had known how to answer the
objections of Posidonius against the old Stoic
theory.?

In the period immediately following Posidonius the
spread of the Stoic schoolisindecd attested bythe great

eidaiporios wal duodoyias Gpbo-
dofotow. ob yop BAémovow Ot
wpETy oy év abTh TO Kkerd
pnder Gyeobfor Bl Tot dAdyov Te
il waroBaluoros kal dféov Tijs
Yoxis. Cf ibid. p. 470 8¢., and
what is quoted supra, 68,4, from
Clemens. In opposition to the
moral dignity of the spirit,
Posidonius, ap. Sen. Ep. 92, 10,
speaks of the body as inwutilis
oare et flwda veceptandis tan-
tum etbis habilis.

L Loc. eit. iv. 7, end ; 402 sq.

2 In the preceding pages it

has been shown what is pecu-
Har to Posidonius as compared
with the older Stoie doctrines :
the points on which he is
evidence for them, and as such
has repeatedly been quoted in
earlier sections of this work,
are enumerated by Bake, In his
collection, completed by Miiller,
Fragm, Hist. Gr. iil. 252 sqq.,
and Scheppie, De Posid. 45 sqq.,

are to be found the historical -

and geographical fragments and
theories of this philosopher.

STOICS OF THE FIRST CENTURY B.C.

numbersof itsmembers with whom weareacquainted ;'
but only a portion of these seem to have occupied
themselves independently with philosophy, and even
of that, portion there was certainly not one philosopher
to compare with Panwmtius and Posidonius in seientifie
importance and influence. It is, therefore, all the

! Beside those already enu-
merated, p. 52 sg., the follow-
ing may here be mentioned :(—
(@) Greeks: Dionysius, who,
according to Cicero ( Tuse. i1, 11,
26), must still have been teach-

“ing in Athensin the year 50 B.0.,

as Cicero in this treatise repre-
sents him us heard by bhis
young interlocutor in that city.
In that case he must be distin-
guished from Dionysins of
Cyrene, the disciple of Pance-
tins (p. 53); but he is no
doubt the same person spoken
of by Diog. vi. 43, ix. 15, and
opposed by Fhilodemus @ o=
petowr, col. Tsgg. (as results from
col. 19, 4 sg. after Zeno). If
he was the head of the school,
he can scarcely have followed
immediately after Mnesarchus
(vide supra, p. 53) ; perhaps,as
has already been shown, floe.
¢it., Apollodorusis to be placed
between them, Further, we
have the three disciples of Posi-
donius : Aseclepiodotus
(Sen. Nat. Qu. ii. 26, 63 vi. 17,
3, et passim); Phanias (Diog.
vil. 41) and Jasoun. the son of
his daughter, who succeeded
him as head of the school in
Rhodes (Suidas, sub vece; while
on the other hand, as is
shown, Pkil 4. Gr. IIL 1.
48, he cannot be, as Compa-
retti supposes, the anonymons
disciple of Diogenes alluded to

in the fnd. Here. col. 52, 1);
and Leonides, whom Sfrabo,
xiv. 2, 13, p. 653, describes as a
Stoie from Rhodes was probably
a pupil of Posidonius. Also
the two teachers of the younger
Cato, Athenodorus with the
surname Cordylio, from Tar-
sus, whom Cato took with him
from Pergamum to Rome and
kept with him till his death
(Strabo, x=iv. 5, 14, p. 674
Plut. Cate Min. 10, 16; Epit.
Fiog.), previously overseer of
the library at Pergamum in
which he capricionsly corrected
the writings of Zeno (Diog.
vii. 34); and Antipater of
Tyre (Plut. Cato, 4 ; Strabo, xvi.
2, 24, p. 167: Epit. Dieg.),
doubtless the same who, accord-
ing to Cicero, Off. ii. 24, 86,
died shortly before the compo-
sition of this treafise, in
Athens, and had written, it
would seem, upon Dufies; a
treatizse of his wepl kdopov, is
quoted in Diog. vii. 139 ef pass. ;
and respecting two other trea-
tises, it is uncertain to which
Antipater they belong. Aec-
cording to Ind, Here. col, 79
(supra, p. 54) he had one or
perhaps two disciples of Panze-
tius for his instructors. Apol-
lonius of Tyre seems, accord-
ing to Strabo, L o., 1o have been
somewhat younger; treatises
under his name are quoted by

71
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more probable that most of them followed the
direction which these two men had given; that
the school -at that period held in the main to the
doctrine of Zeno and Chrysippus, but repudiated

Strabo, and ap. Dieg. vii. 1, 2,
6, 24, perhaps also ap. Phot,
Cod. 161, p. 104, &, 15. Dio-
dotus, who instructed Cicero,
and who afterwards lived with
him, finally having become
blind, died at his house abont
60 B.C. and made Cicero his
heir (Cie. Brut. 90, 309 ; Acad.
il. 36, 115; M D. i 3,6; ad
Frw. xiti. 16, ix. 4 ; Tuse. v. 39,
113; ad Af i, 20); a disciple
of his, a freedman of the
trinmyir Crassus, Apollonius
by name, is mentioned by Cicero,
ad Fam. xiii. 16, From him
must be distinguished the
Apellonins of Plolemais in
the Ind. Here, col. 78, whom
the compiler of that catalogue
calls ¢iios fuéde; for this man,
as is there stated, had heard
Dardanus snd Mnesarchus who
were both (ef. p. 53) disciples
of Diogenes, and as such can
hardly have lived to the year 90
B.C.; whereas the Apollonius
of Cicero, as a boy in his
house, long after thiz date,
enjoyed the instruction of
Diodotus and  accompanied
Caesar (though not probably in
extreme age) to the Alexandrian
war., Comparetti (I e. p. 470,
547) wrongly identifies them.
Apollonides, the friend of
Cato, who was about him in
his last days (Plut. Cat. Min.
65 9. ; cf. Phil. 4. Gr. 1IL 1. .
48). Athenodorus, the son

_alien elements less strictly than before ; and partly

of Bandon, from Tarsus or the
neighbourhood, perhaps a dis-
¢iple of Posidonius, the teacher
of the Emperor Augustus, con-
cerning whom cf. Btrabo, xiv.
5, 14, p. 674 ; Lucian, Macrob.
21, 23; Dio Chrysost. Or, 33,
p. 24 B; Elian. V. H. xii. 253
Plat. Poplic. ¢, 17, and dpopi-
thegm. Reg. Ces. Aug. 7, p.
207 ;. Ou. Conw. i1 1, 13, 3, 1.
634 ; Dio Cass. 1il. 36:1vi. 43 ;
Zosim. Hist. 1. 6 ; Suid. Alpdd, ;
Miller. Fragm. Hist. Gy, il
485 sg. Whether the writings
and sayings quoted from
Athenodorus beleng to him
or "to another person of the
same name, in most instances
cannot be discovered with cer-
tainty, but it seems to me
probable that by the Atheng-
dorus mentioned in  Sen.
Trangu, An. 3, 1-8, 7, 2; Ep.
10, 5, without further deserip-
tion, is to be understood our
Athenodorus, since at that
time he was certainly the best
known man of the name in
Rome; that he was likewise
the same who wrote about, ie.
against, the Aristotelian cate-
gories, and who was opposed
on particular points by Conutus,
we find from Simpl. 5, a. 15, 8.
41, . (Schol. in drist. 47, b,
20 ; 61, a, 25 59.) 32, e 47, (.;
Porph. ekqy. 4,0, 21, b (Schol. in
Awrist. 48, &, 12); cf. Brandis,
Abkandi. d. Berl. Akad, 1833 ;

STOICS OF THE FIRST CENTURY B.C.

in its learned activity, partly in the practical appli-
cation of its prineiples, came into amicable contact
on many points with other schools. An -example
showing the extent to which this eclecticism attained
in individuals will be presented to us in Arius

Phil-Hist. Kl 275; Prantl.
Gesch. d. Log.i. 538, 19. Some
fragments of an historical and
geographical character have
been collected by DMilller, £ e
The ethics quoted in Diog. vil.
68, 121, may also belong to the
zon of Sanden; and he is no
doubt the Athenodorus Calyus,
who inspired Cicero's treatise
on Duties (Cic. ed Aff. xvi
11, 14); while on the other
hand the anthor of the =mepl
wzrol, which Diogenes fre-
quently cites, is more probably
the Peripatetic of the same
name spoken of infra, p. 124,
To this same period belongs
Theo of Alezandria, who ac-
cording to Huidas, sub voce,
lived under Augustus and was
the author of a work on Rheto-
ric hesides an epitome of
Apollodorus’ Physies. Perhaps
he may be the person al-
Inded to in the JInd. Here.
col. 79, in the words &y *Ahelan-
3peds, thought by Comparetti
to be Dio of the Academy
(ride infra, p. 100). In that
case he was a disciple of
Stratocles (wide supre, p. 5%)
and ouly the latter part of his
life can have fallen under
Augustns,  If  he survived
Arius (vide infra, 1086, 1 : Snidas
says: vyeyovws émi AbystaTov
pere “Apetor) he must have
lived to a great age like his
master Stratacles.

other Stoics of this name, one
of them from Antioch, men-
tioned by Huidas, @éwy Jpupr,
the other from Tithora, men-
tioned by Diogenes, ix. 82, we
do not know the dates, bub
the latter must be older than
Minesidemus.) Lastly, Strabo,
the famous geographer, con-
sidered himself as belonging
to the Stoic school. Hig birth
must be placed, as Hasen-
milller says, De Sirab. Vite
Diss., Bonn, 1B63, p. 13 eq.
(who also discusses the various
theories), in or before 58 B.C,
asin 44 B.C. he saw P. Servilius
Isauricus, who died in his nine-
tisth wyear (Strabo, zii 6, 2,
p. 568), and saw him in Rome,
whither Strabo can
have gone before his fourteenth
year. His native city was
Amasea in Pontus {Strabo, xii.
8, 15,39, p. 347, 561); he lived,
however, under Amgnstus and
Tiberius at Rome. (At the end
of his 6th book he mnames
Tiberius as the present ruler
and Germanicus as his son:
this passage must accordingly
have been written between 14

‘and 19 after Christ.) He

betrays himself to be a Stoic
not only by utterances such as
i 1, p. 2 (the Stoic definition
of philosophy}, i. 2, 2, p. 15,
but he also calls Zeno 6 fuérepos
1. 2, 34, p. 41, and =xvi. 4, 37,

(Of two p. 784; vide supra, p. 62, 3.

scarcely .
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Didymus, who indeed counted himself a member of
the Stoic school, but who approximates so closely to
Alexander the Academician, that it seems preferable

Perhaps Athenodorus, the son of
Sandon, may have introduced
him to Stoicism; whom he

- calls quiv érafpes (xvi. 4, 21,

p. 7789), and concerning whom
he shows himself to be accu-
rately informed (xiv. 5, 14, p.
674). DMeanwhile he had also
heard the Peripatetic Tyrannio
(xii. 8, 16, p. 548) and Xen-
archus (xivi 4, 4, p. 670) and
had had the still more famous
Boethus either as a fellow dis-
ciple or more probably (for the
word svvedihacophoauer in xvi,
2, 24, p. 757, permits also this
interpretation) as a ‘teacher.
(Of a third instructor, Aristo-
demus, he does not say in xiv.
1, 48, p. 650, to what school he
belonged, or in what he in-
structed him.) The date of
FProtagoras, a Stoic, men-
tioned by Diogenes, ix. 56, is
unknown. (#) Among the
Romans of this period, the
following are known to us as
adhberents of the Stoic doc-
trine : . Lucilius Balbus,
whom Cicero praises as a dis-
tinguished Stoic (V. D.i. 6, 15)
and whom in the second book
of this treatise he considers as
the representative of the school.
M.Poreius CatoUticensis,
already described by Cicero

* to speak of him after that philosopher.

Parad. Proem. 2, as perfectus
Stoicws; in Brut. 31, 118 as
perfectissimus Stoicws ; and in
Pro Mur. 29, 61 attacked on
account of Bfoical asperities,
called in fe¢ Finibus the leader
of his school, the writings of
which Cato (iii. 27) earnestly
studied, and after his death one
of the ideals of the Stoies ( Phil.
a.Gr 1111, 254, 8), Histeachers,
Antipater and Athenodorus
and his friend Apollonides
have already come hefore us.
Concerning his Stoicism vide
also Pliny, Hist. Nat.vii. 30,113,
xxxiv. 8, 92. M. Favonius,
a passionate admirer of Cata’s,
respecting whom ef. Plut. Brut,
343 Cato Min. 32, 46; Casar,
21; Pomp. 73; Sueton. Octae.
13; Valer. Max. il. 10, 8; Dio
(Class. xxxviil. 7, xxxix. 14, Also
Valerius Soranus, an older
contemporary and acquaintance
of Cicero’s (Cic. Brut. 16, 169),
seems from what is quoted by
Augustine ( Ciz. D. vil. 11, 13),
probably from his treatise on
the Gods (Bernhardy, Rom.
Lit. 229), to have belonged to
the school of Pansmtius. Some
others who are also occasionally
reckoned among the Stoies, as
Varroand Brutus, will be spoken
of later on.

THE ACADEMY.

CHAPTER IV,

THE ACADEMIC PHILOSOPHERS IN THE FIRST CENTURY
BEFORE CHRIST.

THIS approximation and partial blending of the
schools of philosophy, as has been already observed,
was accomplished in a still more decisive manner in
the Academy. We have seen how effectively the way
was cleared for eclecticism, partly through the scep-
ticism of the Academy, and partly through the theory
of probability connected- with that-scepticism ; and

how in consequence certain traces of this mode of
thought appear even among the first diseiples of
Carneades.! Tt was still more definitely developed
after the commencement of the first century before
Christ, by Philo and Antiochus.

Philo,? a native of Larissa, in Thessaly,® was the
disciple and successor of Clitomachus in Athens.* In

1 Pril, d. Gy, IIL 1. 528, 2;
supra, p. 5, 2.

* (0, F. Hermann, De Philone
Larissaeo : Gott. 1851 ; ibid. De
Philone Ldaviss. disputatio al-
fera, 1855 ; Krische on Cicero's
Aecademica, Gottingsr Studien,
ii. 126-200, 1844,

3 Stob, Fel. i, 38,

4 (Mo, dead, 1. 6, 17: Clifo-
macho Philo vester operam mil-
tos annovs dedit; Plut. Cie. 33
Stob. . e. According to the fud.
Here. Academicorum (ed. Biiche-

ler Griefsw. 1869, col. 33, he
came when he was about
twenty-four to Athens, and here
for fourteen years attended the
school of Clitomachus, after he
had previously been instructed
in his native city (according
to Biicheler's emendation, for
eighteen years; therefore, from
his sizth or seventh year; I
should rather conjecture : wept
o[ Tw oreddw]Ery, or something
similar) by Callicles, a disciple
of Carneades. According to the
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C;r‘:g?. the Mithridatic war he fled, with others on the Roman

side, to Rome,! and here gained for himself great

esteem,”® both as a teacher and as a man. Through
him Cicero was won over to the doctrine of the new
Academy, as Philo had apprehended it3 Whether
he ever returned to Athens we do not know ; but in
any case he does not seem to have long survived the

Roman journey.* As a philosopher he at first, we

Tnd. Here, he had also enjoyed
the instruetion of Apollodorus
the Stoie, at least the imper-
feet text seems to mean this;
but, whether Apollodorus is the
Athenian mentioned (supra, p.
£3) or the Selencian mentioned
(Lhil. d. Gr. TIL. i. 47) seems
the more doubiful, as Philo’s
own leadership of the school
(supra, p. 58) ecan scarcely
have begun later than that of
Apollodorns of Athens, and
as the predecessor of the latter,
Mnesarchus, was the teacher
of Philo’s pupil Antiochus (vide
infra 86, 1). That he followed
Clitomachus as head of the
school, we find from the Tnd.
Here.and Bus. Pr. Ee. xiv. 8, 9
(according to Numenius); and
from Cie. Brut, 89, 306, that he
was the most important philoso-
pher of the Academy of his time
(princeps deademiz); Aead. ii.
6, 17 (Philone autem vivo patro-
ciniiem Academic non defuit),
In Athens Anfiochus was his
pupil (wide infra 86,1). Besides
philosophy he taught rhetoric
very zealously (Cic, De Orat. iii,
28, 110).

! Cie. Brut. 89, 306, Coneern-
ing the instructions he gave
there in philosophy and rhe-

torie, vide Tuse. i1. 3, 93 11, 26.
2 Plut. (e, 3 @ ®idwros Sefwovoe

ToU €& “Axadyplas, by pdiiora -

‘Pwpator Téy Kheiropdyou curd-
Sy kal Sz Thy Adyoy laduaray
kel Bid rby  Tpdmow Avdrncav.

Cic. Acad. 1. 4, 13: Philo, mag-

nus eir. Cf. the following note,
and algo Stob, Bzl ii, 40,

# Plut. l. c.; Cic. Tuse. L e,
N. D.i. 7, 165 Brat. Le., totum
et e tradidi,

¥ The Mithridatie war broke

cut in 88 B.C, and probably -

Philo came immediately after
this to Rome. We hear of a
treatise he had composed while
Antiochus was with Lucullus
in Alexandria (Cic. 4ead. ii. 4,
11}, which, aceording to Zumpt
(Abh. d. Berl. dcad. 1842;
Hist. Phal. Ki.p. 67), would fall
in the year 84, accordine to Her-
mann [.¢. 1. 4, in 87. When
Cicero came to Athens in 79 B.C.
he cannot have been there, as he
would otherwise have been
mentioned in Plut. Cie. 4; Cic.
Brut. 91, 315; Fin. v. 1, 1. Per-
haps he remained in Rome, or,
as seems to me more probable,
was nolonger living, How the
statement 23 to the length of
his life is to be completed can-
uot be ascertained, Biicheler

PHILO,

are told, zealously defended the doctrine of Carneades
in its whole content; in the seguel, however, he
became unsettled in regard to this doctrine, and
without expressly abandoning it, he sought greater

\ fixity of convietion than the principles of his pre-
' decessors afforded.! Though if was not in itself con-

trary to the spirit of scepticism that he should
regard philosophy from the practical point of view,’
yet this mode of treating it received from him an
application which went beyond scepticism : he was
not satisfied, like Pyrrho, by the destruction of

‘dogmatism to clear away hindrances, with the re-

moval of which (according to that philosopher)

"happiness came of itself; but in order to attain this
" end he found complete directions for right conduct
to be necessary. The philosopher, he says, may be ./

compared with a physician ; as health is for the latter,
so is happiness for the former, the final end of his
whole activity ; * and from this definition of its aim,

prefers efficavra Tpla, for he says  émediper, ed olod’ 87i, T@y eyt~

there is no room in the lacuna
for éRfoutkovra (Ind. Here.
Aead. 33, 18). ;

! Numen. ap. Bus. Pr. Ev.
xiv. 9, 1: At the beginning of
his career as a teacher, FPhilo
was full of zeal in defending
the doctrine of the Academy :
kal 78 dedoyudva TG KAeiro-
péxe nike kol Tois Srwuceis
eraploaeTo vdpome XKD, Su'?-
sequently, however, ovier per
raTd TG abTE EauTE Svdey 7 B TAY
mabnpdrey  adTdr  GvéoTpeger
évdpyeld Te wal dpoAoyia.  WOA-
Ay b Exwr d{by Tiv Gwloinow

derwr Tuxety, va uy E8dker perd
viTa BadAidy abTos by delyem.
That Philo had at first professed.
the Academic scepficism more
unconditionally than he after-
wards did, follows from Cie.
Aead. ii. 4, 11 sq. ; vide infra,
. 80, 2.

2 Pyrrho hadalready done this
(cf. Phil. d. Gr. IIL i. 484, 3).

# Btob, Eel. il 40 3¢, 1 éowcévar
8¢ gL Tov deldoogor laTpd . . .
Kkat yap tf letpuedl omwoudh Taca

wept TO TEAOS, TavTo B’ fv dyleia,

kel T Qidocodia wepl ThY ebbat-
porlay,
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he derives the six divisions of philesophy which he
agssumed,! and according to which he himself treated

of ethics in its whole extent.?

Where the interest

for a systematic form of doetrine, though primarily
only in the sphere of practical philosophy, was so
strong, there also the belief in the probabilityof scien-

1 Aceording to Stobeeus, L ¢.
they are the following. The
jirst thing that is necessary, he
says, is that the sick man
should be prevailed wupon. to
snhmit  himself fo medical
treatment, and that other
counsels should be opposed—
this is the Adyes wporpemTicis
(wapopudy drl Thy éperhy), which
has partly to prove the worth
of virtue (or, perhaps more ac-
curately, of philosophy) and
partly to confute the objections
against philosophy. (The wpo-
Tpermicds of Philo is thought
Tv Krische, Z ¢. p. 191, and Her-
mann, i. 6, ii. 7, to be the pro-
totype of Cicero’s Hortensius:
cf., however, Phil. d. &, 1L il
63). This being attained, there
must, secondly, be a remedy
applied—on the one hand,
false and injurious opinions
must be dizcarded, and, on the
other, right gpinions must be
imparted—& wepl éyalidv kal
xaxdy Téwos. The third is the

. Adyos mepl TeAgr. In this part

of Philo’s ethics Hermann con-
jectures (il. 7) the source of
the 4th book of Cicero's treatise
De Finibus. This, however,
not only cannot be proved, but
it is alse improbable, as Philo,
and not Antiochus, was the first

/tifie lmowledge must necessarily have been strength-

to maintain that the Stoie
ethies agreed so entirely in all
things essential with those of
the Academy and Peripatetics,
that Zeno had no oceasion to
separate himself from the Aca-
demy. The fourth part treats
wepl Blwy, and fixes the fewph-
pura B v f QuAmkh yerhoeTa
7o¥ TéAovs, primarily for the
conduct of individuals. The
same problem is undertaken by

the fifth part, the modiTikds, in -
regard to the commonwealth.

In order to provide not only
for the wise, but also for the
uéows Biacelwevor Bvfpwror, who
are unable to follow logical in-

vestigation, the sath part is

required, the dmoferinds Adyos,
which eoins the resnlts of ethies
into rules for individual cases.

* This is evident from the
concluding words of Stobsus,
p- 46 (in regard to Arius Didy-
mus): obres wér oby diAwves
Exer Bualpeois. éyd § el pew
kpyoreépws Siexelumy, dprectels by
afiTi gureipoy §ily Ta Tepl TEY
apemicdvray, TH Tis ekauepcias
emikoupi(diueros meprypapl, &e.
Any one who agrees with Her-
mann’s conjecture respecting
Fin. iv. has the less right to
dispute this, as Hermann does
(. 5).

. sibility of knowledge.

PHILO.

ened and the inelination to scepticism -weakened ;!
and so we actually find that Philo withdrew from

. the standpoint which had simply disputed the pos-
_ j The Stoic theory of know-
- ledge he could not, of course, adopt; against the-

doctrine of intellectual cognition, he argued with

Carneades that there is

no notion so econstituted

that a false notion may not co-exist with it:2 and
the truth of sensible perception from which the
Stoics ultimately derived all notions he denied for
all the reasons which his predecessors in the Academy
had given;* and little as he could agree with the

1 This connection is, indsed,
denied by Hermann, 1. . ; but
as we know (from Stob. le.)
that Philo placed the ultimate
end of philosophy in happiness,
that he believed this to be
conditioned by right moral
views (s Exovear ddfar, Bew-
phuara érl Blov), and by a whole
system of such views, and de-
voted one of the six sections of
his ethics expressly to the re-
moval of false and the impart-
ing of frue opinions, the in-
ference is inevitable that he
held true opinions to be neces-
sary, and eonseguently did not
maintain—at any rate, for the
practical sphere —the stand-
point of pure doubt, nor was
satisfied with mere probability ;
and what we know of him
shows that this was not the
case.

2 Ce. Adead. i1, 6, 18: Cum
ewiin e regarel, quicquam ésse
quod comprehendi posset, . . .
si illud esset sicut Zeno definiret
tale viswm . . . visum igitur

impressum. efictumque ex  eo,
unde esset, guale esse non posset
ex eo, unde non esset . . . hoe
cum infirmal tellitque Philp,
Judicium.  tollit  incogniti et
cognati.  But this does not
mean, as Hermann (ii. 11) as-

serts, that Philo maintained’

that if there were a wisidm like
that required by Zeno, no com-
prehensio would be possible :
but rather, if the eomprehen-
sible must be a viswm impres-
siem, and so forth, there wonld
be nothing comprehensible ; the
same statement that is made by
Sext. Pyrrh. i. 235 (infra, p.
81, 2). Cf. as to the corre-
sponding propositions of Car-
neades, Phil. d. Gr.JIL 1. 501 s¢.

3 Tf we have no direct in-
formation on this point, it
follows with great probability
ifrom what we can gather of
the eontents of the lost Ist
book of Cicero’s Aecademica
Prigra. and the 2nd book of
the Academica Posteriora : from
Aead. ii, 25, 79, and from the
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adversaries of the Academic doctrine as hitherto
understood, he as little desired to renounce the
doctrine itself. When his disciple Antiochus ad-
vanced the proposition that the school of the
Academy had been untrue to its original tendency
since the time of Arcesilaus, and that there must
therefore be a return from the new Academy to the
old, Philo raised the liveliest opposition to this de-
mand, and to the whole statement : the new Academy,
he declared, was not distinet from the old, and there

" eould, therefore, be no question of a return to the

latter, but solely and entirely of maintaining the

‘one genuine Academic doetrine.,! ~ But when we

look more closely, thiz union of the new Academy
with Plato, as that of Philo with the new Academy,
is only to be attained by a subtlety which even his
contemporaries did not fail to rebuke.® Scepticism,

PHILO.

Philo believed, was, as against the Stoic arguments,
perfectly well established ; for the rational concep-
tion, which they had made the criterion, was as such
not available : but in themselves things are not un-
knowable ;! and in connection with this, he main-
tained that the scepticism of the Academy was,

from the beginning, only meant in this sense; it

was not its design to deny all and every knowledge
of things;? this was denied only in opposition to
the Stoies, and with reference to the Stoic crite-
rion,® while genuine Platonism was maintained as
the esoteric doctrine of the school.! As the
danger from the Stoics no longer appeared to be
pressing, he considered it an opportune time to go
back to the original doetrines professed by the

illa Plilonis, aut ea num vel ¢ pure Carneadean  scepticism,

frapments preserved by Nonius
(cf, the arguments of Krische,
i e, p 154 ., 182 sq.; Her-
mann, ii. 10).

1 (e, Adead. 1. 4, 13: Aw-
tioehi magister Philo . . . negat
an libris, guod coram eliam e
ipso audicbamus, duas Acade-
MiaE 83, EVPOTERGUE ELTUN, GUE
ita putarunt (2 Antiochus, vide
infra), coarguit. The same Is
maintained by Cicero as an
adherent of Philo’s dectrine
(he has just before directly ac-
knowledeed himself a follower
.of the new Academy), c. 12, 46.
In relation to this subject
Cicero says (Aead, ii. 6, 17):
Philone auten eivo patrocininm
Aecademice non defwit. The
Academy which he defends is

the new Academy, that of Cli-
tomachus and Carneades, which
he undertakes to defend against
Antiochus, Cf Augustin, e
Acad. iil. 18, 41: Huie (An-
tiochus) arreptis iterum tlliz
armis et Philon restitit donee
moreretur, et omnes ejus reli-
quiae Tullins noster oppressit.
From Philo are probably de-
rived the arguments of Cicero
(ap. August. iii. 7, 15) on the
superiority of the Academy to
all other schools,

? When Phile's treatise came
into the hands of Antiochus
(as Cicero relates, deoad. ii. 4,
11) he was quite startled, and
asked Heraglitus of Tyre, for
many years the disciple of Philo

and Clitomachus : Viderenturne

Philowe vel ex ullo Acodemico
awdivisset aliguando ? to which
he replied in the negative. In
the same work Philo'sstatement
coneerning the doctrine of the
new Academy is described as
an untruth, and this censure is
repeated, 6, 18.

! Bext. Pyrrh. 1. 235: of 8¢
wepl TlAavd parw, daoy utv érl
7@ Erelcd kprriple, TovreoTe TH
KaTaAnaTiky  Govrasie, dxard-
Aqmra elvas T4 mpdypaTa, broy Be
emi Ty diee T@y TpayudTer abTdr
rarangwrd, But the expression
keTainrTos must here be taken
in a somewhat wider sense;
of. inf. p. 82, 3.

2 Cic. dead. i1, 4, 12, The
arcuments of Antinchus against
Philo be will “pass over, minus
enim acer adversarivg est is, qui
ista, que sunt Leri defensa (the

the representative of which in
the first edition of the Aea-
demica was Catulus), negat
Academicos omuing divere (cf.
ibid. 6, 18).

¥ Thus the rise and design
of the scepticism of the Aca-
demy is represented by Aungus-
tine (€. dead. ii. 6, 14), who no
doubt derived this conception
from Philo as explained hy
Cicero, Cf. supra, note 1.

4 This statement meets ns
often (vide Phil. 4. . 1L i.
493, 4): that it is ultimately

‘derived from Philo is probable,

partly from its inter-connection
with all other presuppositions
of his, and partly becanse it is
not only found in Augustine,
_C-’. Aead. iii. 17,36 ; 18,40 ; but
in c. 20,43, Augustine expressly
appeals to Ciecero for it.
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Cuar.  Platonic school;! but he could not see in this re- however, he would not renounce all certainty of CH‘;\P

V. storation of the old Academy any abandonment of
the tendency of the new, since he held that the new

convietion, nor would he allow that with the com-
prehensibility of things, all knowledge must stand

Academy had not departed at all from the original and fall. Between ¢uncertain’ and fincomprehen- His doc-
Platonism.> But if we ask in what consisted this sible,” he thought, there isa great difference ; he who fﬁ’;igﬁ: e
>~ genuine Platonism, the answer is mot very satis- holds things to be incomprehensible is far from ness’

factory. On the one hand, Philo, in agreement with
his predecessors of the new Academy, demied the
possibility of a complete knowledge, of compre-
hending ; not merely in regard to the Stoic theory
of knowledge, but quite universally; for like those
predecessors, he lacked & sure criterion for the dis-
‘erimination of true and false.? Notwithstanding,

! August. iii. 18, 41 (doubt-
less after Cicero): dAwtiochus
Philonis auditor, hominis quan-
tum arbitror circumspectissini,
gui jam veluti aperivé ce-
dentibus hostibus portas cope-
vat ef ad Platonis auetoritatom
Academiam legesque revocare
(as he saw the enemy in re-
treat, he had begun to open
the gates of the ¢ity they
were besieging, and fo Ye-
establish the previous arder
which had been intermpted by
the war).

2 8o far Plutarch (Lue. 42
Brut. 2) may call Philo the
head of the new Academy, and
Antiochns that of the old; and
similarly Cicero (Aead. i. 4, 13;
ii. 22, 70) may describe Antio-
chus as the man who through
the renovation of the old Aca-
demy fell away from Philo
while he himself converselysees
in his retrogression from An-

tiochus to Philo a remigrare in
novam domum e vetere,

% This is evident from 'Cic.
Aead. ii. 22, 69. After Cicero,
as an adherent of Philo, has
defended the proposition, nifil
esse quod percipi possit, with
the old sceptical argument, the
impossibility of finding a crite-
rion for the discrimination of
true and false, he here con-
tinues: Sed prius paweca cum
Antiocho, gur hec ipa, quE @
me defenduntur, et didicit apud
Philonem tam diu, ut constaret
diutius didicisse neminem, ¢t
seripsit de Lis rebus acutissime ;
et idem hee non acrius accusavit
in senectute quam anteq defensi-
taverat . . . quis enim iste dies
inlumerit, quaro, qui Wi osten-
derit eam, quam multos annos
esse neqitavissed, veri et falsi
notam ?  Vide the following
note,

necessarily asserting that no certainty is to. be

attained ; there is a clear manifestness, which is yet
something other than comprehension—a  truth
stamped upon the soul, to which we hold even if we
are not in a position to understand it.! How we
receive information of this truth, Philo does not
seem to have shown more particularly, nor did he
explain what share in the formation of manifest con-
victions belonged on the one hand tothe senses, and,
on the other, to the reason ;2 but when he speaks of
a truth which is stamped upon the soul,® we can
hardly think of 'mvfhing else than that immediate

! The representative of An-
tioghns in Cie. deed. ii. 10, 32,
seems to refer to Philo when he
says, haying previonsly spoken
of the absolute scepticism of the
new Academy: Alii antem ele-
gandisns, qm etiam  guerwniur,
guod eos ingimulemus mnnia in-
certa dicere, quantumgue inter-
sit inter incertum ef id, quod
percipi mon possit, docere co-
nantur atque distinguere. Bub
in any case what is added in c.
11, 34, must relate to him:
Simili in errore versantur, cum
convitio wveritatis coactt  per-
spicua (= évapyis, évdpyee) a
perceptis volunt distinguere &t

conantior ostendare esse alignid
perspicui, verum llud quidem
IPrESsiIn i aniino atgue mente,
neque tamen id pereipi ac com-

vendi posse. Carneades anid
Clitomachus, who allow only a
high degree of probability fo
our knowledge at the best, can-
not have expressed themselves
in such a manner.

* We should have expected
even in this case that his defi-
nitions of it would have been
alluded to in the discourses
directed against him by Cicero.

* A definition to which Her-
mann (i. 13) righfly draws
attention,

G 2
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part with his diseiple Cicero. When, however, we
find that he did not venture to ascribe to this know-
ledge the full certainty of intellectual cognition, and
_ consequently assumed manifestness to beakind of
conviction, the certainty of which transcends mere
probability, but does not reach the uncenditional-cer-
tainty of the conception—this is very characteristic
of the middle position of our philosopher between
Carneades and Antiochus,! and it was so far not
. without reason that Philo was distinguished from
his predecessors, no less than from his successors,? as
| the founder of the fourth Academy; while, on the
rother hand, this appellation tells in favour of the
opinion that between the doctrine of Philo and that of
Carneades an important divergence had really taken
place. That divectly certain element, Philo, like Cicero

PHITLO,

But in itself Philo’s scientific position could not
long be maintained. He who assumes a certainty,
as Philo did in" his doctrine of the self-evident or
manifest, could not, without inconsistency, deny that
every sure token of distinetion between the true and

the false-is wanting to us; he could no longer pro-
fess the principles of the new Academy; conversely,
he who did profess them could not logically go be-
yond Carneades’ doctrine of probability. If a man
found it impossible to satisfy himself any longer
with that doectrine, there remained nothing for him
but to break with the whole standpoint of the scep-
ticism of the new Academy, and to claim afresh for
human thought the eapability for the knowledge of
truth. This further step was taken by the most
important of Philo’s diseiples,! Antiochus 2 of

after him, might seek before all things in the utter- ] Ascalon.? ;
ances of moral consciousness, and so his theory of know- This philosopher had for a long time enjoyed Awtiochus
ledge might serve him as a foundation for practical Philo’s instruetions, and had himself embarked upon ?:ﬂ ‘:ISM'
philosophy, the necessity for which seems to have been sorks advocating the scepticism of the Academy,
his determining influence in originating the-theory.’ when he began fo grow uncertain about it.! This

; may have been in great measure the result of his

! This opinion I believe to
be justifiable, notwithstanding
Hermann's contradiction (7 e
ii, 13), for I cannot admit that
Philo’s perspicuitas coincides
with the unconditioned cer-
tainty, which, according to
Plato, is present in the intuition
of ideas, and excels in truth
the intellectual knowledge of
the Stoics, Had this been
TPhilo’s meaning he could not
pogsibly have maintained nni-
versally as he does (vide supra,

79, 2: 82, 3) that there is no
note veri et falsi, nifil esse
quod  percipi pessit. On the
contrary, when he missed even
in the Stoie derresie korTa-
Aqrrch the sign of true know-
ledge, and consequenfly the
nota verd et falsi, he must have
discovered it all the more in
that knowledze to which he
ascribes |« such  unconditional
certainty.

: CE Plil. 4. G'r. IIL 1. 526, 2,

3 Supra, p. 77 8.

having attended the lectures not only of Philo, but

! Of whom those known to
us are mentioned infra, p. 99 2.

2 Concerning him, wide
Krische, Fitt. Stud. 1. 160-170;
and (. Chappius, De Antiocki
Ase. wita et doctring, Taris,
1854 ; who, however, dees not
go beyond what is well known.
A literal copy of this disserta-
tion appeared in D'Allemand’s
De Antiocho Ase. Marb, and

Par. 1856 ; but, as the treatise of
Chappe was nnknown in Ger-
many, this fagrant plagiarism
was only discovered after the
death of its author.

$ Strabo, xvi. 2, 29, p. 759 ;
Plut. Lue. 42; Cie.4; Brut. 2
/Elian, V. H.x1i.25. AckeAaritys
is his most usnal appellation.

* Supra, p. 80, 1; 82, 1, 8;
Cie, Aead. il 2, 4; 19, 63.
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of the Stoic Mnesarchus,! who, as the disciple of
Panwmtius, had indeed opposed the scepticism of
the new Academy, but at the same time prepared
the way for that blending of Stoicism with the
Platonic doctrine which in the sequel was completed

by Antiochus.

During the first Mithridatic war,
we find him with Lucullug in Alexandria;? and

only then did things come to an open rupture be-
tween him and Philo.® He afterwards stood at the

1 Numen. ap. Bus. Pr. Fr.
xiv. 9, 2; Angustine, ¢, dcad.
iii, 18, 41, doubtless taken from
Cicern; of. Cie. dead. il. 22,
69: Quid? owm Mnresarchi
peenitebat 2 quid ? Dardani ?
qui erant’ Athenis Tum prin-
cipes Steicorum. e only sepa-
rated himself from Fhilo at a
later date. Concerning Mne-
sarchus and Dardanus, vide
supra, p. b2, 3.

2 Cic, Aead. ii. 4, 11 (cf.
supra, 16, 4); tbid. 2, 4: 19,
61. Whether he went straight
from Athens to Alexandria,
however, or had accompanipd
Philo to Rome, and here allied
himself with Lucullus, is not
stated.

$ According to Cieero, Lo, it
was in Alexandria that An-
tiochus first saw the work of
Philo, which he was so nnable
to reconcile with those doc-
trines of Philo already known
to him that he would scarcely
believe the freatise to be
genuine (vide sup. p. 80, 2) ; and
this indueed him @ yrite a work
acainst i, calls / Sosus (vide
N. D.i.7, 16)% which Philo
seems again  fave responded
(zide sup. p.f , and concern-

ing the Stoic whose name the
treatise of Antiochus bore, p.
53,n.). Either in this work or
in the Kaverikd, from the second
book of which a passage is
gquoted in Sext. Maih. vii. 201
(vide sup. p. 80, 1), but pro-
bably in the former, we have
the source of the whale polemic
arainst the scepticism of the
Academy, which Cicero (Aead.
ii, 6 sgq.) represents Lucullus
as repeating from spolen dis-
courses of Antiochus (vide 5,
12; 19, 61). Cf. Krische, I e.
188 sgg. Of the second version
of the decademica Cicero ex-
pressly says (dd A#. xiii, 19),
qu@ erant contra axararibiar
preclare collecta ab Antiocho,

Varroni dedi : but Varro had -

now taken the place of Lucullus.
(ficero also made use of Antio-
chus by name in the books Dz
Flinibus, the fifth of which is
taken from him. Also, in re-
gard to the Topica, Wallies (D
Lont, Topie. Cio., Halle, 1878)
shows it to be probable that
Cicero follows Antiochus in
chapters 2-20. DBut as in fhe
rapid compilation of this short
treatise he had no books at hand
and consequently wrote from

ANTIOCHUS.

head of the Platonic school in Athens when Cicero,

in 79-78 B.C., was his pupil ! for half a year.

ten years later he died.?

About

Through Antiochus the Academy was so decidedly
diverted from the sceptical tendeney to which it had
abandoned itself since Arcesilaus, that it never, as a
whole, returned to it; and Antiochus is, therefore,

called the founder of the fifth Academy.?

When

he had once freed himself from the scepticism of
Carneades, he made a polemie against. it the special

task of his own life.t

“believes, abolishes, with

The sceptic, as Antiochus

the certainty, even the
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probability which he himself maintained ; for if .

memory (Zop. i. 5) we may
also perhaps discover in if
the substance of a lecture
which he heard while with
Antiochus, and with the help
of written notes brought away;
nothing is known besides this
of any treatize of Antiochus on
Topried.

I Plat, Cie. 4 Cle. Fin. v. 1,
1; Brut. 91, 315; cf. Aead. i.
4,13; il. 35, 113; Legg. i 21,
54. Atticus also had made his
acquaintance in Athens ( Legg.
I.e.)). Tothis later time must
be referred what is said in the
Tnd. Aead. Here. 34, of mis-
sions (mpeaBelwr) to Rome and
to the generals in the pro-
vinces.

2 We ses this from Cic. dead.
il. 2, 4, and more distinctly
from ¢. 19, 61 : Hewe Antiochus
Jere et Alexandree twm et mul-
tis annis post maulio etiam ad-
severantivs, in S’y-ria cwm esset
mecum, pawlo ante guam est

mortuus (cf. Plut. Lue. 28, ac-
cording to  which Antiochus
had mentioned the battle at
Tigranocerta, perhaps as an
eye-witness). Since this battle
took place on October 6, 635
AU.C. (69 B.c.) Antiochus
must have lived at least till
the following year. On the
other hand, we see from the
Ind. Here. 34, 5, that he
died in Mesopotamia in con-
sequence of the hardships of
the expedition. Brutus some
years later heard no longer
Antiochus but his brother Aris-
tus in Athens (Cie. Brut. 97,
332, with which Zuse, v. 8, 21,
does not disagree). More pre-
cise dates for the life of An-
tiochns it is not possible to fix.

2 Phil. d. G 11L 1. 526, 2.

+ Cf. Cie. Ae¢ad. ii. 6, 12;
Aungustine, (€. dead. 6, 15:
Nihil tamen magis defendebat,
quam verum  Peréipere posse
sapientem,



8%

CHAP.
157,

LZOLECTICISM.

the true does not allow itself to be known as such, it
cannot be said that anything appears to be true ;!
consequently he not only contradicts the natural
necessity for knowledge,? but also makes all action,

impossible ; for Antiochus, like Chrysippus, rejected

the notion that we might follow probability in action,
even without knowledge and assent ; partly because,
as we have seen, without truth there can he mo
probability, and partly because it is impossible to act
without assent and convietion, or, on the other hand,
to refuse assent to the self-evident, the possibility
of which a portion of the adversaries conceded.?

“This practical interest is Jjust what is, in his eyes, of
- the highest importance : the consideration of virtue

is, as Cicero expresses it, the strongest proof of the
possibility of knowledge, for how couldVthe virtuous
man make a sacrifice to his fulfilment of duty, if he
had no fixed and unassailable conviction? how would
practical wisdom be possible if the aim and problem
of life were unknowable?* But he also believed he
had the better of his adversaries even in the sphere
of theory. The whole question here turns on the
statement, against which Carneades had chiefly
directed his attacks—that true conceptions have
tokens in themselves, by which they may be dis-
tinguished with certainty from false,” Against this

! Cie. Adead. ii. 11, 83, 36; Tn the first of these passages

17, 54 ; 18, 59; 34, 109, Lucullus says, in reference to
2 Loe. ¢it. 10, 30 gq. Philo’s objections against ra-

3 Loe, cit. 8, 24; 10, 32; 12,
37 sqq.

+ doe cit. 8,23 cf. 9, 27,

s Phil. d. Gr. 11L 1. 501 sgq.
and Cic. Acad. i, 6, 18; 13, 40.

tional conceptions (supra, 79,
2): Omnis pratio contra Acade-
miam suseipitur o nobis, wut
retineamus  eam  definitionem,
quaw Philo voluit evertere.

ANTIOCHUS.

the sceptics had chiefly nrged the various cases
of deceptions of the senses, and similar errors. The
existence of these errors Antiochus does not deny,
but he believed we ought not on that account to
discard the dicta of the sensesy it merely follows

- that the senseg are to be kept healthy—that all-

hindrances to correct cbservation are to be ban-
ished, and all rules of foresight and prudence are
to be observed, if the testimony of the senses is
to be valid.! In themselves the senses are for us
a source of-true conceptions; for though sensation
is primarily only a change taking place in ourselves,
it also reveals to us that by means of which this
change is effected.? We must likewise, as Antiochus
readily admits, allow-truth to general concepts, if we
would not make all thought, and all erafts, and arts
impossible.? But if, as against this, the imagina-
tions of dreamers or lunaties are brought forward by
his opponents, Antiochus replies that these are all
wanting in that self-evidentness which is proper to
true intentions and coneeptions ;¢ and if they seek
to embarrass us with their sorites,” he angwers
that from the similarity of many things it does not
follow that there is no distinetion between them ;

and if in particular cases we are obliged to™ ~

suspend our judgment,® we need not, therefore,

¥ Lee. cit. T, 19 sqq. © That Antiochus after the
* Sext. Math. vii. 182 sq. precedent of Chrysippus (Phil.
3 Cie. Lo 7. 21 sq. d. Gr.11L 1,115, 2) adopted this

* Loe. cit. 15, 47 sqq.; 186, 51
2.  According to 16, 49, An-
tiochus must have discussed
this objection at great length,
& Cf, Phil. d. Gr. HL 1. 508.

expedient even in regard to
purely dialectical objections,
such as the so-called YevBduevos
we see from Cic. Aead. i, 20,
95 sqq.
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permanently renounce all claim to it.! The scep-

ties themselves, however, are so little able to carry

out their principles that they involve themselves
in the most striking contradictions. ¥Ts it not
a contradiction te maintain that nothing can be
maintained, and to be convinced of the impessibility
of a firm convietion ? 2 YCan a person, who allows no
distinction between truth and error, use definitions or

* classifications, or even a logical demonstration, of

which he is absolutely ignorant whether truth belongs
to it?? Lastly, how can it be simultaneously main-
tained that there are false notions, and that between
true and false notions there is no difference, since
the first of these propositions presupposes this very
difference?* We must allow that some of these
arguments, especially those last quoted, are not
deficient in subtlety, but others must certainly be
called very superficial, and rather postulates than
proofs.

In any case, however, Antiochus believed him-

self justified by such reasoning in repudiating the -

demand that we should refrain from all acquies-
cence ;° and in striving after a dogmatie knowledge

. ANTIOCHUS.

instead of sceptical nescience, But he was not

o1

CHAP,

: Vi
creative enough to produce an independent system ; 2 .

he therefore turned to the systems already existing,
not to follow any one of them exclusively, but to
adopt that which was true from all; and as it was
the mutual contradietion of the philosophical
theories which appeared to give to scepticism its
greatest justification, Antiochus believed that he
could not better establish his own conviction than
by asserting that this contradiction in some cases
did not exist, and in others concerned only un-
essential points 3 that all the most important schools
of philosophy were in the main agreed, and only
differed from each other in words. He counted
himself, indeed, as belonging to the Academy ; he
desired to re-establish the Platonism which his pre-

Maintaing
the essen-
tial agiee-
ment of all
the chief
Systems.

decessors since Arcesilaus had abandoned, and to .-

return from the new Academy to the old.! But
this, in his opinion, did not exclude a simultaneous
alliance with Zeno and Aristotle. The Academic
and Peripatetic. doctrines are, he says, one and the
same form-of philosophy bearing different names ;
their diversity lies not in the fact but only in the

Y Loe. cit. 16, 49 8q.; 17, 54
844

: Loc. eit. 9, 29; 34, 109,

3 Loe. ¢it, 14, 43.

1 Loe. cif, 14, 44: 34, 111;

where there is also the obser-
vation that this was the objec-
tion which caunsed Philo the
most embarrassment.

¢ Cic. I, 0. 21, 67 8. He thus
formulates the relation of Ar-
wesilaus, Carneades, and An-

tiochus. Arcesilaus drew this
inference: Si wlli rei sapiens
adsentictur unguam, aliquando
etigm.  opinabitur ;  nungudain
autem opinabitur ; nulli igitur
ret adsentietur. Carneades ad-
mitted that the wise man some-
times agreed, and therefore
bad an opinion. The Stoies and
Anfiochus deny thislatter; but
they also deny that from agree-
ment opinion necessarily fol-

expression.? The same is the case with the Steies:
they also adopted.the Academie-Peripatetic. philo-

lows ; for a rean can distinguish
false and true, knowable and
unknowable. The ulfimate
question, therefore, is always
this : whether there is anything
which lets itself be known
with certainty, a <avracia
rataAqmrich (ef. sup. 87, 4; 88,3).

! Sup. 82, 2; Cie. Aead. i.

12,43 2 Fin. v. 3, T3 Brut. 91,

315 ; Aungustine, €. dead. ii. 6,
15 iii. 18, 41.

* Cic. dead. 1. 4, 17T; 6,225
i, 5, 15 44, 1363 Fin. v. 3, T3
5,14 ; 8, 21; of iv. 3, 5.
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sophy, and only changed the words:! or, if it be"

admitted that Zeno introduced much that was new
in substance also,? this was of such a subordinate
kind, that the Stoie philosophy may, nevertheless,
be considered as an amended form of the philosophy
of the Academy, and not as a new system.® Antio-
chus himself adopted so many Stoic doctrines that
Cicero says concerning him: ‘he desired, indeed,
to be called a member of the Academy, but was,
with the exception of a few points, a pure Stoic.”*
Yet these points, as a review of his doctrine will
show, are of such importance that we can in truth
call him as little a Stoic as an Academician or Peri-
patetic; and in spite of the affinity of his mode of
thought with Stoicism, he must be considered an
eclectic.

Antiochus divided philosophy in the usual man-
ner, into three parts;® that he did not aseribe the
same value to each of these is clear from the posi-

' Cic. deod. ii. 5,155 6,16; Cf. Plut. (Ge. 4. When Cicero
Hlin. v.8, 22; 85, T4; 29, 88; heard Antiochus, he had already

ANTIOCHUS.

tion he assigned to them; for he placed ethics, as

the most important division, first, physics seoond,-

and logic third.,! He paid most attention to the
theory of knowledge and ethies.* Ethics, especially;
is said by Cicero to have been in his opinion
the most essential part of philosophy.* In his
theory of knowledge the prineipal thing is that
refutation of scepticismm which we have already
mentioned; for the rest he adhered, according to
Cicero,! strictly to the principles of Chrysippus; and
this is not contradicted by the faet that he also held
the Platonic theory; for he seems to have regarded
as the most essential element of the latter those
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universal determinations in which Platonism agreed .

not only with the Peripatetic doctrine, but also
with that of the Stoies: that all knowledge pro-
ceeded, indeed, from semsible pereeption, but in
itself was an affair -of the understanding.’ The

! So atf least we find in dead. “gquitur . . . gut ipsum Adristo-
1. 5 sgq., not only in the enume- telem . . . 2 a Cheysippo peden
ration, but also, and repeatedly, nusquam. 8o, in ¢. 28-30, An-

N.D.i. 7, 16, Legg, i.20, 54 ;
Sext. Pyrrh. 1. 235,

* Adecad. 1. 9, 35 g,

3 Thid. 12, 43:  Verum esse
awtem arbitror, uwt Antiocho
nostro familiari placebat, eor-
vegtionem  weteris  Academice
potius guam aliguam novam dis-
ciplinam putandam [ Stoicorum
phitosopliam]. -

v dead, 1. 43, 132 : Antie-
ehus, qui appellabatur Aecade-
micus, erat quidem si perpavea
matavissct, germanissimus Sto-
deus ; or, as itis said in 45, 137,
Stoious  perpanca  balbutiens,

left the new Academy: tow
Zrwikty éx peraBodis fepameduy
Adyor €v Tols whelgrows, Sext.
Pyrrk. 1. 235: 6 *Avrloxos mhy
Sroar perfiyayer €is thy 'Arxadn-
ilav, &s kol eipigBar éx’ T,
6tt & 'AxaSnule piroTopsl T4
Zreikd,  August., (. Aead. iii.
18, 41.

b Cic. Aead, i. 5, 19 (ef. ii,
36, 116). That these two re-
presentations  reproduce  the
views of Antiochus, Cicero ex-
pressly states, Adcad. i 4, 14:
Lin.v. 3, 8,

in the exposition of the three
divisions.

2 Antiochus, ap. Cie. dead.
ii. 9, 29, efenim dup esse hee
neceaime i plibosoplia, judicium
verd et finem bonorun, &c.

3 Adead. 1.9, 34,

4 dead. 1. 46, 142 Plato
autem omne judiciwm veritatis
veritatemgue ipsam, abductamn
ab opinionibus et @ sensibus,
pogitationis  ipsius et menlis
eoge poluit.  DNumguid horum
probut noster Antiochus ? ille
LETe NE TLAJOT U i}a@dc-’m suorun,
wby enim awé Xenocratem se-

tiochus is throughout opposed
on the assumption that he re-
cognises the dialectical rules of
Chrysippus,

> dead.1.8, 30: Tertia deinde
philosophie pars . . . sic trac-
tabatur ab wtrisgue (Plato and
Aristotle) ; quanguan orivetir
@ sensibus famen non esse judi-
cium  veritatis in  sensibus.
Mentem wolebant rerwm esse
Judicem, &c. -But the diseiple
of Antiochus speaks in a pre-
cisely similar manner of Zeno
(11, 42).
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doctrine of ideas, on the other hand, he abandoned,!
V- and thus, in his efforts for unity, it might well

appear to him at last that the Stoic theory of know-
ledge was only an extension and closer definition of
the theory of Plato and Aristotle.® To what an ex-
tent Aristotelian and Stoic definitions and expres-
sions were mingled in his logic, we see in Cicero’s
Topica,® supposing this account really follows

_~~ Antiochus,* In the same superficial manner, Antio-

chus combines the Platonic metaphysies not only
with those of Aristotle, but also of the Stoies; for
he, or Varro in his name,? represents the supposed
identical doetrine of Plato and Aristotle as follows :
there are two natures, the active and the passive,
force and matter, but neither i ever without the
other. That which is compounded of both is called
a body or a quality.® Ameong these qualities the
simple and the compound are to be distinguished ;
the former consisting of the four, or, according to
Aristotle, five, primitive bodies; the latter, of all
the rest ; of the first category, fire and air are the
active, earth and water the receptive and passive.
Underlying them all, however, is the matter without
- quality, which is their substratum, the imperishable,

1 Taide Aced. 1. 8, 80, com-

- pared with 9, 33 and sup. p.93,4..

* Of. dead. 1. 11, 42 sq.

3 Vide sup. p. 56, 3.

1 As Wallies demonstrates
thoroughly (De Font. Top. Cic.
22 5g9q.).

2 dead. 1. 6, 24 sqq.

¢ Cicero expressly says, quali-
fws; and as on this occasion,

as he himself remarks, he in-
troduces the word gqualitas
newly into the Latin language
as a trapslation of the Greek
wmoubrys, he must have found
woidrys and not woidy, emploved
by his predecessor. Qualities
were declared to be bodies by
the Stoies (ef. Phil. d. G, 1L i.
93, 111).

ANTIOCHUS, »

but yet infinitely divisible elements; produ¢ing in
the constant change of its forms definite bodies
(qualia). All these together form the world ; the
eternal reason which animates and moves the world .
is called the Deity or Providence, also Necessity ;
and, because of the unsearchableness of its workings,
sometimes even Chance. To the man who could so
entirely mistake the fundamentaldoctrinesofthe older
systems, and mingle together earlier and later ele-
ments in so arbitrary a manuner, the opposition of the
Stoic system to the system of Plato and Aristotle
could no longer appear specially important ; and so
in the work we have so often mentioned,! it is only
said that Zeno discarded the fifth element of Aris-
totle (sther), and was likewise distinguished from

‘the earlier philosopher in that he held bodies alone

to be real. How far even this one distinction ex-
tends, the eclectic does not seem to suspect. He
expressly confounds-mind with sense;? and says
of Aristotle that he represents spirits as consisting
of wther, for which Zeno substituted fire.? We may
with certainty assume that he did not enter into
special physics,

In regard to morals also, Antiochus remained
true to his eclettic character. He starts, like the
Stoies, from self-love, and the fundamental impulse
of self-preservation as the fundamental impulse of
human nature, and attains from this starting point

1 Loc. cit. 11, 39. sunm fons esty atque etiam ipsa
2 dead. i1, 10, 30, Lucullus sensus est, &o.
says: Mens enim ipsa, que sen- ? Acad. 1. 7,273 11, 39.
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C-;L;P. the ground principle of the Stoies and Academies, equal worth : mental endowments have t'h‘f} highest C{;‘I"_P'
~__/ that of life according to nature.! Tt is as much a .'value, and among these, moral endowments (volum-
doctrine of the Stoics, however, as of the Academy tarice) have a higher placel than merely .na-t-ural
that that which is according to nature is determined gifts ;! b‘ﬁt- 3“_5]10‘18”11 corporeal goods 3"‘:“1 e‘:ﬂs ha"?
for each creature according to its own particalar only a slight mﬂuene{? on our well-being, zt Woulld.
nature, and that therefore the highest good for man e msndeg s 1mpo.rtance " t R a]?d "
is found in a life according to human nature, per- it be conceded to the. Stoies that Wrtu.e for itself
fected on all sides.? But herein the point is already alone su_ﬂices for happn?ess, yet fo.r the? highest stage;
~indicated at which our philosopher diverges from of happiness other thlfags_a:re %lkem.se et enath
| Stoicism. - Whereas the Stoies had recognised only -T‘hrough these determa?atmns, = which he agrees
the rational element in man as his true.essence, "“t_h the old Academy,’ our Phl]")s"l'_’her ]?opes to
Antiochus says that sensuousness also belongs to per- stn-ke t]?e tr}1e mean betwe(?n the Peripatetic sqhool
fected human nature, that man consists of soul and :;hmh;tm hlli’ C'Pénif;ln’ g:cf!bed}-l-tﬂ-‘i m}‘;’f"};ll V&luf’b t:.;
v e S 2 e external,” an e Stoie school which aseribe
0 e i too_little 3 6 ; but it is undeniable that his whole 2

the highest worth, those of the body are not on that
account worthless ; they are not merely to be desired
for the sake of another, but in and for themselves.?
The highest good, therefore, according to him, con-
sists in the perfection of human nature in regard to
soul and body, in the attainment of the highest
mental and bodily completeness ;* or, according to
another representation,® in the possession of all
mental, bodily, and external goods. These con-
stituents of the highest good are doubtless of un-

exposition fails in exactness and consistency. -

The same observation applies to other particulars.
If Aristotle had given precedence to.knewledge, and
Zeno._to-action; Antiochus placed the two ends side
by side, since both depend upon original impulses of
nature.” If the Stoics had maintained the unity,

! Cic. Fin. v. 9, 11.

2 Vivere ew hominis natwra
undique perfecta et nilil re-
quirente (Cie, 1. ¢, 9, 26).

3 dead., i. 5, 19; Fin. v, 12,
34:13,88:16,44;17, 47, Beauty,
health, strength, are desired
for themselves 1 (uoniam enim,
natwra  Suis  omnibus  expleri
partibus vult, hune statum cor-

Poris per se ipsum expetit qui
est marime e natura. So also
Varro, as will be shown later
on.
* Fin. v, 18,37 ; 16, 44; 17,
ik

5 dead.i. 5, 19, 21 4., in the
description of the Academie-
Peripatetic philosophy

L Fum. v, 18, 88 21, 58, 60.

2 Fin. v. 24, 72,

? Aead. 1. B, 22: In una
virtute esse positam  beatam
wvitam, nee tomen beatissima,
nist adjungerentur et corporis
«t eetera qua supra dicta sunt
ad virtutis wsuwm idonea (il 43,
134: Fin. v. 27, 81; 24, 71).

4 Cf. Phil, d. G, 111, 881, 5,

s For. voo 5125 25, 75,
Aristotle himself is thus sepa-
rated from his school, and
beside him Theophrastus only
{though with a certain limita-

tion) is recognised as an an-
thentic source of the Peripa-
tetic doctring; so that even
here in respect to the Academic
school, Antiochus wishes his
innovations to be regarded
merely as a resuscitation of
the original doctrine of the
Academy. :

& Fin, v. 24, 72.

T Fine v 21, 58: Aetionum
autem genera plure, wt ob-
seurentur etiom minora major-
ibws. Mavima autem sund . . .
prinem consideratio cognitiogue
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and the Peripatetics the plurality of virtue, Antiochus
declares that all virtues are inseparably connected
with one other, but that each of them presents itself”
m an individual activity;' he does not, however,
attempt, as Plato did, to give any deeper account
of their difference. If the Stoic schools were not
quite agreed whether or not community with other
men were a good in the striet sense~-something to
be desired in and for itself—Antiochus here again
seeks to mediate; for while he most fully acknow-
ledges the value and necessity of this relation,? he
makes a double distinction among things of value
in and for themselves : viz., those which are directly
a constituent of the highest good (the endowments
of the soul and the body), and those which are to be

rérimm eelestivm, &e.  Deinde
veruwm  publicasum  adminis-
tratio . . . peliquagque virtutes
et actiones virtutibus congruen-
tes. Cf 18, 48: 20, 55; 23, 66.

! Fin. v. 23, 66 sq.

* Fin. v. 23, 65 sqqg.; Acad.
i 5,21. In both passages the
community of men with one
another is treated assomething
inherent in human nature ; and
in the former it is shown how
the feeling for this, from its
first appearance in family love,
spreads itself in an ever widen-
ing circle and finally becomes
universal love of mankind
(caritas generis hamani). This
is essentially Stoie, and more
particnlarly in the spirit of the
later Stoicism; but the thounght
of a universal love of mankind,
based upon the natural interde-
pendence of men, was not alien

to the Peripatetic school. Cf
Phil. d. 6. I1., 11, 693: 851, 1: 863,
and Arist. #h. V. viii. 1, 1155, @,
16 sgq., where it is shown in the
same way as by Antiochus that
nature has implanted the love
of parents to children (gurfa)
and of members of the same
race to each other, kol pdAisra
Tois &vpamois, §8er Tols Grhav-
Opdmovs éravoiiper, and it is
added : ot 8 & 7is kat dv Tais
whdrais G5 oikeloy dras Gvtlpwmos
Gvbpime xal ¢ilov. The same
is developed (by Arius Didy-
mus) in the account of the

‘Peripatetic ethics, ap. Stob.

el i1, 250 sq., in a discussion
which so distinetly recalls the
manner of Theophrastus that
we may doubtless derive it
from this Peripatetic, of whom
something similar is observed,
Pt d. Gr. IL ii. 851,

SCHOOL OF ANTIOCHUS,

desired as an object of moral activity: cnly in the

latter class does he place friends, relations, and

fatherland.! Like the Stoies, Antiochus would only
allow the wise to be regarded as rulers, as free, rich,
and noble; like them he deelares all the unwise to
be slaves, and mad; and demands from the wise
man a complete apathy ;? notwithstanding that he

thereby contradicted the doctrine of the older

Academy, and had himself no right to such un-
qualified statements, considering his own opinions
respecting the highest good. But when we find
him violently opposing the closely connected pro-
position of the equality of all faults,® this trait may
likewise show us that he was not very serupulous
about scientific consistency. :
Consistency, however, was not the quality on
which the success of a philosopher at that time
chiefly depended.
Antiochus in the Academy, who are mentioned to
us, only the elder seem to have held to the doetrine
of Carneades;*! among the younger generation, on

Among the contemporaries of

! Fin. v, 28, 68 : Fta fit ut duo
genera propier se expetendorun
Teperiantir, wnwm, quod. est in
s, in guibus completur illud
extremum, que sunt aut animi
aut corpovis: hec auten, gue
sunt eatringecus . . . ut amieci,
ut parentes, ut liberi, ut propin-
qui, ut ipsa patria, sunt illa
quidem sug sponte cora, sed
sodem: i genere, quo illx, non
SUnRt, &o. &

? Adead. ii. 44, 135 sg.

* Iiid. 48, 135 aq.

* This is true of Heraeclei-

H

tus of Tyre, who is known to us
throngh Cicero (Adead. ii. 4,
11 sg.) as a diseiple of long
standing of Clitomachus and
Philo, and a distingnished re-
presentative of the new Aca-

demy ; for the Academy is cer- .

tainly meant bythe philosophia,
U nune prope dimissa recoed-
tur, as will be immediately
shown. Through a misunder-
standing of the expression,
Zumpt ( Deber dew Bestand der
Phil. Sehul. in Athen.) Abk. d
Berl. dkad, 1542 ; Hist. Philol.

oy
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the contrary,! Antiochus was so suecessful, that,

aceording to the testimony of Cicero, the doctrine

AT. 67 5¢.) has been misled into
considering the disciple of Cli-
tomachus and Philo as a Deri-
patetic. He is perhaps the
same person of whom it is said
in the Ind, Herve. Acad. 33, 4,
that he was seventy vears old.
Among the Romans who occu-
pied themselves with Greek
philosaphy, C. Cotta is men-
tioned (who was consul in 76
B.C.) by Cicero (V. I 1. 7,16
$¢.) as an acquaintance of An-
tiochus, but a disciple and
adherent of Philo. He criti-
cises“the Epicurean (1. ¢. i, 21
#gg.) and (iii. 1 sgg.) the Stoic
theology from the standpoint
of the new Academy. As
hearers of Philo, Cicero. also
(dead. ii. 4, 11) mentions
Publius, Caius Selius, and
Tetrilinus Rogus. Diodo-
rus, a partisan of Mithridates,
is also mentioned in this period,
who held to the Academic school
{(Btrabo, xiii. 1, 66, p. 614); but
he can scarcely be counted
among the philosophers,

! Pre-eminent. among their
numberis Aristus, the brother
of Antiochus, who succeeded
him in his position of instruc-
tor at Athens (Cic. Brut. 97,
332; Acad. 1. 4, 125 1.3, 12;
Fuge. v. 8, 21; Plut. Brut. 2;
Ind. Here. 34, 2 8g. In 51 B.C.
Cicero (ad Aft. v. 10; Tusc. v.
8,22) met him there, and de-
scribes him as the only man
who formed an exception to
the generally unsatisfactory
state of philosophy in Athens.
According to the Ind. Here.,
he had hieard many other philo-

sophers besides his brother.
Plutarch (Brut. 2) places his
moral character higher than his
€fis év Adyors. Also Dio, doubt-
less the same who (according
to Strabe, xvii. 1, 11, p. T96;
Cie. Pro Cel. 10, 23; 21, 51)
perished as a member of an
Alexandrian embassy to Rome
in 56 B.C, and is the person
mentioned by Platarch as the
anthor of table conversations
(Plat. . Cone. Pro. 3). Also,
according to the Ind. Here. 34,
6 sqy. (where by ebretany other
philosopher than Antiochus can
scarcely be intended), Apol-
las, of Bardis; Menecrates,
of Methyma; and Mnaseas,
of Tyre. Concerning Aristo
and Cratippus, who went
over to the Peripatetic school,
vide énfra, p. 121, 2. Aristus
seems to have been followed by
Theopompus, whom Brutus
heard in Athens (Plut. Bwuf.
24) in 44 B.C., and who is men-
tioned by Philostratus (o
Soph. 1. 6). At the same date
there lived in Alexandria at the
court of Ptolemy XII. (Diony-
sus) Demetrius (Lucian, e
Calumn. 16), of whom we

now, however, nothing further ;
but, at any rate, he was a
worthier member of the school
than the Philostratus men-

‘tioned by Plutarch (Anien. 80).

Among the Romans, besides
Cicero, Yarro, of whom we

shall have to speak more par-

ticularly later on, was also
a disciple of Antiochus. M.
Brutus had been instructed
by Aristus (Cic. Bruf. 97, 832;

SCHOOL OF

ANTIOCHUS.

of the new Academy was in his time almost. entirely

abandoned.! Anesidemus says the same thing; and

Acad. i. 8, 12; Fin. v. 3, 8;
Fuse. v. 8, 21), whom he re-
sembled hoth personally and in
his opinions. Cicero (dead. Le.;
ad Att. xiil. 25) classes him as
a follower of Antiochus with
Varro, and in Parad. Pro. 2,
with himself. In Bruf. 31, 120;
40, 149, he enumerates him
with the followers of the old
Academy, and (Puse. . e.) puts
a proposition of Antiochus into
his mouth. Pluatarch also (7. ¢.,
ef. Dio, 1) says that he was
indeed well acguainted with
all the Greek philosophers, but
was himself an admirer of ‘An-
tiochus and an adherent of the
old Academy, as opposed to the
later and new Academy. His
talent and knowledge are
praised by Cicero (ad Atf. xiv.
20; ad Die. ix. 14; Brut. 6,
92; Fip. iii. 2, 6; his writings
in dead. i. 3, 12; Tese.v. 1, 1 ;
Flin. i. 8, 8 ; vide also,in regard
to his writings, Sen. Consvl. ad
Helr. 9, 4; Ep. 95,45 ; Quintil.
x. 1, 123 Charisius, p. 83;
Priscian, vi. p. 679; Diomed.
p. 378. On the preceding, vide
Krische, Gité, Stud. 11, 163 sg9.)
M. Piso also heard Antiochus
with Cicero (aceording to Cic.
Fin. v. 1 3qq.), acknowledged
himself his disciple (£.e. 3,7 8¢.),
and expounded his ethical prin-
ciples (c. 4-25), but in such a
manner that he still wished to
retain his loyalty to the Peri-
patetic school into which his
housemate Staseas, of Naples,
had introduced him (f. ¢. 3, 8;
25, 75; De Orat. i. 22, 104).
Cf. ad Att. xiii. 19 (accotding

to which he was not living when
Cicero wrote De flinthus).

Y In Aecad. ii. 4, 11, Cicero
mentions, as we have observed,
Heracleitus the Tyrian: Howme
sane in ista philosephia, que
nune prope dimissa revocati,
probatus et nobilis. That this
philosophy can only mean the
new Academy, is elear from the
context. Kor when a disciple
of Clitomachus and Philo is
mentioned, we can but eonclude
that the philosophy in which
he distinguished himself was
the philesophy of these men;
and Cicero says expressly that
Heracleitus opposed Antiochus,
the rival of the Academy (of
Carneades, &e.), dispassionately
indeed, but zealously. The new
Academy, therefore, which. in
Cicero’s time had been almost
universally abandoned, was hy
him revived. Cicero says the
same thing most distinetly,
N. P15, 11: Nee vero deser-
farum relictarumgue rerwm pa-
trociniuwm suscopimus (through
the defence of the doctrine
of the new Academy) ; non enim
hominum  interitw  sentendice

quogque geeidunt, sed lwcem auc-

toris fortasse desiderant, wt e
in philosophic ratio contra om-
nia disserendi nullamgue vem
aperte judicandi  profecta @
Soerate, repetita ab Areesila,
confirmata a Carneade wsqie ad
nostram vignit etatem ; guain
nune prope ovbam. esse in ipsd
Grecie intelligo.  1f these evi-
dences are considered to be dis-
proved by the saying of Augus-
tine, (. Acad. iii, 18, 41 vide
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with these testimonies everything that we know
regarding the tendenecy of the Academic school ! until
nearly the end of the first century coincides. Qur

knowledge of this school

at that time is certainly

very incomplete,® but that the eclecticism of Antio-

supra, p. 79, 2), according to
which Cicero would only have
had to finish suppressine the
#eliguice of the false doctrines
of Antiochus opposed by Philo.
This is to aseribe an importance
to the Augustinian phrase
which elearly does not belong
to it, since it is plain that the
‘notion of Cicero’s refuting the
celecticismof Antiochus is false.

! Ap. Phot. €ad. 212, p. 170,
li: of & amd 7is 'Awxadnulas,
Pty pdAioTa Tis viv, il Srei-
xels  oupdéportar évioTe Bdfars,
ol € xph TaAnBes elmwely, Zrwi-
1ot datvorrar paydusvor Srwikois.
Uficero and others judged ina
simgilar manner of Antiochus:
cide supra, p. 92, 4.

2 Of the heads of the Athe-
nian school we know none
between Theomnestus (ride
suprg) and Ammonius, the
teacher of Plutarch : of other
members of the Academy, bhe-
sides Endorus, Nestor of Tar-
sus (Btrabo, xiv, 5, 14, p 675,
expressly  distinguishes this
Nestor from the previously-
mentioned Stoic of the same
name—uvide supra, p. bt: the
former, according to him, was
the feacher of Marcellus, son
of Octavia) and the Tubero
spoken of in PRil. d. G T11.,
it. 7, 5, only Dereyllides
and Thrasyllus. Even of
these we are told very liftle.
Of Dercyllides, whose date

vehus still maintained itself there, is plain from the

cannot be definitely fized, but
Wwho seems to have lived earlier
than Thrasyllus, we find from
Albinus, Introd. in Plat, 4;
Proel. i Fim. 7, B.; Porph.
ap. Stmpl. Phys. 54, b 56,
&, that he had composed a
great work on the Platonic
philosophy, from which perhaps
the extensive astronomical frag-
ment in Theo Smyrn. Astron.
c. 40 sg., and the smaller excerpt
in Proclus in Plat. Remp.
(quoted from A. Mai, Class.
Auet. 1. 862, by Martin on Theo,
p. 74) are taken. Thrasyllus
became acquainted in Rhodes,
perhaps his native city, with
Tiberius, to whom he suceeeded
in making himself indispen-
sable as an astrologer (what is
related, however,as to the proofs
of his art in Tacit. Anw, vi, 203
Sueton, Tiber, 14: and, still
more, in Dio Cass. Iv. 11 : 1viid.

27, is embellished with fables).

He then lived, from the last
years of Aungustus (Sueton. dug.
98 ; Dio Cass. Ivii. 15), in Rome,
and died a year before Tiberius,
36 A.p. (Dio, Iviii. 27). Heis
chiefly known to us throngh

-his division of the Platonic dia-

logues 1nto tetralogies (wide
Phil. d. Gr. 11, 1. 498). Heis
mentioned as a Platonist with
Pythagorean tendencies by Por-
phyry, Plot. 20. But as both
Thrasyllus  and  Dercyllides
seem to haye been gramma-

ey

EUDORUS.

and a contemporary of the

example of Eudorus,' a philosopher of Alexandria,?

Emperor Augustus.?

This philosopher is denominated a member of

' the Academy,* but he had expounded the works of
Aristotle,” as well as those of Plato,” and had dis-

coursed at length on the Pythagorean doctrine, which

Pythagorism.”

vians rather than philoso-

. phers, it may here suffice to

refer, in regard fo Thrasyllus,
to K. F. Hermann, De Thrasyllo
(Ind, Schol. Qdtting. 1852):
Miiller, Fragm. Hist, G, i
501 ; Martin on T%eo. Astron.
p. 69 g4.; and in regard to
Dercyllides to the work last
mentioned, p. 72 394, :

! Coneprning  Eudorus, wide
Riper, Philologus, vil. 53+ sq. ;
Diels, Dozogr. 22, 81 sq. et
passinm.

z Stob. Fel. ii. 46.
fra, p. 104, 1. 5 ek

3 The date of his life cannot
be determined with accuracy.
Strabo (xvii. i. &, p. 790) de-
seribes im as his contemporary.
Prandis ( Uebar die Griech. Aus-
Teger des Avistot. Organons, Abk.
der Berl. Aead. 1833 ; Hist. Phil.
K1 p. 275) infers that he was
earlier than the Rhodian An-
dronicus, from the manner in
which Simplicius (Selel. in
Arigt. 61, a, 26 ; 73, b, 18) com-
pares him with Andronicus, and
the latter passage, al any rate,
seems to me conelusive, If,on
the other hand, Stob. L’ol.‘ii.
46 sgg. is taken from Arius
Didymus (on this subject, vide
infra), he must have written
before him.

Vide in-

‘he apprehended in the sense of the later Pla,tonisi‘ng
This many-sided oceupation with

4 (Ar. Did. ap.) Stob,it, o
Edddpov Tob "AAeiardpiws, tucaldn-
picon ¢rhocidov, Simp. Selel.
in Awist. 63, a, 43; Achil, Tat.
Isag. ii, 6 (in Petar. Doctr.
Temp. 1ii, 961 Budorus is also
quoted in Jsag. 1.2, 13, p. 74,
79).

5 His commentary on the
Categories is often quoted in
that of Simplicius (cf. Selel. in
Arist. 81, a, 25 sgq. ; 63, @, 433
66, b, 18; 70, &, 26; 71, 8, 22
73, b, 18: 74 b, 2, and Cat. ed.
Basil. 44, e 63,€). That he also
expounded the Metaphysics
does not certainly follow from
Alex. Metaph. 44, 23: Bon.
Sehol. 552, b, 29.

¢ Plut. De An, Progr. 5, 2:
16, 1, p. 1013, 1019 sg., seems
also to refer to a commentary
on the Timeaerrs. f

7 In the fragment quoted in
Phil.d. Gr.1. 331, 4, from Simpl.
Phys. 39, a, not only are the
two Platonie prineiples, the.
One and Martter, attributed to
the Pythagoreans, but fhese
principles are themselves re-
ferred (in agreement with the
Neo-Pythagoreans, cf. ibid, I1L.
ii, 113 s¢.) to the One or the
Deity as their uniform basis.
The same theory, however, is
aseribed by Eudorus even to
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the older philosophers, and especially his digest of

__ the Aristotelian categories, would at once lead us

to suppose that the Platonism of Eudorus was not
‘entirely pure; and this is confirmed by the state—
| ments of Stobmeus concerning an encyelopmdic work
of his, in which we are told he treated the whole of

seience problematically: 7.c. he gave a summary of
the questions. with which the different parts of

” given to them by the most important philosophers.!

In the epitome of ethies,

to us from this work, the
“logy is rather Stoic than

Plato, when, according to Alex.
(in Metaph.i. 6, 988, a, 10), after
the werds 16 yép efdy oo =l
o alria Tots ¥AMows, Tois §
eldeqs b &, he added kal 73 #Ap.
On this theory, in agreement
with the Btoic monism (on
whichef. Pril. d. G IIL1.p. 131,
138, 145 s¢.) though without
its materialistic interpretation,
even the Uiy must have sprung
from the Deity orthe primal One.

v Epl. ii. 46: €y ofp Ebdd-
pov Tob 'Alekardpéws duwcabyuicod
dthorddov  dialperis Tol Kura
prosopiay Adyov, BifAiov &Eid-
KTHTOY, € @ wavay émefeAfAvle
TpoBANuaTk®S THY emwrThuny.
The above explanation of this
expression results from p. 54
sq4., where the author, after
he has given Kudorus' division
of ethics, continues, éprréoy
8% &y mpoPAnudrar, and then
gives the views of the vari-
ous philosophers—-first concern-
ing the rékes, then concern-
ing goods and evils, lastly

which has been preserved
clasgification and termino-
Platonic ;2 and no doubt

concerning the question el war-
TO kaAdy 80 atrh ciperdv, These-
extracts also, as far as p. 88,
are no doubt borrowed from
Budorus by Arins Didymaus
whom Bfobmus iz here tran-
seribing.

* Having divided the whole,
of philosophy into ethics, phy-
sies, and logic, Eudorns dis-
tinguishes three parts in ethics:
wepl Thy Bewplow Tis kal’ Gcaarov:
akias, m Thy dpudp, = Thy wpakiv
(Oewpnrindr, dpugmicdy, wpar-
Tueor). The first of these-
parts then falls into two sec-
tions: (1) the ends of life, and:
(2) the means for their attain-
ment, and each of these into a
number of subdivisions amon
which we find the truly Stoical
titles mepl T@v mponyovuéver;
wepl  Epwros, wepl  ouvurociws:
(ef. Phil. d. G TI1. 1. 260 s9.;
241, 1; 878, 7; 283, 2). Even
the doctrine of virtue, one of
the sections of the second
division (for this must be

|

i g S

. EUDORTS.

it was the same with the

‘details of his ethies,! so

that Eudorus in this respect entirely followed the

precedent of Antiochus.

That he did not confine

himself to ethics appears from what has been already
quoted, and from certain other indications.®
How widely spread, in the second half of the last

divided by the words, p. 50,
Td uéy éoTe wepl TEY dpeTav, Lo,
before which of or Tebrov 3¢
may probably have been lost)
primarily indicates the Stoic
view, thongh among the four
cardinal virtues, gpdvmois takes
the place of the Platonic sogple.
The second main division of
ethics treats partly of (he dpush
generally and partly of the
wafy, which are defined quite
in the Stoic manner, into épuy
wAcovdfovoa  and  éppdoTnpa.
The third main division is,
separated by means of sub-
ordinate classes into eight
Thmwor : wapapvdyTikds, waboho-
yikds, wepl Gowfoews, wept kafly-
kbyrwy, mepl reTopbundTwy, wepl
xepirwy, mepl Blwy, wepl ~duov.
How closely this whole classifi-
cation resembles that of the
Stoies will be seen from Phil. d.
Gr. TI1.3. 206 sg. Eudorus isso
completely in agreement with
what is there quoted from Sen.
Hp. 84, 14, and the commence-
ment especially of his classifi-
cation quoted by Stobzmus
bears such striking resemblance
to the passage of Seneea, that
either Seneca must have fol-
lowed Endorns, or both must
have followed some common,
and in that case Btoie, source.

! This is elear from the next
section of Stobweus, which, as
before observed, seems also fo

be taken from Eundorms, espe-
cially from p. 60: dmorerls &
dorl 7d wpéroy olkelor Tob (wou
wdfles, &g’ ot karfipfaTo cuvata-
Gdyesfar 0 (Gov Tis cvoTdoews
abrod, oifmw Aoyuchy Dy GAN
#Aoyoy, Karh Tobs purucobs Kal
omepuariods Adyous . . . yevd-
pevoy yap 78 (Gov erewdtly T
wdvTes eldus ek apxhs (Lhil. d. Gr.
IIL. i. 208 s¢.). . How Eudorus
was allied with Antiochusinthis
is shown by a comparison of
the words immediately follow-
ing dwep oty Grorerls, Kedfou
& Tivi TEY TpiEY® ) yap v Bord 9
&y hoxAnaly §) ér Tols mpdrats kaTé
¢iow) with what Cicero, 2in. v,
6, 16 (vide ibid. IIL i. 518, 1),
quotes from Antiochus.

2 Aceording to Strabo, xvii.
1, 5, 790, Eudorns and Aristo
the Peripatetic mutually ac-
cused each other of plagiarism
in regard to a treatise on the
Nile (Strabo willnot decide who
is in the right, but he says that
the language of the freatise is
more like Aristo's). Achil. Tat.
Tsag. 96 (169), mentions that
Eundorus, agreeing with Panze-
tius, believed the torrid zone
to be inhabited, and the same
writer (as Diels shows, Doxogr.
22) guotes something further,
taken by Eudorus from Dio-
dorus the mathematieian, and
from Diodorus by Posidenius.
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century before Christ, was this eclecticism of which,
as we have seen, Antiochus was the foremost repre-
sentative, is also clear from the example of Arius
Didymus.!  For though this philosopher is reckoned
with the Stoic school,® his views approximate so

! He is no doubt the same
"Apeios of Alexandria who is
known to wus (from Plut
Anton. 80 sq.; Reg. Apophih,
dug. 3, 5, p. 207; Pres.
Ger. Reip. 18, 3, p. S14;
Sen. Consal. ad Mare. 4 sq.;
Sueton, Octae. 89; Dio Cass.
1. 16, lif. 36 ; Blian. V. H. xii.
25; M. Aurel, viii. 31 ; Themist,
Or. <. 130, b, Pet. ; Julian, Ep.
51, p- 96, Heyl, ; cf. O, viii,
265, C; Strabo, xiv. 5, 4, p.
670} as a teacher of philosophy,
a confidant of Aungustus and
friend of Muwcenas, IHe was
80 highly esteemed by Augustns
that, as we read in Plutarch,
Din, and Julian, he declared
to the people of Alexandria,
after the capture of that place,
that he pardoned them for the
sake of their founder Alexander,
their beantifal city, and their
fellow citizen Arins, From a
consolatory epistle of Arius to
Livia,after the death of Drusus
(9 B.C.), whom Arius must
have survived, Seneca, {. 0.,
guotes a considerable fragment.
It is true that in none of these
passages is Arius called Didy-
mus, while on the other hand
none of the authors who have
transmitted to us fragments
from Aldugos or*Apeos Aldvuos,
deseribe him as an Alexandrian
or a friend of Augustus. But
as none of these authors had
any occasion to enter into the
personal circumstances of Arins

Di{l)*mu.-.a this does not justify
us in distinguishing with Heine

(Sakrd. f. Class, Phil. 1869,

613) the friend of Augustus
from Arius Didymus the Stoic.
It is rather an instance of that
which Diels, Dorogr. 86, asserts,
and of which he adduces many
examplesin this period, that the
same man is designated some-
times by hiz own name, some-
times by the addition of his
father's, to distinguish him from
others bearing the same name,
and sometimes by both names
together: sg. the well-known
Ehodian rhetorician Apollonins
is sometimes called *AwoAAdyios
& MdAwyos, sometimes "AmoAnd-
vios & Mérwr; and even by his
disciple Cicero, Apollonius (Cie.
ad Aft.ii. 1; Brut. 89, 307 ; 91,
316y Molo (De Orat. 117, 75 ;
28, 126; De Fnvent. i. 56) ; and
the Stoic Musonius Rufus is
called by Epictetus, Rufus only,
and by others, as a rule, Mu-
sonius only (eide infra, ch. vi,).
As in the case of Arius some-
times the name and sometimes
the surname stands first, we
cannot be certain  whether
YApetos or  Alduuos was the
original name of this philo-
sopher ;: but Diels, L ¢., seems
to show that the latter is the
more probable,

® The Epit. Diog. (vide Phil.
d. Gr, IIL i. 33, 2) mentions
Arius between Antipater (the
Tyrian, concerning whom wide

ARIUS DIDYMUS.

«closely to those of Antiochus-that we should be

tempted to consider him his disciple,' if there were
not express testimony as to his Stoicism. We are

only acquainted, indeed, with historical expositions

of his, of the older doctrines, probably taken from

supra, p. 71, n.) and Cornutus,
the contemporary of Nero.

I I myself shared this opinion
{supported by the Epit. Diog.)
in the second edition of the
present volmme: and in con-
nection with it the supposition
that in the notice of Sunidas,
AlBupos “Arfiios () “Arrios) xpn-
portras guadoogos "Arxabnuatios,
the word *Arfies had been sub-
stituted for “Apewos, 1 must
now abandon that theory. The
Atejus Didymus who wrote two
books miflavdv kel cofropdTwr
Atrers kal #AAe woAda might
~more probably be the double of
the Alexandrine grammarian
AfBupos véos, afterwards guoted,
to whom also mfove are
ascribed; but this too is quite
uncertain.

# A number of fragments
from this work are guoted
under its name and that of its
author. Sueh are the follow-
ing —(1) An exposition of the
Stoic theories of God and the
world, ard s ériropdis "Apelov
Abtpou (ap Euns. Pr. Be. xv.
15). (2) The Stoic psychology,
frown the émmaph “Apelov Adiuoy,
ibtd. ¢. 20, chap. xviii. sg., con-
cerning the conflagration and
renewal of the world, seems to
be taken from the same source.
(3) To the same treatise no
doubt belongs the account of
the Platonic doetrine of ideas

-one and the same work ;? but among these there is

which is quoted anonymously
(Br Tév Ablpn Tepl Tov Gpecrdy-
Ty HAdrer ourreTayuérer) by
Eusebius, L. ¢ xi.23,2sg. ; and by
Stobaseus, Fel. i, 330. Likewise
(4) the remarks on two maxims
of the seven sages quoted by
Clemens, Strom. i. 300, B, from
Didymus ; and (5) a statement
respecting Theano, 7. ¢. 309, C,
from AlBuuos év 7g wepl Tvlayo-
pdis dpihogogles. Lastly (6)a
passage isguoted in Stob. Kloril.
108,28 (2r 7is Aidfpov émiTouds),
concerning the Peripatetic doc-
trine of etBaruorla; this passage,
however, is found, as Meineke
discovered (Miitzell's Zeitschor.
S d. Gymnasialm. 1859, p. 563
#7q¢.) in the expesition of the
Peripatetic ethics, ap Stoh. Bel.
il. 274 sq.; and thus it iz shown
that not only this whole section
(from p. 242-334), but also the
corresponding section on the
Stoic doetrine, p. 90-242, is
borrowed from the epitome of
Arius. From the same source
Stobmus has probably taken
also the four preceding sections
of the same (sixth) chapter,
beginning at p. 82. We there-
fore possess very considerable
fragments from the work of
our philosopher, which show
that it contained a comprehen-
sive survey of the doctrines of
all the earlier philosophers.
The proved or supposed frag-
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and chiefly a mere reproduction of the, Peripatetic Cmae.

i3 . : o ; v,
Cuar.  a review of the Peripatetic ethics, which approaches. e e i

IV,

. S0 nearly to the ethies of the Stoics, and so entirely
agrees with the opinions of Antiochus as represented
by Cicero, that it is scarcely possible to mistake ite
ultimate source ;! and though the work is ostensibly

ments of this treatise relating
to physics have besn collected
by Diels, Dozagr. < 15472, with
some limitations of Meineke's
conjectures. The same writer
treats of Arins and his works,
I.¢.p. 69-88.
! As Antiochus, in his ac-
. count of the Peripatetic ethics
(which for him eoincided with
those of the Academy), pursued
the double end of defending
the Platonic-Aristotelian doc.
trine against the attacks of the
Stoics,and of combining it with
the Stoic doctrine (ride Supred,
P- 95 8g4.), so do we find with
Arius. Like Antiochus, he takes
as his basis the commonly re-
cognised demand of life accord-
ing to nature, and this in its
Stoic acceptation. The pucich
oixelwous is the point of view
according to which it is decided
what is a good, a 8¢ abrd aiperdy
(of the aiperdw itself a definition
is given, p. 272, corresponding
with the Stoic definition quoted
Phil. d. Gr. 1014, 223, &), The
instinet of self-preservation is
acknowledged as the funda-
mental impulse :  gire
wiceldrfar wpds avtby (Stob. 246
8g.3 252, 258 ; of. what is quoted,
Plil. d. G 11T, 1. 200, 1, about
the Stoics, and, supra, p. 95
sqg.about Antiochus); the xady-
#oyre, (this conception also is
Stoie) are reduced to the €xAoyh
T8y ket Glow and the awerAoyh
Tay maph e (p. 250 ; of. Phil.

d. G7. 111 1. 258,3), Tike Antio-
chus, he then seeks to show that.
from this point of view belong-
ing‘s,jiriends,ammt-rymen,human._
society generally, are to be de-
sired for themselves: also praise
and glory, * health, strength,
beauty, corporeal advantages of
all kinds: only the goods of
the soul are ingomparably more.
valuable than all obhers (p. 246
264)., His discussion of the-
natural love of all men for each:
other (already mentioned) es-
pecially reminds us of his pre-
decessors in the Academy. Like:
Antiochus (wide supra, p. 97,
1), he classes the woAsrikal rat
rowwvical and the BewpnTucal.
wpdfets together as equally origi-
nal problems (p. 264 57.) ; like
him, he distinguishes two kinds.
of goods—those which are to he
considered as constituents (v~
TANpaTIRE) of happiness, and
such as only contribute some-
thing to happiness (cuuBdA-
Aeolar) : corporeal goods he will
tot, like Cicero’s Antiochman,.
reckon under the first, but the-
second class: 8 § ulv edbar
worte Blos éorly § 5 Blos éx Tpd-
fews cupmerAfipwrar (p. 266 g >
ef. p. 274 for the distinetion he.
tween kard and évayiale, the
Hépn ebdarorias and by ot Gvev)s
he opposes, like Aristotle, the
theory that the virtuous man is
happy even in the extremity of’
suffering ; also the Stoic pro--
position concerning the abTdp--

brought that doctrine so near to t-l:fa.t- of the Stoies,
or adopted an older exposition \\}'hlclf. did so (that .of.
Antiochus),! if the distinetive doctrines of the d:lf-
ferent schools had had the same importance for him:
as for the ancient Stoic authorities, if _he .had not
shared the mode of thonght which 1115}_)11"ed the
exposition of Antiochus, and had not jt)‘:aen dlsposjed,
like Antiochus, to disregard the opposition o.f Stmc's,
Academics, and Peripatetics, as compared with their

common eonviction.?

] 1 3 % C et il Poru-
With Arius and Antiochus we must connect iii. For

Potamo of Alexandria, who, according to Suidas, was

wewe of virtue, and the impos-
sibility of losing it; and the
statement that there is nothing
intermediate between happi-
ness and unhappiness (p. 2823
cf. p. 814); thus showing him-
self in these particulars less
strict than Antiochus (sup. p. 97,
3). On the other hand (p.
266), the Stoic doctrine ?f the
etfhoyos ekaywyh (LPhil. 4. Gr. 111
4. 305 sg.) is also forced upon
the Peripateficsi For the doc-
trine of virtue, Arvius makes use
especially of Theophrastus (vide
dhid. IL ii. 860, 1) as 1}*9.11 as
Aristotle; and the disciple of
Antiochus (Cic. Fin.v. 5) quotes
only from thes% T‘tw;) Eh;lg;
hers (su v, 97, 5% but 1
Z?c};oun'di(ngﬁe doctrine(p. 314)
"he uses the Steic distinction of
the kaffkovre and karopfiuara
(TIL. 1. 26% s¢.), and imports
into it (p. 280) the Stoic wpo-

kows). In his (Meonomics and
Politics he keeps cntively to
Aristotle, only that he calls the
third of the right constitntions
not Polity, but Democracy, aud
its defective counterpart Ochlo-
¢racy, and introduces, beside the
right and wrong forms of govern-
ment (p. 330), the mixed fﬁm
compounded from the thrye
first (those of Dicmarchus, dis-
cussed in Plil. d. Gr. 1L 1. 892).
! Their common use of this
philosopher may perhaps €x-
plain why Cicero and Arius
Didymus, in expuundmg the
ethics of the Stoics,use th.e very
same words (ef. ibid, TIT. 1. 226,
6; 227, 4: 232, 2). 4
2 He seems at times enml'E:']}'
to forget that he is merely giv-
ing an account of the doctrines
of others, for he passes from in-
direct to direct narration (cf. ib.
TIL. i. pp. 256, 270, 276, 322).
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a contemporary of Arius,! while Diogenes Laertius.

speaks as though he had lived not long before his
own time, therefore towards the end of the second
Christian ecentury ;? perhaps, however, he may be
here merely transcribing the statement of an older
writer.? That which his predecessors had actually
atterpted, the setting up of a system which should

* combine in itself the true out ofall the philosophical

schools of the time, Potamo also avowed as his express

/design ; for he designated his school as eclectic; ¢

and the little we know of his doctrine certainly
shows that he had not chosen this name without
cause; for it apparently combines, regardless of

! Buid, sub. voee: Horduwy
’AlefavBpebs, deadaopos, yeyorbs
wpd Adyovorov kel per atrdy
(probably ker’ aizdris here to
be read).

? Proem, 21 &t 8¢ wpd
oAiyov kal éxhexTuch Tis alpesis
eigix by bmd MoTduwyos Tol Alet-
avbpews éxhelaucron & dpéorovTa
€t éxdons Tav aipérewr. (The
same, but with the pmission of
the expression still more un-
suitable to him, mpd oAlyov, is
found in Suidas, alpests, 8. IL
48 B.).

3 This theory, advanced by
Nietzsche (Rhein. Mus. xxiv.
205 sq.; Beitr. 2. Quellonk. d.
LHogenes Laertius, 9), and ad-
vocated among others by Diels
(Doxogr. 81, 4), ascribes to
Diogenes great want of thought,
but not, on the whole, more
than might be expected In
him. Concerning the different
attempts to decide between the
accountsof Diogenes and Snidas,

or to reconcile them, and ton
diseover something more abont
the life and circumstances of
Potamo, cf. Fabric. Bibl G,
iii, 184 sg. Harl. ; Brucker, Hist.
Crit, Phil.ii. 193 sqq. ; J. Simon,
Histoire de TFeole dAlexan-
drie,i. 199 sgy.  In these there
is also a review of the other
men of this name known to us —
the rhetorician Potamo, of M T
tilene, who, according to Suidés,
sub. woce (cf. ©edd. Tad. and
AegBavat, where the rhetorician
is_called @dgogos), tanght
under Tiberins in Rome : and
Potamo, the ward of Plotinus
(Porph. ». Plt. 9), whom, how-
ever, the new editions eall
Polemo. There is also the
Potamo  from whom some
mathematical observations are
quoted, according to Alexander,
in Simpl. De Cwlo, 270, a, 42 ;
289, a, 23K ; Sehol. in Ar. 513,
U85 518, oy 42,
* Vide preceding note,

POTAMO.

logical consistency, Platonic ! and Peripatetic ele-
ments with an essentially Stoic foundation. In the
question of the criterion, he allied himself with the
Stoics, only that, instead of the ¢ intellectual notion,’
he substituted a vaguer form of expression, the -
‘most accurate mnotion.” In his metaphysics he
added quality and space to substance and efficient
force as the highest principles ; that he reduced, like
the Stoics, efficient force itself to substance is not
stated. The highest good, he thought, consisted in
the perfection of the life, the most essential con-
dition of which lay in virtue, for which, however, in
agreement with Aristotle and the older Academy, cor-
poreal and external goods were found indispensable.?
Scarcely any original thoughts are to be found in
this superficial combination and modification of
older doctrines; and so the ¢ Eclectic school,” exeept
for the one mention of it by Diogenes and his
Byzantine followers, has left no further trace in
history.

U According to Suidas, he davrasior. dpxds Te Tdv Ghev
wrote a treatise on the Platonic thv 7e fap lcfd Th Tmow"mld'\
Republic. TyTd TE Kol Témow € o? yap wal

2 Apdorer & abrg (continues 06’ ob xal moly kal év . 7TeAos
Diog, L 0.), kald ¢now év gror- 8 elvar &9’ & wdvra dvapéperar,
xewdboel, wpirhpia s GAnfeias (whr kord micav Gperipy TeAelay
elvar Th piy ds 0P ob yiverarfi  obw ¥vew @y 700 cdpaTos kel iy
Kkpiats, TouTéaTe Th fryepovikby, T  SKTOS,

Bt s 3¢ of, ofow T axpiBeoTdTny
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CHAPTER V.

THE PERIPATETIC SCHOOL IN THE FIRST CENTURY
BEFORE CHRIST.

SIMULTANEOUSLY with the tendency which was in-
troduced into the Academy by Antiochus, the school
of the Peripatetics also received a new impulse and
pursued a partially altered course. As Antiochus
wished to bring back the Academy to the doctrine of
their founder, so the Peripatetics turned anew to the
works of Aristotle: it is to the expounding of these
works to which for whole centuries, down to the
times of Neo-Platonism, their entire strength is
directed, and in which their principal task consists.
Here also there is displayed the phenomenon so
characteristic of this whole period: the more mm-
mistakable and pressing is the feeling of mental
lassitude, and the stronger the mistrust of its own

“scientific power, of which scepticism has been the

formal expression, the more obvious becomes the
necessity to return to the old masters and to lean
upon them. No other school, however, has so
zealously and carefully carried on the work of ex-
position, and none has produced such a long and
connected line of commentators as that of the Peri-
patetics.?

! Concerning these, wvide Zumpt (Teber d. Bestand der

THE PERIPATETICS.

The scientific activity of this school, since the
middle of the third century, had already, so far as
we can judge from the accounts we have received,

-confined itself to the propagation, exposition, defence,

and popularising of the doctrines of Aristotle and
‘Theophrastus; and even Critolaus, its most im-
po-tant representative in the second century, did

not go beyond this, After Critolaus the school itself

seems to have lost more and more the precise know-
ledge of the Aristotelian doctrines and writings.
Cicero ! and Strabo ? expressly tell us so, and the
agsertion is confirmed by the ecircumstance that,
excepting the approximation of Diodorus to the
Epicurean ethics,® not a single scientific propo-

e Cont-
mentiators,

sition has been handed down to us from any of

the successors of Critolaus, during a period of
mearly a century. Andronicus of Rhodes first
gave a new impulse to the scientific life of his
school. This distinguished man was, in the second
third of the first century before Christ, head of
the school in Athens.* MHis edition of Aristotle’s

Philosoph. Schul. in  Athen.)
Abhandl. der Berl. dkademie,
1842 ; Hist. Phal. Kl 93 sq.:
Brandis, Ueber die Griech.
Ausleger des Arist, Organons,
ibid. 1833, 273 s¢.

! Top. 1. 8. A distinguished
rhetorician had declared that
the Thpica of Aristotle was un-
known to him: Quod guidem
minime  sum @dmiratus, ewm
philosopham rhetori. non  csse
cognitum, gqui ab tpsis philo-
sophis preter admodum paucos
ignoraretur. Though the Peri-

pateties are not here mentioned,
it cannot be supposed that the
great mass of the philosophers
of the time were unacquainted
with Aristotle’s writings, if they
were not neglected in the Peri-
patetic school ifself.

2 Inthe passage quoted, Phil.
4. Gr I 11, 139, 2.

3 Cf. idid. TT, 15, 954,

* Andronicus was, according
to Plut. Swila.25,acontemporary
of Tyrannio (vide infra, p. 115,
1); and as Tyrannio appears to
have only come to Rome in 66

I

Andro-
nicus of

Chodes.
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works,! for which Tyrannio

B.C., and Andronicus used his
transeripts of Aristotle’s writ-
ings for his own edition of them,
this must certainly be placed
after 60 B.c. His invariable
surname & ‘PoSws designates
his birthplace ; Strabo mentions
him among the celebrated phi-
losophers of Rhodes (xiv. 2, 13,
p. 655). That he was head
of the Peripatetic school (in
Athens) is asserted by Dawvid,
Sehol. i Arist. 24, a, 20; 25, b,
42 1 Ammon. De Taterpret. 1. e.
94, ¢, 21; 97, a, 19. He is here
called the é&vBékaros amd Tov
‘Apwrrorédovs; following the
Scholinm  in Waitz, however,
(Awigtot. Org. 1. 45), which is
also ascribed to Amunonius, his
diseiple Bogthus was this
eleventh philosopher. Accord-
inzg as we give the preference
to the one or the other state-
ment, and reckon Aristotle him-
self, or omit bim, there will be
wanting to the number of the
known heads of the school
(Aristotle, Theophrastus, Strato,
Lyco, Aristo, Critolaus, Dio-
dorus, Erymnens, Andronicus)
one, two, or three names, -If
three are found deficient, I
should be inclined to insert
them, not with Zumpt ( Phil. d.
Fr. 1111, 927, 1) between Aristo
and Critolaus, butin the evident
cap  between FErymneus and
Andronicus. It seems to me
most probable, however, that
only two are wanting, and that,
according as we recken, An-
dronicus or Boethus might thus
be called the eleventh (counted
not after, but from Aristotle—
ey "ApirToTéRovs).

! Porphyry (Plof. 24) says he

the grammarian furnished

himsell arranged the writings:

of Plotinus: mpmodueves . .
‘AvBpdvucoy  TOY  meprarnTichy,
who e ‘ApwrroTéhovs kol @eo-
¢pdoToy eis wpayuareios SiciAe,

paidgiasl) :
Tas ovikelas Umoféoers eis Taitdy

ourayayor. This statement, as
well as that of Plutarch (Sulla,
26): wap’ alrov [Twpavwiwwos )
Thr ‘Pdbiov AvBpduticor eimopi)-
oavre T@y Grrrypdpwy (supplied
with tramscripts by Tyrannio)
eis uégoy Belvor, can only be
understood of an actual edition
of Aristotle’s works, especially
if we remember that, according
to Plutarch, the Peripatetics

before Andronicus had wan-

dered from the doctrine of their
founder on account of their
scanty acquaintance with his
works. When the same writer
adds to the words already
quoted, weeel &Vﬁ}'pli‘lrm ToUs ¥OU
Pepopévovs mivakas, we must
understand by these lists of
writings a supplement to the
edition which probably did
not confine itsell to a mere
enumeration of the works, but
embraced also enguiries as to
their cenuineness, contents, and
arrangement, In anycase,An-
dronicus had instituted such
enquiries, as is shown by his
condemnation of the so-called
Post - pradicamenta and the
book mepl punrelas (of. Phil. d.
Gr. IL #, 67, 1; 69, 1), and
the reasons he gives for it. The
proposition (c¢f. David, Sehel.
in Arist. 25, b, 41) that the
study of philosophy should
begin with logic may also have
been bronght forward in this
connestion, On the other hand,
what David says (1. ¢. 24, 2,19}

ANDRONICUS.

him with the means,! did them inestimable service by

promoting their universal

diffusion and more syste-

matic study.? At the same time by his enquiries into
their authenticity and arrangement,® and by his
commentaries * on several of them, he showed the

on the division of the Aristo-
telian writings cannot be taken
from Andronicus because of the
quotation from the treatise
Tept kbopou; and the itrestise
of Andronicus De Dirvisione
(Bott. De Diwis. p. 638) cannot
have dealt with the division of
the books of Aristotle.

! This great scholar was born
in Amisus in Pontus, When the
place was conquered by Lu-
cullus, he became the slave of
Murena, was then set at liberty,
and tanght in Rome (cf. Phil.
d. G, 11 ii. 139, 1). Here he
gained considerable property,
collected a famous library, and
died at a great age (Buidas,
sub woee; Plub. Luweull. 19)
Strabo (xii. 3, 16, p. b48) says
that he had heard him lecture.
That he belonged to the Peri-
patetic schocl 1s nowhere as-
serted, but his study of Aris-
totle's writings shows that he,
like so many other gramma-
rians, was connected with it.
He is to be distingunished from
his namesake and disciple, the
freedman of Terentia. CfL
Suid. Tupar. rewr.

Tyrannio had found oppor-
tunity of making use of Apel-
lico’s library, which Sulla had
bronght to Rome; and many
besides himself made copies of
the Aristotelian works therein
(Strabo, =iii. 2, 54, p. 609).
Through him Amndronicus re-

=

ceived his copies (of. preceding
note, and Phil. &, Ge 1L 11.139).
Whether Andronicus had also
come to Rome, or had merely
received copies of Tyrannio’s
recension, is not stated.

* This, at any rate, may be
conceded, if éven the further
statement that the principal
works of Aristotle were abso-
lutely wanting in the Peripa-
tetic school before the time of
Andronicus cannot be main-
tained ( Al d. G IL11. 1395g.).

! Vide supra, 114, 1. -

4 Of these his exposition of
the ecategories is most fre-
quently quoted. It is men-
tioned by Dexipp.:in Cat. .
25,25 Speng. (Sehol. in Arist.
42,¢,80); Simpl. in' Cat. Sehol.
40, b, 23; 61, @, 25 sqq.; and in
about thirty other passages.
Atp. 6 e 7, 8. (Sehel. 41, b, 25;
42, @, 10), Simplicius seems to
describe the work of Androni-
cus as a mere paraphrase ('Axdp.
mapadpdley T4 TEv Karnyopidy
BiBAior). DMeantime - we see
from other statements, as those
which are quoted below, that
the paraphrase was only a part
of the task whieh Andronicus
had sel himself, and that he
afterwards entered into the ex-
plapation of words, eriticism of
texts, and questions as to the
genuineness of particular sec-
‘tions (cf. Phil. 4. 6. I1.11. 67, 1
69, 1) and philosophicinvestiga-
- ;
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Peripatetic school the way in which from henceforth

- their criticism and exegesis was to proceed. He did

not confine himself to mere explanation, but sought
to maintain as a philosopher the same independence
with which as a eritic he departed from tradition in
the treatment of weighty questions. This we see
from various and not altogether unimportant deter-
minations by which in the doctrine of categories he
diverged from Aristotle,! and still more clearly,

tion of the contents.’ Cf. Bran-
dis, i.¢. 2785g. That Andronicus
had also commented on the
Physics does not certainly fol-
low from Simpl. Phys. 101, a;
103, &; 216, a; although it
is probable from the first of
these passages. Simplicins,
however, does not seem to
have had this commentary in
his own hands, or he wounld
have quoted from it more fre-
¢uently. The observations on

Arist, De An. 1. 4, 408, b, 32

5¢4., and the Xenocratic defini-
tion of the soul therediscussed,
which is quoted from Androni-
cus by Themist. De An. ii. 56,
11: 59, 6 Speng., point to an
exposition of the treatise on the
soul (eide infra,p. 117, 2). The
definition of wdfes, ap. Aspas, in
Eth. N.(infra,p 118, 3)is taken,
perhaps, from a commentary
on the Ethics. Of the two
treatises still in existence, bear-
ing the nameof Androniens, one,
the treatise D¢ Animi Affec-
tivnibus, is the work of Andro-
nicus Callistus in the fifteenth
century, the other, the com-
meuntary on the Nicomachman
Ethics,is written by Heliodorus,
of Prusa (1367); cf. Rose,

Hermes, 1. 212 Andronicus
cannot possibly have been con-
cerned with either of them.

! According to Simpl. Caf. 15,
¢ (Sekol. 47, b, 25), he regarded
with Xenocrates (of. Phil. d.
Gr. I1. i. 865, 4)—this division,
however, is in the main Platonic
(ct. 7. e, 536, 4)—as the funda-
mental categories, the wad abrd
and the mpés r(the Aristotelian
definition of which he expounds,
ap, Simpl. Cai, 51, B. v. Sehol.
66, @, 39; Porph. 'Egy. & 7.
karqgy. 42, @), The wal adrd
he must then have divided still
further, for (according to Simpl.
p. 67, 7. 69, a: Sehol. 73, b, 10;
T4, &, 29) he added to the four
Aristotelian kinds of quality
(cf. Piil d. Gr. 11.1i. 269, 2) a
fifth kind under which thick-
ness. heaviness, &o., must fall,
but which, as he ohserved, may
itself be reckomed under the
mabyrical modTyres : and it is
only with reference to the cate-
gories arising from further
division that he can have as-
serted (Simpl. 40 ¢; Sehol 59,
&, £1; cf. 60, a, 38) Relation
to be the ultimate category of
all.  Observations of his are
also mentioned concerning the

ANDRONICUS.
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from his view of the soul, which in the spirif of cHAP.

Aristoxenus and Dicsearchus,! and consequently in

approximation to the Stoic materialism, he held to

be a product of the bodily organism.? His whole =

standpoint, however, we must assume to have been
that of the Peripatetics, though he strove to improve
the doctrine of his school in regard to particular

points.

V.

§-.
=

The work of Andronicus was continued by his Beithus
disciple Boéthus of Sidon,® who is often mentioned

€&is (Simpl. 85, e; Nohol.
65, ay 1), moely, and mdoyew
(Bimpl. 84, B, and those
conceptions which he called
indefinite magnitudes, and de-
sired, therefore, to reckon not
only under Relation, but also
under Quantity (I. e. 36 3.:
Sehol, 58, a, 37). Lastly, he
wished to substitufe Time and
Space for the ot and worg, and
to reckon under these categories
not only mot and weré, but all
other determinations of Place
and Time. Simpl. 34, B. 36, B.
87, a. 88, a. B. 91, B.; Sehel, 57,
@ 241 58, «, 16 79, 5,1 30,
37; 80, & 3; cf. also Brandis,
Le. p. 278 sq.; Prantl, Gesch.d.
Log. 1. BT sq.

v CEPhal. d.Gr. I1.11. 888, 880,

2 This is maintained by
Galen, Qu. Awimi Mpr. e. 4,
vol. iv. 782 g¢. K. As Aundroni-
cus, he says, was wont te speak
freely and without ohseure eir-
cumlocntions, he plainly de-
clares the soul to be the wpaois
{sc. Tob odparos) or the dlreus
Exouévn T wpdoer.  In the same
sense he explains (according to
Themistins, De An. ii. 56, 11;

59, 6 sgq. Sp.) the well-known'
definition of Xenocrates (Lhil.
d. v 11,1, 871), While censuring
Aristotle because in his objec-
tions to that definition he kept
exelusively to the expression
Tebvoua Tot apibuod, he himself
perceived in it the thought that
all living natures consist of a
mixture of the elenerits formed
kaTd Tms Adyous ol Gpifuovs ;
50 that it ¢oincides in the main
with the reduction of the soul
to the harmony of the body.
But when He adds that this
number is called a self-moving
nnmber (edrh ydp foTw f buxd
THs Kpouews TavTys witie kal Tob
Adyov kel Tis pifews Tdy wpdTay
arosxelwr), this does not agree
with Galen’s staterment, accord-
ing to which it was in the first
place a product of the xpdeis;
and it is questionable whether
Galen hasnot missed the mean-
ing of Andronicus.

# Strabomentions that he was
a mative of Sidon, xvi, 2, 24,
p. 757; Andronicus names as
his teacher Ammon. in Cafeg. 5
(ap. Zumpt 1.e. 94); that he
was also a follower of his seems

of Sidon.
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with him., He, too, acquired considerable fame! as
an expounder-of the Aristotelian writings: the best
known of his works is a commentary on the catego-~
ries: % but some traces are found of commentaries on
the Physics and the Prior Analyties—perhaps also
on the treatise ‘De Anima’ and the Ethics® Tn his

to result from the Schelion,
quoted supra, p.113,4. But, in
opposition to this theory, we
find that in the years 45 and
44 B.¢. Cicero himself (OF i
1, 1} and Trebonius (in Cicero’s
Hp. ad Fam. xil. 16) mention
only Cratippus as teacher of
. the Peripatetic philosophy in
Athens. Bogthus is not men-
vioned, whereas this philoso-
pher, whom Strabo, 7. c., desig-
nates (§ cuvepihocodfrauer Hueis
74 ‘Apiwwrorédem) as his own
teacher, survived this date by
at least one decade, perhaps
several.  Strabo also would, no
doubt, have said if he had heard
him lecture in Athens. Boéthus,
therefore, must have been a
teacher of philosophy elsewhere.
Perhaps . Strabo  may have
availed himself of his instrue-
tions in Rome.

! Bimplicins (Cat. 1, a. 41 8.;
Sehol. 40, 4,21 ; 61, a, 14) calls
him fevpdoios and EARdyeuos:
and on page 200 B, ; Sehol, 92,
@, 42, he praises his acuteness.
Cf p. 8, v.; Schol. 29, a, 47 ;
{-&‘ ot Bonfov woAfjs ayxwolas
YEUOYTE,

* According  to  Simplicius
{i. @) one of those which Badu-
Tépaus wepl avTh (the Aristotelian
book) évpolais éxpiicavre, but at
the sante time (L e. 7, 9.5 Sehol.
42, @, 8) & continnons exposition
«af’ &wdorny Aékw. This com-

‘mentary is frequently quoted in

that of Simplicius and also that
of Dexippus. In it, perhaps,
was  the statement which
Byrian, in Metaph. Sehol. 893,
i, T, contests, that the Platonic
ideas are the same as class
conceptions, A separabe trea-
tise of his on the mpds ¢ is
mentioned by Simplicius, 42, e,
Seiol. 61, 5, 9.

8 That there was a com-
mentary on  the Physies is
shown by the guotations in
Themistins, Plys. 145, 14; 337,
23; 341, 9 8p.; which Sim-
plicius, no doubt, has borrowed
from him (Phys. 46, a; 180, a;
181, &), as in the last of these
three passages he expressly
quotes the words of Themis-
tins, and ouly in them those of
Boéthus 3 and nowhere adduces
anything from Boéthus® Physics
except what he finds in his pre-
decessor.  An exposition of the
First Analytics may be econ-
jeetured from the guotations of
the pseudo-Galen Elgay. 8in.
p- 18, and of Ammon, in Arist.
Ory. ed. Waitz, i. 45, from the
doctrine of the syllogismn; an
exposition of the books on the
soul  (though less certainly)
from what Simplicius (De An,
69, &) tells us concerning his
objections against immortality ;
an exposition of the Nicoma-
cliwan Ethics from what Alex-

BOETHUS.

:apprehension of the Peripatetic doctrine he likewize,
so far as we can judge, shows much independegce, 7
and an inclination to that maturalism which in the

immediate followers of Aristotle had already -over-

powered -the Platonicand - idealistie- element, and

swhich was especially prominent in Alexander of
Aphrodisias.  This also appears in the fact that he
~wished the study of philosophy to be commenced not
with logic but with physies.! When, moreover, he
denied that the universal of nature was prior to the
p.a:rtic1;;13.,1‘,2 and would not allow form to be regarded
‘as a substance in the striet sense (wpiTy olola),
but only matter, and in one aspect, that which
is compounded of matter® and form—this presup-
poses a theory of the value and priority of matter
in things, which diverges from Aristotle, and rather
.approaches to the materialism of the Stoies. The
same mode of thought is apparent in his utterances
.concerning immortality, which place him on the side
of those who understood the Aristotelian doetrine

.ander (De An. 154, &) says of entirely wulvesl the enguiry
his observations on self-love concerning wemrh and u‘m,ua‘ruc'ﬁ
and the wp&Taer oikeiop; and oboie, but only becanse .11,
what Aspas. (Sekel. ©n Eth. does nof belong to the same
~Classical Journal, xxix. 106) connection. He dc,’fxreni (_«r‘.ve.de
and Rose( Aristor. Pseudo-Epigr. Themist. Plys. 145, 14 Bp.:

109) says of his and Andronicus’
- definition of the wafos.
1 David, Schol. in Ar. 25 b,
41.° For what follows, Prantl’s
Gesch. der Logik, 1. 40 sgq. has
been gratefully made use of.
2 Dexipp.in Caiey. 54 ; Speng.
Sehol. in Awvist. 50, b, 15 $g¢.
s Simpl. Categ. 20 B g ;
Schel. 50, @, 2. At the begin-
ming of this passage, Bofthus

Simpl. Plys. 46, @) that mat-
ter shonld be called Ay only
in relation to the form which
it has not vet assnmed, and
imoneipevoy in relation fo the
form imparted to it, but this
is merely a matter of verbal
expression. What Simplicius
quotes from Bogthus (24 { sg-
Sehol. 63, a, 38-15) seems 10
me of small importance.
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as a simple denial of it ;! and in further agreement
with these tendencies we learn that in the sphere

of Ethics he maintained that the primary object of

desire for everyone (the TPETOV 0lKkelor) Was naturally
his own_self, and everything else must be desired

only because of its relation to one’s self? In other-

instances, Boéthus now and then sought to justify

the Aristotelian determinations,® and sometimes de-

fended them, especially against the Stoics;* but

! Simpl. De An. 68, b: %a
#h &s & Bonbls oinbGuer The du-
xhy, Bomep iy dubuyiar, afdya-
ToV ey elvai ds abThy uh dmo-
pevovoay Thy Odvaror émibyra, k-
toraperny 8¢ émidvros dnelvon @
Covri eméAAvrfa. This refers
to Platos ontological proof
of immortality. Bodthus con-
cedes to him that, strictly speak-
ing, the soul does nof die, but
only the man (beeause death,
according to the Plieds, 64 C,
consists in the separation of
soul from body, and therefore
denotes the dissolution of man
into his constituent parts, and
not the destruction of those
parts as such): but he thinks
the continuance of the sonl
does not follow from this. Eu-
sebius (Pr. Fr. xi. 28, 4 xiv,
10, 3) gives extracts from a
treatise of Porphyry, mepi Juxijs,
in which he defended immor-
tality against Boéthus, From
the former of these passages it
is clear that Boithus had also
attacked the proof derived
from the kinship of the human
spirit with God (Phads, 78, B
sqq-). :

* This view is aseribed by
Alex. De An. 154, a, to Xen-
archus and Boéthus, who appeal
in support of it to Arist. £k,

N.oviii. 1, 1155, 5, 16 8qq.; ix.
8, 1168, a, 35 Sqq,  Our text
names the 9th and 10th books,
evidently by a confusion of

the alphabetical designations.

of the books (®1) with the
corresponding numerical siens,

* To these attempis belong
(1) aremark,ap. Simpl. C2¢.109,
B; Sehol. 92, a, 33 ; Categories,
14,15, 8, 1 374.) on the appli-
cability of the opposition of
fpeite and xivmais to qualitative
change ; (2) the demonstration
in which Theophrastus had
already anticipated him, that

the syllogisms of the first and .

second figure are perfect (Am-
MON. i Analyt. Pr. i. 1, 24, &,
18; ap Waitz, Arist. Org.i, 45y
(3) the docirine evolved from

the hypothetical syllogisms as -

the avamdbeucror and mparor du-
awddemeror (Pseudo-Galen. Elrasy.
Bigh. p. 19 = fin, ap. Prantl, p.
854) ; (4) the remarks on the
question whether time is a
number or g measure, and
whether it even existed without
the soul that reckons it, ap,
Themist. Phys. 387, 23:; 341, 9
Sp.; Simpl, Phys. 180, a, 181, .
b Simpl. Catey, 88, B; Schol.
79, b, 40, !

* Thusbe dafends (ap, Simpl.
13, @, B Sehal, 62, a, 18, 27)-

ARISTO,

what has come down to us in this connection is of R
little importance as atfecting the special character of =" ™

his philosophy.

A third interpreter of Aristotle’s writings, be-
longing to the same period, is Aristo,' a disciple
of Antiochus, who afterwards went over from
the Academy to the Peripatetics.? But we know

the Peripatetic doetrine of the
wpos T against the Stoic doc-
tring of the wpds Tt wws Exor,
while at the same time hetried
to apprehend Aristotle’s de-
finition more exactly, in the
way pointed out by Andronicus
(Simpl. 51, 8 Seliol. 66, a, 34;
of. Bimpl. 41, B 8. ; 42, a; Selkol.
61 a,9, 25 sqq. 5,9). He consi-
dered the division of moiedr and
wdoxew a8 two distinet catego-
Ties (Simpl. 77 8; Sehol. 77,5, 15
s9q.), and also the category of
Having, which he examined
particularly (Simpl. 94 «; Sciol.

81, a, 4) as well founded.

! He is mentioned by Simpl.
41, v.; Sehol. 61, , 25, together
with Boéthus, Kudorus, Andro-
nicus, and Athenodorus among
the wmakawl rér Karnyepisy éin-
ynrat, and, consequently, no
doubt the anthor of a com-
mentary on this book, and not
of a mere treatise on the mpds
71, which Simplicins in hismen-
tion of him in this place as
well asat p. 48, e; 51, 8; Selol.

63, b, 103 66, @, 37 sqq. alone

allows. In the latter passagze
the definition given also by
Andronicus and Boéthus of the
wpos 7L wes Eyov is guoted pri-
marily from him, with the
remark that Andronicus haz the
same. He is no doubt that
Aristo of Alexandriz, who, ac-
cording to Apul. Dogm. Plat.

iii. p. 277 Hild. (where he is
rightly censured for this)added
to the Aristotelian syllogistic
forms (perhaps in a commen-
tary on the Prior Analytics)
three modi of the first and two
of the second fignres, and to
whom, in the following pas-
sages (where Prantl, Geseh. der
Logik, 1. 590, 23, restores the
Aristo of the MSS. instead of
Awriztofle), an account of the
syllogistic figures is ascribed.
He is likewise the Alexandrian

Peripatetic Aristo whom Iig-

cenes mentions (vil. 164; also
wide supra, p. 105, 2).

Z Ind. Acad. Herowl. col. 555
[Antiochus had for disciples]
*AploTwvd Te kal Alwrva "AXekoy-
Opeis wol Kpdrormor Hepyapnvdy,
by ApleTwy [uév] kol Kpdriawos
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eyevopTo  Iepurarnrikol |

emooTaTionyTes THs ‘Anadnucias.
Cie. (dead. ii. 4, 12) shows
him and Dio to us at Alexan-
dria in the company of An-
tiochus, with the observalion
quibus ille (Antiochus) secun-
dum  fratrem  plurimum  tri-
buebat. If Seneca (Ep. 29, 6)
resorted to him, he must have
tanzht in Reme in the latter
part of his life: meanwhile,
the lepidus philosaphus Aristo,
of whom Beneca here relates
certain anecdotes, must mean
another person of the same
name; not only because Seneca
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little about him, and that little does not lead

us to suppose him a great philosopher.

Coneern-

ing the philosophy of the other Peripatetics of the
first century before Christ—Staseas,! Cratippus,?

reckons this man among the
cirenlatores  qui philosophiam
hanestius neglexissent quaim ven-
dunt, but also because the
Juling Grseinns, from whom a
remark on him is quoted, only
died nnder Caligula; whereas
the disciple of Antiochus, who
was with him about 84 mn.c.
(wide sup. 76, 4), scarcely sur-
vived the begimning of ihe
reign of Augmustus, or at any
rate cannot long have survived
iz, The Aristo of Cos mentioned
by Strabo, xiv. 2, 19, p. 658,
mnust not be taken for our
Aristo  (as Zumpt supposes,
Abk.d. Berl. Abad. 1842 ; Hist.
Pial. K1, 68), for the former is
describec as the disciple and
heir of the well-known Peripa-
tetic, Aristo of Julis (Phil. d.
G 11 i, 923)

! Staseas of Naples, the in-
structor of Piso, who resuled
with him ((ic. fe Orad. 1. 22,
104: Fin. v. 3, 8, 85, 75 ; wide
sup. p. 100, 1, end) is also called
by Clicero, nobilis Peripateticus;
but is censured by him for

ascribing too much importance

10 exter m:.l fortunes and corpo-

-real conditions (Fin, v. 25, 75).

An unimportant theory of his
is quoted in Censorinus, Di.
Nat. 14, 5, 10.  As Piso heard
him lecture about 92 B.0. (1. c.
De Orat.) he must have been
at least as old as Andronicus.

* This philosopher, bom in
Pergamus, was likewise origi-
nally a diseiple of Antiochus,

In the years 50-16 B.C. we
meet with him in Wytilene
(Cie. De Uniw. 1; Brut. 71,250 ;

Phut. Pomp. 75). Soon after

this he must have settled in
Athens, where Cicero got for
him the Roman citizenship
from: Cwesar, but at the same
time induced the Areopagus
to request him to  Temain
in Athens (Plut. Cie. 24). Here
about this time Cicero’s son
heard him {Cie. OfF. 1. 1, 1;
iil. 2, 6; ed Fam. xii. 165 xvi,
21) and Drutus visited him
(Plut. Brat. 24). Thal he was
the head of the school is not
expressly stated, but is very
probable. Cicero, who was a
great friend of his, speaks with
the highest appreciation of his
seientific importance (B 71,
20050007 10 L=, 2 5
frvin.i. 8, 5; De Uniz. 1), but
this praise is scarcely altogether
impartial,  As to his views,

nothing has been transmitted

to us except what we are told
by Cicero, Diwen. i. 3, 5; 32, 70
sg. (cf. Tertullian, De An. 46):

that he admitted prophecy in
dreams, and ecstasy ( furor), and
that he based this theor ¥ upon
the Peripatetic doctrine of the
divine origin of spirit, and upon
the numerous cases of fulfilled
prophecies.  The anthropology
presupposed by him in this is
the Aristotelian: awimos honi-
num quadam ex parte extrin-
sees (= Bipofey, from the divine
Spirit) esse éractos ot haustos

NICOLATS OF DAMASCUS.

Nicolaus of Damascus,' aﬁ_d others, our information
is too scanty, and too unimportant to detain us with

o v o. CANL PATTEM, U@ SENSUUL
AU OGN, U adpetitum fu-
beat, non esse ab actione corporis
sefugatam s the sequel, however,
sounds rather more Platonic:
quce gutem pars awind rationis
abgue intelligentie sit particeps,
cam fum mazine vigere, cum
Plurimum absit a corpore.

! Nicolaus(concerning whom
vide Miiller, Hist. G7. iil. 843

-$94.), born in Damascus about

64 me. (therefore called o
Aapagknres, Athen. iv. 163 f. ef
pass.; Strabo, xv. 1, 72, p. 719),
and carefully bmu;__,ht up by his
father Antipater, & prosperous
andrespectableman, lived many
years at the court of the Jewish
King Herod, was one of his
confidants and eame in his
company and, some years later,
{8 B.0.) for the second time,
-om his affairs, to Rome, where
he gained the favour of Augus-
tus. After the death of Herod
the Great he accompanied his

:s0n Archelans thither, and from

this journey he never seems to
have returned, but to have
passed the latter part of his life
in Rome (1‘-'.5.de the references in
Suidas, ﬁwmm’pos and NudA. ;
Nicol, Fragm. 3-6, taken from
the Breerpta de Virtutibus;
Joseph. dntiguii. i

339,45 10, 8; xvil. £
-3, who also, J.}.k(, Suidas, follows
Nicolaus' own statements In
Miiller). The theory that he
was a Jew, shared also by
Benan, Vie de Jésus, p. 33, 1s
at onee refuted by what we
zead (ap Suld. ’Aprtim.) respect-
ing an offering to Zeus, and

concerning the gods. He is
called in Athen. vi. 252 i3
266, e; x. 415, e; i 543, a;
iv. 153 £, an adherent of the
Peripatetic doctrine (Hepimary-
Tucds) to which he had early
allied himself (Suid, NuxdA.)
and to which he devoted a
portion of his writings. Simpl.
(De Caelo, Schol, in Ar. 493, a,
23) mentions his treatise wepi
Apirrorédovs  pogoplas  (oub
of which may perhaps be taken
the quotation from his fewpia
TEY ApioTOTEAOUS METE T OVTING
in the inscription to Theo-
phrastus’ metaphysical frag-
ment, p. 323, Brand.). A second
work, wepi 7ot Haprbs, which
treated wepl mdrrwy Twy v Td
koopy ket (not wab) elbn; Id.
t. e 469, a, 6; a third, wepl
fe@y, from which statements
concerning Xenophanes and
Diogenes of Apoilenia are re-
ported, is mentioned by Simpl.
(Phys. 6, a, b: 82, a, 0; an
ethical work wepi 7dv ev Tois
TPaKTIROLS Kaldy [ =wepi Tov
kefnrirTey), a ToOAaTLNOS TPy~
pateie, as mentioned by Simpl.
in Epiet. Eapchir. 194, ¢.; here
he may perhaps have said of
Hpienrus, what Dingenes asserts
(Diog. x. 4). In none of these
passages, however, is any phi-
losophical proposition guoted
from him : and Nicolaus was
doubtless far more of a scholaxr
than a philosopher. Suidas
calls him Iepimarnrices 4 ka-
Teyicbs, which might peint to
his combination of the views of
Plato and Aristotle, if any de-
pendence could be placed upon

o
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them.! But Xenarchus? and his treatise against the-
Aristotelian theories respecting the wther may here be-

the passage. As an historian he
is censwred by Josephus (Adu-
thquak. xvi. 7, 1) on agcount of
his partiality for Herod ; and
his life of Augustus was no
doubt only a panegyric. For
the rest vide, concerning his
historical works, Miiller; of.
Dindorf. Jalrbiicher fiir Class.
Philol. vol. xecix. H, 2, 107
sqq. . Meyer's supposition that
he wrote the treatise mepl purdy,
18 discussed Phil. d. G II.
il 98, note.

I Among them the owner of

¢ Theophrastus® library, Apel-

iico, of Teos (Phil. d. Gr. 11,
. 139): bot though this man
oceasionally occupied himself
with the Peripatetic philosophy
(Aehen. v. 214, d), and com-
poserl a treatise on Hermias
and Aristotle (Aristocl. ap. Bus,
LPr. By xv. 2, 9), Strabo (p.
600}, - no doubt richtly, calls
him ¢piAaoBiBros waraor # didd-
oogas. Aslittledoes Athenio
or Avistio (cf Phil. 4. G TIL.
if. 934, 3) deserve a place
among the philosphers, even
supposing he really taught the
Peripatetic philosophy, Some-
what later we have Alex-
ander,theteacher and friend of
M. Crassus, the Triumvir (Plut,
Crass. 3); Athenmzus, of Se-
leueia in Cilicia, in the time of
Cagsar (Strabo, xiv. 5,4, p. 670);
Demetrins, the friend of
Cato, who was with him in his
last days (Plat. Cato Min. 65,
6737.}; Diodotus, the hrothar
of Bosthus of Sidon (Strabo,
xvi. 2, 2%, p. T657). To the
Peripatetic school belonz also,
no doubt, Athenodorus, the

thodian, named by Quintillian,
Inst, i, 17, 15, with Critolans as
the enemy of rhetoric (of. Phil.
@. ¢ IL i, 930, 2); and per-

haps the author of the Hepiwaror

quoted in Diog. iii. 3: v. 36;
vi.-81; ix, 42, When he lived
we do not know, but he seems
to be later than Critolaus, whom
Quintillian places before him.
In Rome, according to Cicero,
there must. already have been,
about the beginning of the first
century, pesons acquainted
with the Avistotelian philo-
sophy and writings, if M, An-
tonius and Q. Lutatius
Catulus really spoke as he
(Orat. ii. 36, 152 agq.) repre-
sents. We have no warrant,
however, for supposing that
this represcutation is histori-
cally true ; indeed, Cicero him-
self implies clearly enough
both here and in e. 14, 59, that
Antonius was not acquainbed,
50 far as he knew, with Greek
literature ; and though i may
certainly have been otherwise-
with Catulus, we are hardly
justified in ascribing to him an
aceurate lmowledee of that
literature, and particularly of
the Peripatetic philosophy, ‘The .
only Roman adherent of this
philosophy of whom we hear
in the first century B.0. is that
Pisoof whom we have spoken,
supra, p. 100, 1, end; buf, as
is there shown, he also attended
the instruction of Antiochus,
whose eclectic principles Cicero -
puts into his mouth.
? Nenarchus, of Saleucia, in

Cilicia, passed the greater part
of his life as & teacher in Alex--

—

TREATISE ON THE COSMOS.
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mentioned ;! for this polemic against so integral a por- ('.':%;a?.
tion of the Aristotelian physies affords a further proof -

‘that the Peripatetic school was not so absolutely united

by the doctrine of its founder.as. to. preclude many

-departures4rom-that doctrine.among its-members.

But there is still stronger evidence of this fact

" in a treatise which perhaps dates from the first cen-

tury before Christ, and has been transmitted to us
as the work of Aristotle—the book of the Cosmos.”
The authenticity of this work was already questioned
in antiquity,® and denied by Melanchthon;* in

andria, Athens, and Rome, 16
was in the first of these cities
that Strabo probably heard
him. Befriended by Arius, and
patronised by Augustus, he
died in Rome at a great age
(cf, Strabo, xiv. 5, 4, p. 670).

! Vide concerning this trea-
tise and the objections de-
veloped in it against the Aris-
totelian doctrine : Damase. De
Ceelo, Schol, in Arist. 456, a, 63
460, &, 15; Simpl. De Celo,
Sehol. 470, b, 20; 472, a, 22;
472, b, 38 sqq.: 473, 2, 9: 43, b,
24:(9, a0 1% 11, 8,413 13, 5,
6;36; 14, a, 19; 21, &, 32 sgq. ;
25, b, 4; 27, b, 20-34, @, 18 K):
Julian. Orat. v. 162, A, sg. Sim-
plicius calls it: af mpbs Tip
wépmry ololay Gmopluy, T wpus
Thy w. olg. fmopnucve O e-
ypoppéve. In the same treatise
were perhaps to be found the
observations against Chrysip-
pus’ doctrine of empty space,
ap. Simpl. I e 129, 4, 18 K.
His opinion concerning the
wpwroy olketoy (supra, 120, 23,
and his (Aristotelian) definition
of the soul (Stob. Eel. i. 798)
are also quoted elsewhere.

* Welsse, Adristoteles von der
Seele und von der Welt, 1829,
p. 373 sqq.; Stahr, Aristoteles
bt den Romern, 1834, p. 163
s Osann, Beitedge ou Griech.
wnd Rom. Literatwrgesel. i 143
sgq. 3 Petersen in the review of
this treatise, Jalrb. [ wissensel.
Kvit. 1886, 1, 550, sqq.; Ideler,
Aristot, Meteorol. il. 286 sgq.;
V. Gieseler, 4b. 4. Verf.d. Buchs
#. e W, Ziseho. §. Allerthumsr.
18388, Nr. 146 sg.: Spengel, De
Avist. Libwo X. Hist. Anim.
Heidelb. 1812, p. 9 sgg.; Hil-
debrand, Apulej. Opera, 1. 44
sqg.; Rose, De Apist. Libr.
Ordine et :Lwet. p. 36, 90 3g94. ;
Adam, De Auetore Libri Pseudo-
Aristotelivi = K. Berl. 1861 ;
Barthélemy Saint-Hilaire, &é-
téorologie d'Avisiote, Par. 1863.
Pp- 88 sgg.; Goldbacher, Zischr.
/- Oesterveich. Gymn, =i,
(1873), 670 sq.; 4 Keilik von
Apulejus De Munda, &e.

3 Procl. in Tim. 322, E : "Apio-
ToTéhqs, elmep Cwelvou T wepi
koopov SiBAioy.

1 Physica, Upp. ed. Bretschn.
xiii. 213 sg.

The trea-
tige wepi
Kdouov.

Various
theories as
to iils
origin,
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modern times it has found some advocates,! but is

nevertheless quite untenable. As little, however,
can the treatise be aseribed to any other school than
the Peripatetic, or regarded, not as a writing foisted
upon Aristotle, but as the work of a younger philo-
sopher, which did not itself claim to be Aristotelian
—or even the elaboration of such a work. In
modern times its authorship has been assigned
sometimes to Chxysippus,” sometimes to Posidonius,?
sometimes to Apuleius,! but against each of these
conjectures there are most important objections. Tn

yregard to Chrysippus it is highly improbable that
' he should have sent forth a work under a borrowed

name, and quite incomeeivable that he should have
adopted for the purpose that of Aristotle ; but that the
work claims Aristotle’s name for itselfis incontestable,?

' Tts authenticity has been
finally maintained most confi-
dently by Weisse. I am the
more willihg to spare myself a
detailed exposure of the weak-
nesses of this attempt, as that
has already been fully accom-
plished by Osann, Stahr, and
Adam (p. 14 sgg. &c.), and as
the decisive points in the matter
will be brought forward in the
following pages.

2 Osann, I e, seeks to es-/

tablish this theory at length.

3 Ideler, L. ¢, following Aldo-
brandinus, Huetius, and Hein-
sins, e

+ Stahr, I ¢., and, in another
way, Adam. Barthélemy Saint-
Hilaire follows the former,
without naming him.

3 Dgann, indeed, declares
himself, p. 191, very decidedly

against the supposition that the
work was designedly foisted
upon Aristotle, Both in manner
of exposition, he says, and in
substance, its unlikeness to
Aristotle is so unmistakably evi-
dent, that only a person entirely

unacguainted with Arvistotle, or

a fool, could have indulged the
Tancy that it could possibly be
regarded as the work of that

/philosopher. But this, the only

argument that he adduces, tries
to prove too much. How many
are the forged writings in
which me, at the first glance,
can detect the forgery? From
this it does not follow that
they are not forgeries, but that
they are not clumsy forgeries.
Inthepresent case, however, the
forgery was not clnmsy enough
to prevent numerous persons

et

IT8 ORIGIN.

and when Osann would - separate its dedication to
Alexander! from the rest of the work, this is an
arbitrary proceeding which is wholly unjustifiable.?
Moreover, the exposition of Chrysippus, according
to the unanimous testimony of antiquity and the
specimens in our possession, is distinguished as
much by its learned prolixity, as by its dialectic
pedantry and contempt of all rhetorical adornment ;
whereas the treatise mwepl Koopov exhibits through-
out the most opposite qualities, so that even on this
ground it is quite impossible to attribute it to Chry-
sippus. No less, however, is such a theory excluded
by its contents.. That it has adopted many Stoic
doctrines and definitions, and expresses some of
these in the formule which, after Chrysippus, had
been transplanted into the Stoie school, is indeed

undeniable ; nevertheless,

as will immediately be

shown, this work so entirely contradicts the most
important distinetive doctrines of the Stoie school

and even philosophers and
eriticsof ourown time—Weisse,
for example—from being de-
ceived. And would a work
that was evidently not writfen
by Aristotle pass more easily
for his if it were anonymous
than if it went forth under his
name ?

! Naturally Alexander the
Great ; for that this Alexander
was another man of the name
of whom mnothing further is
known, no reader of Osann’s
book (p. 246) will easily believe.

2 Osann (p. 246 s4.) bas no
further proof to give than that
the dedication is incompatible

with his theory of the aunther
of the book. Apart from this
there iz no trace either in
external evidence or the in-
ternal character of the passage
that it was originally absent.
Even in C, 6, 398, &, 10, the
language is such that the Per-
sian empire must be supposed
to be still existing, and if the
writer, in his necessarily nu-
merous references to older
philosophers, has carefully
avoided every definite allusion
to what is post-Aristotelian,
we see from this that he wishes
his work to pass as Aristotelian,
0 P42
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as compared with the Peripatetic, that it might be
aseribed to any author rather than to Chrysippus.
Tastly, though we will not here anticipate the more
particular demonstration of the date of this book, it
is sufficient for the refutation of Osann’s hypothesis,
to observe that - Chrysippus’s work on the Cosmos
consisted of at least two_books, and that quotations

are made from it which are nowhere to be found in
the writing we are considering! The same argu-

"ments hold good in great measure against those

who conjecture Posidonius to have been the author
of the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise. Its ornate

-la;uguage, however, can with far more probability

be attributed to him than to Chrysippus; and there

are many particular details which approximate much

more to the time of Posidonius than to that of
Chrysippus : indeed, we shall find that the author
probably in a cousiderable part of his work made
direet uge of this philosopher. But that Posidonius
should bave forged a work of Aristotle is as wholly
unlikely as that Chrysippus should have done so ; and
though we can certainly remark in him concerning
special points, a leaning to the Academic and Peri-
patetic philo%ophy, this never makes him untrue (like
the author of wepi Koopov) to the fundamental doc-
trines of his school—so as to deny the substantial
presence of God in the world, the destructx_gﬂ*‘and
conflagration of the world, or to distinguish ather

U Stob. Fel. 1. 180; Alex. Against Osann, of. Petersen, p.
Aphr. Anal. Pr. 58, b (supra, 554 sqy.; Gieseler, Spengel,
Plal, d. G IIL 1. 158, 1), Adam, 7 e

THEORIES RESPECTING IT,

and all elementary 5odies whatever.! As to Apu-¢

leius this objection, it is true, would not hold good:
in his treatise on the Cosmos he has entirely appro-
priated the contents of the so-called Aristotelian
treatise. But how are we justified in regarding him
not merely as the translator or reviser, but also as the
author of the latter 7 If the work is not mentioned
before Apuleius,? in the remains of ancient literature
which we possess, it does not follow from this that it
did not exist: and though Apuleius, in the introduc-
tion to his Latin recension, speaks as if it were not a
mere translation, but an independent work on the
foundations of Aristotle and Theophrastus,® there is
no proof whatever that he was sufficiently scrupulous
about literary right of property, and sufficiently free
from boastfulness, not to found a claim of original
authorship on the minor alterations and additions by
which his work is distinguished* from Aristotle’s.?

I For these reasons the hypo-
thesis of Posidonius is opposed
by Bake, Posidon. Bel. 237 3q.;
Spengel, p. 17; Adam, p. 32.

* The quotation in Justin,
Cohort. ad Gv. ¢. 5, cannot be
placed earlier than Apuleius,
since the authenticity of this
treatise, as has latd} been
shown by Adam (p. 3 sgg.) in
opposition to Semisch, has de-
cisive Teasons against it,

3 Atthe end of the dedication
to Faustinus, which is distin-
cuished from that of the
pwm'm Aristotle to Alexander
only by unimporiant alterations
and omissions :  Quare  [nos
Aprigtotelem prudentissimun et
doetissimun. philosophorwm] et

Theoplrastum awctorear seenti,
guantum posswmns  eogitatione
contingeve, dicemus de omni hao
calesti ratione, &¢. Thewordsin
parenthesis are wanting in the
best MSS.; but are neverthe-
less to be considered genuine.
CL Goldbacher, £. ¢. p. 690.

¢ Concerning these, vide Hil-
debrand, dpel. Opp. 1. x1viil. s¢.

3 The ancients, as is well

known, had much Igss-strict —

ideas than we have on this
subject ; and many others be-
sides Apuleius behave in such
matters with a surprising laxity.
Fudemus, ég., seems nowhere
to have said that his work
on ‘Physics " was only a new
edition of Aristotle’s nor does

K
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Closer investigation leaves no doubt that his Tatin
work on the Cosmos is not (as Stahr and Barthélemy
Saint-Hilaire assert) the model, but only a revision

"of the Greek work which is to be found in our col-

8

lection of Aristotelian writings; for the latter has
throughout the conciser, sharper, more original form
of expression, while the former has the character of a
paraphrased translation: the flowery language of
the one too ‘often in the other becomes bombast,
which is sometimes hardly comprehensible without
a comparison with the Greek text ; and while there
is nothing in the Latin which cannot be regarded as a
paraphrase or translation of the Greek, the Greek,
on the contrary, has passages which could not possibly
bave arisen from the Latin, buf must evidently
have been before the eyes of the Latin writer.! But
to admit this, and to make Apuleius the author of
the Greek book which he then himself translated
into Tatin,”is equally impossible. For in the first
place we thus abandon the only ground on which
the hypothesis of his authorship could even plansibly

be maintained—viz., the credibility of his own -

he say so of his Ethics. He
speaks, even where he adheres
quite closely to Aristotle, as an
independent author in his own
name ; and so does the writer
of the Magna Moralie. Cicero,
too, notoriously translated, or,
at any rate, transcribed exten-
sive portions in his writings
from the Greeks, without men-
tioning the sources from which
they came. And would Apu-
leins, in his dristoteles ef Theo-
phrastius auctor, have really

named the sources of a treatise
which has taken so much from
Stole anthors and Stoic doc-
trine ?

! Bome of the most striking
are these: wepl Kdouov 392, o,
53 325, @, 71 398, 0, 23; 400, «,
6; &, 93; compared with the
corresponding Apul, D¢ Wundo,
e. 1,12, 97, 33, 35, p. 291,317,
362, 368 Ond. For the rest T
must refer to Adam, p. 38 sgq. ;
Goldbacher, 671 sg.

* Adam, I. e, 41 s¢9.

APULEIUS NOT THE AUTHOR.
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assertions; we regard ‘it as impossible that he Omap.

should have represented his writing as an indepen-
dent work if it were merely the revision of*the
work of another, but we unhesitatingly charge him
with having foisted his own work in its Greek
original upon Aristotle.! In order to clear him
from the imputation of boasting we attribute to him
a forgery? But in the second place this theory
would lead us to the improbable conclusion that

Apuleius, the Latin rhetorician, had expressed him-

self far better, more simply and to the point, in

the Greek language than in his own; and that, in
spite of his being himself the author, he had not
unfrequently in the Latin version confused and
obscured, nay, completely misunderstood that which
i the Greek is perfectly clear.® Finally, passing
over other difficulties, from- the evidence furnished
by his other writings of his philosophical capacity,
we can scarcely dscribe to Apuleius so important a

! That the aunthor of the
Greek treatise asserts it to be
Aristotelian has been already
shown, p. 127, 2. Apuleius also
designates it as such in the
passage quoted supra, p. 129, 3,
from the Proceminm, and c. 6,
p- 300 Oud., where he says, in
reference to wepl Karuov, 3, 393,
a, 27: [HMare] Africum, quod
quidem Aristoteles Swrdiniense
maduit dicere.

* Noxr would his forgery have
answered his purpose; for if he
declared the Greek version of
his hook to be the work of
Aristotle, and the Latin to
be his own, these statements

would be’ nullified by each
other.

# A number of the most
striking proofs, not only of the
dependence of Apuleins on one
Greek text, but also of the
misunderstandings which beset
him in the reproduction of it,
some of which arise from false
readings, are given by Gold-
bacher, p. 679 sgg. The same
writer shows, p. 674 sq., how
untrne is the stafement of
Adam, that Apuleius, aceording
to his own assertion, was in the
habit of composing the same
treatize in Latin and Greek,

K 2
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work as the treatise on the Cosmos undoubtedly is;
and we must necessarily have expected to find in this
writing, if it had emanated from him, much more
: distinet traces of those Platonising metaphysics and
theology, and especially of that demonology, which
we shall presently discover in Apuleius. This third
attempt, therefore, to find a definite author for the
book must also be considered unsuceessful, and the
question for us can only be, not by whom it was
composed, but to what period and school its author
- belonged.

That this author reckoned himself among the
Peripatetics: seems probable from the name of
Aristotle, which the work bears; for by that name
it claims to be considered one of the genuine
records of the doctrines of the school. The same
is confirmed, however, by its contents. Though
the conception of the world which it advances is far
enough from the truly Aristotelian’ conception, and
though it is full of foreign constituents, yet its
fundamental features are taken from the Aristotelian
doctrine, and it approximates at least as closely to
it as the philosophy of Antiochus, for example,
approximates to the Platonic philosophy. The
metaphysical foundations of the Aristotelian system,
the author leaves, indeed, in the spirit of his time,
‘unnoticed, but in his presentation of the universe
and its relation to God, he chiefly allies himself
with Aristotle. He does so when he asserts the
distance of our world from the higher world, its
changefulness and imperfection in contrast with

DOCTRINES CONTAINED IN IT.

the purity and invariability of the heavenly spheres,!
and when he makes the perfection of Being gradu-
ally diminish with the distance from the supreme
heaven ;2 and when he expressly maintains the dis-
tinetion between the wmther, of whiech the heavenly
bodies consist, and the four elements, in unmistak-
able contradiction to the Stoic doctrines® Further,
while the divine essence, according to the Stoic
doctrine, permeates the whole world even to the
smallest and ugliest things, our author finds this
presentation of the Divine Majesty altogether un-
worthy ; he declares himself, on the contrary, most
decidedly for the Aristotelian theory that God, re-
moved from all contact with the earthly, has His
abode at the extreme limits of the universe, and from
henee, without moving Himself, and simply through
His influence, effects the movement of the whole,

' C. 6,397, b, 30 sg.: 400, a,
5, 8q. 21 sqq.
2 (. 6, 397, b, 27 sqq.

3 C.2,392,4,5,2947. ;c.3,392,
b, 35 ; cf, Phil. d. G 11,11, 454, 5q.
How closely this work adheres
to Aristotle’s expositions has
been already observed, 1. e. p.
437, 6. That it should speak
(392, b, 85 o, B)of five aroiyeia,
=ther, fire, &c., is unimportant.
Aristotle himself had called the
wther wp&ror orouyeion (cf. Phil.
@. G 1133437, T), and if he de-
seribed it as erepor rdua kal Oeid-
Tepoy TEY wahouucvev aroiyelwy
(Fen. An.ii. 3,736, 5, 29 thetrea-
tise means the same in 392, 4, 8,
as oToryeloy ETepoy TEY TETTAPWY,
arnpardr e kol Betoy. Osann, p.
168,208 s¢., moreoverallows that

the theory of the treatise wepl
Kdouov econcerning the smther
is Aristotelian ; it is, therefore,
all the more astonishing that he
can believe Chrysippus to have
also advanced the same theory;
for our treatise declares ifself
expressly against the Stoiciden-
tification of mther with fire
(e II1.1.185,2, 3) ; and, as we
see from Cie. (dead. 1. 11, 39),
this was one of the most
notorious points of ' contest
between Stoies and Peripa-
tetics, The question is not
unimportaa} for on the diseri-
mination of the sther from the
four elements Aristotle bases
the antithesis of the world
below and the world above,
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however manifold the forms it may assume in the
world.!  Still less, of course, can he admit the

~ identification of God and the world: a Stoic defini-

tion which expresses this he only adopts after
having altered its pantheistic language.? Finally,
the author shows himself to be a Peripatetic by
expressly defending ? the eternity and unchangeable-
ness of the world (also a distinetive doctrine of
this school ) against Stoicism. Though it is clear
from all this that the work cannot have heen
written by a Stoic or by any leader of the Stoie
school, such as Posidonius or Chrysippus, yet in

"it the endeavour is very perceptible to unite the

! This occupies the whole of
the sixth chapter. Here again
the polemic against Stoicism is
unmistakable (eof. p. 397 b, 16
599 3398, @, 1 89, b, 4-22 5 400,
&, 6 3q.) and the theory (Osann,
207) that the divergence from
it is only a concession to the
popular religion is qguite in-
admissible ; the popular re-
ligion is not at all in question
here, but the Aristotelian theo-
logy; if Chrysippus, however,
wished to support the popular
religion, he was quite able to
do this, as we have seen, without
contradicting the fandamental
principles of his system. We
may guote as a special indiea-
tion of the Peripatetic origin
of our treatise that the passage
898, b, 16 4yq. seems to have
reference to Do Motw Anim, 75
701, &, 1 s¢q.

* The treatise wepl Kdouov,
beging, after the introduction,
c. 1, with definitions of the

kdopos, in which it shows re-
semblance not only to the Stoics
in general, but more particu-
larly to that exposition of their
doctrines from which Stoh, Zel.
i 444 (Phil.d. 6Fr. 1I1.1.147,1 has
given us extracts. The altera-
tions which are found necessary
in the treatise ave all the more
worthy of note: Kéeuor &, we
read in Stob., €fval dnow & Xpi-'
otrres alornue &f obpova kol
Y5 kel @Y &y Tolrors phaewy, 3
7o éic Bedv kol dvbpdwwry aloTye
weed € Ty Evene Tobrwy eyord-
Twy. Aeyerm 8 érépws wlmuos &
bebs, kal’ by 7 Siakdounoes ~iverar
kel Tedewirar.  Our treatise
takes the first of these defini-
tions lterally, and passes over
the second; for the third it
substitutes these words: Adyera
¢ kol Ercpws wdopos § vadr Shws
Téfis 7 wal Siakdounois, Smh fedy
7€ kal Bid fedv puAaTTOMNM,

*C. 4 end; e 5, beginning ;
L e.397, a, 14 3. &, 5.

AFFINITY WITH STOICISM.

Stoie doctrine with the Aristotelian, and partially
to admit even those determinations to which an
unqualified recognition is denied. With the Stoic
writings which the author has employed, and even
transeribed,! he has also appiopriated Stoic doc-
trines to a considerable extent; and this may be

said not merely of the cosmological, astronomical, -

and meteorological details which Osann brings for-
ward,” but also of definitions deeply affecting the
whole system. Quite at the beginning of the
cosmological exposition,® we encounter a Chrysippean
definition of the Kéouos. Further on it is de-
monstrated, in the spirit and after the precedent of
the Stoic system, that it is precisely the contrast
between the elements and parts of the world, on
which depends the unity and subsistence of the
whole:* this unity itself is called, in Stoic language,
sympathy : > and that his harmony with the Stoics
shall not escape us, the author does not hesitate to
quote, expressly as a witness in his own hehalf,?
the great authority of this school, Heracleitus. In
his theory of the elements, he allies himself with
the Stoies, though he diverges from Aristotle in
making cold the fundamental quality of air.” He
adopts the Stoie doctrine of the mvedua, with which

' This will be proved later * 02 892, 5,5 0 dp. ..
on, Copeidns Bv kot mayerdlins Ty
* Page 208 sqy. ¢vow. Likewise, asisshown p.
3 C. 2, beginning; eide sup. 183, 2,the Stoies, against whom

. 134, 2, Aristotle (ef. Phil. 4. G7. 11, il
10, 5. 444) maintains cold to be the
5 C.4, end, i réy waldy dueid- fundamental determination of
THTES. water, and moisture that of

8 C.b,396,8,13; cf.e 6,end. -air
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there are points of contact even in the Peripatetic

doetrine.! But his approach to Stoicism is most

striking in regard to theology. While repudiating:
/ the Stoic Pantheism as such, the diffusion of the

divine substance through the world, the author quite

approves of its propositions as soon as they are

force ;2 and he accordingly teaches that the active

influence emanating from the Deity only extends,.

indeed, primarily to the outermost sphere of the

universe, but spreads from this to the inner spheres,,
- and so is transmitted throngh the whole.?
/" therefore, the law of the whole ; * from Him proceeds
the order of the world by means of which it is.

clagsified into the various species of existences,

through their individual seminification ;° and be--
cause of this, his all-governing influence, God

bears the manifold names, the enumeration and
explanation of which in the treatise mepi Kdouov
are stamped with the most genuine Stoicism. The
name, the predicates, and the origin of Zeus are-

here explained quite in the Stoic sense; avdywy,

VG4, B94, B, O: Adyerar Be 0.6, 398, B, 6 8gg. 20 84 ¢
Kkal évépws mvelua i) e v durols of 396, b, 94 sg. - &
;:-cnl Cdots wal B3 ardvrey Svcovrs 2 C. 6, 400, B, 8: wduos vép-
Euduxds e kal yovos obota, Of. Fplv ivoxhwds 6 0eds.  The con-

God 1s,.

the quotations, Phil.d. Gir. TIL1,
p. 138, 1; 181, 1; 531, 4.

2 (. 6, 397, &, 16 8 kal TaEr
wohatwy eiwely Twes mwponxneay
Bre wdvra TavTd éore Bedy wAla
7 ol 8 opfaApdy haArdiuera
Hute wal 80 drofis kal whons alo-
Broews, i pev Oelg Buvduer mpé-
rorrTe kaTaBudAdperor Adyov ob
whw 17 e obaie.

ception of wduos for the order
of the universe is, as is well
known, pre-eminently Stoic.
Cf. Phil. d. Gr. 1L i p. 140,
222 3g. 303 sq.

*C. B, 400, &, 31 s7. This
exposition likewise reminds us
of the Stoics, in the doetrine:
of the Adyo: owepuarucof,

THEOLOGY.

sipapuévy, mempopivy, Nemesis, Adrasteia, the
Moirze, are referred to him by means of Stoic etym-
ologies; and for the confirmation of philosophie
doctrines, the sayings of the poets are interspersed,
after the manner of Chrysippus.!" It is clear that
the author wishes indeed to maintain the Peripatetic

doctrine, but also to combine with it as much 7

Stoicism as was possible without absolute incon-
sisteney.? That Plato likewise agrees with his
proposition is indicated at the close of the work,
by the approving citation of a passage from the
“Laws’ (IV., 715, E.), and we are again reminded
of Plito, when God is extolled not merely as the
Almighty and Etfernal, but also as the prototype
of beauty? But this, like all eclecticism, was
naturally only possible by the relaxation of the
strictly philosophic interest and philosophic de-
finiteness; and thus we see in the writing mepi
Kéapov, side by side with the cheap erudition dis-
played especially in Chapters II. to TV., the popular
theological element decidedly preponderating over
the purely philosophical element. #n the discus-
sions on the transcendental character of the divine
essence this religiosity even ‘assumes g mystic

tinge Whe‘n.uilhe dignity of God and His exalta- 1

1 C.T; ef. Osann. p. 219 sqq.

2 That he, therefore, ceased
to be a Peripatetic and conge-
quently “¢ Zellerus ipse suam
sententiam  egregie  vefellere
videtur’ (Adam. p. 34) is a sin-
gular assertion. As if mo
philosopher had ever mingled
foreign elements with the doc-

trines of the school to which
he belonged and desired to
helong.

3 (.6, 399, 8, 19 : taira xph
ral Tept Beod Diawoelvfar Surduer
pey Byros loxupordrou, RAAAEr
8t ebmpemegrdTov, (wi S afard-
Tov, GpeTh 3¢ kparioTou, &c.
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tion above all contact with the world is made the
chief argument against the immanence of the
divine essence in the universe. We see here how
eclecticism accomplished the transition from pure
h_philosophy to the religious speculation of the neo-
“Platonists and their predecessors. § The road of
strict enquiry being abandoned, and those results of
speculation  alone maintained which commended
themselves to the universal conseionsness as true
and expedient, metaphysics must _Decessarily be
replaced by theology, in which the majority of man-
‘kind.satisfy their theoretical wants; and if, at the
sametime this theologywere based on the Aristotelian
doctrine of the transcendency of God, and the Stoic
idea of his omnipresent influence on the world
there resulted at once a theory of the universe ir:
- which the Peripatetic dualism and the substantial
Pantheism of the Stoic school were reconciled in a
system of dynamic Pantheism.!

To what period the attempt at such a reconcilia-
tion contained in the book we have been consider-
ing, may he assigned, is not certain, but it may  be
approximately determined. The revision of the
treatise by Apuleius shows that it was in eirculation
as an Aristotelian work about the middle of the
second century after Christ. The only question is,

! The view above developed,
of the character of the treatise
wept Kdopov, has also in the
main been advanced by Peter-
sen (I ¢. p. 557 sgq.). As it
had already been the result of
my own investication, in the

first preparation of this work,
independently of Petersen, to
whose book my attention was
ﬁrst_ drawn by Adam, this will
be in favour of its correct-
ness,

LVIDENCE A8 TO DATE,

therefore, how long before this date it was com-
posed ? That we cannot place it earlier than the first
century before Christ, is probable from the evidence

of external testimony. If the first trace of its exis-

tence is met with in Apuleins; if a Cicero and an
Antiochus—to whom, by its intermediate position be-
tween the Peripatetic and Stoic doctrine, its distinet
arrangement, general comprehensibility, and rhetori-
«cal language, it would so greatly have commended
itself—never betray by any indication that it was
known to them, we can scarcely suppose that it was
written earlier than the beginning of the first cen-
tury before Christ. But its whole character would
lead us still more definitely to assign it to this cen-
tury or the century -immediately following. For
before the attempt could bave been made to put
into the mouth of the founder of the Peripatetic
school, such important concessions to the Stoies,
the individuality of both schools must already, in
great measure, have disappeared, and the knowledge
of them become obscured ; in a word, philosophic
eclecticism must have attained a development,
which, according to all other traces,it did not attain
before the time of Antiochus, the Academician.
When, therefore, Rose! would place the date of
this work before the middle of the third century

before Christ, the proof for this assertion must-be |-

very strong to counterbalance the opposite pro-
bability. But this is so little the case ? that we are

v De Avist. libr. Ord, ¢t Auet. * Rose’s arguments are the
36, 97 sqq. following : (1) The passage
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rather constrained by decisive facts to suppose that
the work 7repl Kdopov must be later than Posidonius,
one or more of whose writings the author employs,

wepi Kdowov c. G, 899, b, 33 to
100, @, 3, was already fran-
scribed in the pseundo-Aristo-
telian treatise wep! Pavuaslwy
dxovaudrwy (c. 155, p. 846),
which cannot be more recent
than Antigonus of Carystus,
who died gbout 220 mco. Bup
which of - the two works
has borrowed from the other
cannot be discovered from a
comparison of the passages;
moreover the passage in the
treatise wend Bovpacier drove.
pdroy, which Rose believes ta
be copied in wepl Kdauov, belongs
to a section which he himself
considers to be a later addition
(ct. Phil.d. G I1. i.109,1). On
this argument, therefore, no-
thing can be based, (2) Rose ob-
serves that in mepl Kdowov (c. 3,
398, 4, 18) the breadth of the
habifable plain of. the earth,
&s dpaow of & yewypaphoavres,
is given as nearly 40,000 stadia,
and its length  about 70,000
stadia; and this proves that
the work was written not only
before Hipparchus, but also
before Bratosthenes: for Era-
tosthenes reckoned its length
at 77,800, and its breadth at
38,000 stadia; and Hipparchus,
whom the later writers mostly
follpwed, counted 70,000 for
its length and 30,000 for its
breadth (Strabo, i, 4, 2, p. 62

Sqg.; 1. b, 7, p. 113 8gg.). But

how do we know that our
author must have kept pre-
cisely to these predecessors if
he were-later than they ! Rose

himsell says that others even
after Hipparchus set up other
computations: Artemidoras, for
example, in agreement with the
mepl Kdopov, gives the length of
the terrestrial plain as more
than 68,000 stadia, and its
breadth more than 39,000 (Plin.
Hist. Net. 1i. 108, 242 5q. OF
Posidonins we know only that
he reckomed. the lemgth at
70,000 (Strabo, il. 3, 6, p. 102);
what he said of the breadth
tradition does not inform us.
How anything concerning the
date of the treatise, therefore,
is to be deduced from its di-
vergence from Eratosthenes
and Hipparehus, it is hard to
see, (3) According to c. 3,
303 b, 23, as Rose asserts,
between the Caspian and Black
Beas there is erevdraros iocfpds;
and this could not be main-
tained after Eratosthenes had
placed the breadth of this
isthmus at 1,000 (7) stadia, and
Posidonius at 1,500 (Strabo xi.
1, 5, p. 491). Our author,
however, does not maintain
this; he says, the boundaries
of Europe are pvxel Mdrrou:
Qdarrd e “Vpieavia, wal’ i cre-
vdraros ioluds eis Thv Tdvrov
dufices, i.e. the Caspian Sea at
the place where the isthmus
between it and the Pontus
(which was also designated as
the boundary between Europe:
and Asia, according to Dionys.
Terieg. Orb. Deser. v, 20) is.
narrowest, | The. further ob-
servations of Rose T venture to-

LATER THAN POSIDONIUS.

and from whom he has, perhaps, borrowed the greater
part of the natural science he imparts to us.! The

pass over, as, even supposing
they are correct, they would
only prove the possibility and
not the probability or trath
of his theory. ;

1 It has already struck other

writers how many points of

contact are presented by our
treatise with the fragments of
Posidonius; and the phenome-
non deserves all consideration.
Thus we find in =, K. ¢ 4
395, @, 82, the definition: Tpw
wiv oby éoerly fudamis HAlov Tpd-
uaros # weAfums, €y védet varepd
et woldw ral curexet wphs pap-
Taclay bs év raTdmTpe Bewponucrm
kT KkikAoy wepupéparar,  This
singular definition is quoted by
Diogenes, vil. 152, with the
same words and with only
slight and unimportant differ-
ences from Posidonius, Merew-
poroyey, In c. 4, 39%, b, 21
$gq. our treatise maintains that,
of the east winds, kawlas is the
wind that blows from the place
of the sun’s rising in snmmer,
émqAidTys that which comes
from the legrepwal, efpos from
the xepepwat evarorai; of the
west  winds, apydorns blows
from the fepuwy 8vous, (épupos
from the ionuepwd, Ak from the
xeipepuhy dvows.  These very de-
finitions are guoted by Strabe,
i. 2, 21, p. 29, from Posidonins.
In c. 4, 395, b, 33, we read:
Barthquakes are occasioned by
winds being pent up in the
cavities of the earth and seek-
ing to escape: Tév 8¢ geopdv
o?gpt‘w €is 'rlr}:d'}fm celovTes kar
ofelas yovias émgdivTor walolv-
Tai, of 8¢ Bve firTotivres nal ntiTw

Yy
war opfas ywrlas BpdoTar, of 8t
gum(foets mowlrTes i T4 KOG
xaorparier of 8 ydouera. dvoi-
yovTes kol iy GrappuyriyTes
ParcTar kexotyrar. CE. Diog. vii
154: Tols ceouots B8 viverbu
wrelpnros els Ta koiAdpare Tis
Yiis evdtovras 4 [kal] kafepy8éy-
Tas, rald dnor Hegeddrios & 75
oybdy: elvar & abrdr Tobs péy
ceicpatias, Tovs B¢ yaouarios,
Tobs 8¢ kAparias, Tobs B¢ Bpag-
parlas, also Sen. Nat. Qu. vi.
21, ¥, In c. 4 we read that
there are two kinds of vapours,
dry and moist; from the latter
arise fog, dew, hoar-frost,
clouds, “zain, &c.; from the
former, winds, thunder, light-
ning, &e¢. Compare with this,
Seneca, Nef Q. ii. 54: Nung
wd epirionem Posidonii vever-
tor: e terra ferrenisque om-
nibus pars humida efflatwr, pors
sieoa et fumida : heee fulminilus
alimentum.  est, illa imbrilus
(which Posidonius  himself
must  naturally have given
much more at length). If dry
vapours are shut up in the
clouds, they break through
them, and this causes thunder.
With this explanation of thun-
der our treatise also agrees (c.
4, 895, a, 11): eiaqgfer 8¢ mretua
€ vEpEl Taxel Te ral yorepsd kal
éiwber 80 avroi Bualws fyyvioy
T ouvexs mAfuaTe ToD pédovs,
Bpopov kal wdrayer uéyay dmetp-
ydoaro, Bportiy Xeyduperor. With
the explanation of snow quoted
by Diogenes (vii. 153), and no
doubt abbreviated from Posi-
donius, the somewhat more
detailed account in mep! Kéouou
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work cannot, according to this, have been written
before the middle of the first century before Christ s

harmonises (c.4, 394, ¢, 52). The
definition of the eéias (ap.
Diog. I ¢.), which is most
probably taken, like most of
the meteorological portions of
hig expositions of Stoicism,
from Posidonius, we again find
in wepl Kdouou (4, 395, b, 2).
Also what is there said (c. 2,
891, B, 16; 392, @, 5) on the
stars and the ether, reminds
us of the description of the
@orpor, which Stobsus gnotes
(Eel. 1. 618) from Posidonius,
That the agreement of our
treatise with Posidonins in
these cases 18 not merely acci-
dental is manifest, As little
can we suppose that their har-
mony is the result of their
common dependence on a third
exposition, which in that case
conld have been nothing less
than a complete meteorology ;
for in the first place Posidonius
in these matters emjoys great
reputation, and we cannot
ascribe such  dependence to
him; and in the second, it
would be inexplicable that he
and not his predecessor should
always be named as the au-
thority, whom he must have
followed very closely if he
copied him word for word.
Still more untenable is Rose’s
theory (7. ¢. p. 96) that Posi-
donius borrowed from the trea-
tise the passages in which he
resembles it. We know that
FPosidonius  wrote comprehen-
sive works on meteorology,
geography, and astronomy, the
result of his own investigations,
the contents of which went far

beyond those of the treatise mept
Kéouov; whereas the latter book
in all that it says concerning
those subjects bears the charac-
ter of a summary, not pursuing
énguiries, but only comparing
results ; how can we then think
it more eredible that Posido-
nins should have taken his
opinions from this compendinm
than that the author of the
compendium should have bor-
rowed his from the wmk of
Posidonius? And if this had
ever occurred, how is it ex-
plicable that Ilater writers
should have referred them all
to FPosidonins, without a syl-
lable of allusion to their
apcient and well-known source,
attested by the name of Aristo-
tle? But even if we disre-
garcl all this, the theory will
not suffice to save the origi-
nality and higher authority
of our treatise unless, with
Rose, we assume that the
exposition of the Stoic cos-
mology (ap. Stob. el i, 444)
was likewise taken from it
That this exposition, however,
altogether contradicts such a
theory will be shown imme-
diately, Who can believe that
instead of the Stoic doctrines
being foisted upon Aristotle
ouf of Stoieal writings by the
Peripatetic, the Stoie doetrines
have been taken out of Aris-
totle himself? T have, how-
ever, dwelt too long upon this
hypothesis, which is manifestiy
only a device to escape from
a difficelty. The passages
quoted above place it beyond

ABOUT THE FIRST CENTURY B.C.

probably it is rather later ; but we cannot assign it
to a later date than the first century after the com-

a doubt that the author of
the treatise has made abundant
use of Posidonius, and even
copied from him. If this is
certain, we may with great
probability derive all his geo-
graphical and meteorological
dissertations (c. 3, 4) irom
the Stoic philosopher whose
achievements in these depart-
ments are celebrated. To him
the detailed discussion on the
sen espevially points; Posido-
nins had written a separate
work on the sea, and therein
had asserted, what our treatise
(c. 3, 802, b, 20) also strongly
enforces, that the whole of the
inhabited earth is surrounded
by the sea (Strabo, ii. 2, 1,5, p.
94,100; i 1, 9, 3, 12, p. 6, 65).
There is another portion of the
treatise which I should sup-
pose, from its contents, to be
borrowed from  Posidonius.
Osann (p. 211 sqq.) has already
shown that the section from
the beginmning of e. 2 to ¢. 3,
392, b, 34, is almost point for
point the same as the expo-
sition quoted ap. Stob. i. 144
sg. (which Stobmus no donbt
borrowed from Arius Didymus)
even though there may be
slight differences in the ar-
rangement and the conceptions ;
and that onr treatise here also
must be a copy and not an
original is evident from what
is quoted p. 134, 2. For as the
excerpt in Stobseus names
Chrysippus as the souree for
the two first of its three defini-
tions of the wdouos, this quota-
tion cannot have been taken

from our treatise: in it there is
also wanting the second of these
definitions, and the third (as is
shown [. ¢.) is conceived in a
manner which can only be ex-
plained by the design of the
Peripatetic to bring the defini-
tions ready to hand in fthe
Stoic authority into harmony
with his own standpoint. Now
the passage of Btobwus only
elaims to be an account of the
Stoic doetrine, and we clearly
see thaf it is nof taken literally
from a Stoic work, But it is
equally clear (and its agree-
ment with our treatise places
it beyond a doubt) that it is
abstracted from such a work.
That this was Chrysippus’s mwepi
Kéomov, as Osann supposes,
seems to me more than doubt-
ful. Btobzus himself ascribes
the two first definitions of the
Kdouos to Chrysippus. But
this statement he may also
owe to a third writer, and
that it is s=o, and that this
third writer was no other than
Posidonius, is probable for
three reasons: first, the same
definitions which Chrysippus,
according to Stobzus, set up,
are quoted in Diog. vii. 138,
from the perewpohoyiky oTos-
xeiwows of Posidonius ; Posido-
nins must, therefore, have re-
peated them here; he would
no doubt have mentioned Chry-
sippus as their author. Thus
the section of our treafise
which coincides with the pas-
sage of Stobmus is so closely
connected with the following,

in which the employment of

143

Cmae,



144

CHaAP,

ECLECTICISM.

mencement of our era: since it had already been
handed down to Apuleius as a work of Aristotle, and
Apuleius in his copy must have found some false
readings' which still exist, the probability is that it
was eomposed a longer or shorter time before the
end of the first century, v.c.* However this may
he, it is, at, any rate, a remarkable memorial of the
eclecticism which, about this time, had found en-
trance even into the Peripatetic school.

Posidonins can ‘be proved, that
no break is perceptible between
what is Borrowed from Fosido-
ning and that which comes
from another source. Lastly,
the dissertation on the islands,
and the assertion that the
supposed mainland is also an
island (Stob. 446 ; wepl Kdopoy,
c. 3, 892, b, 20 sgg.) seems 1o
suit Posidonins (as we have
already observed) exactly. It
seems, therefore, probable that
it is the same work of Posido-
nius, his werewporoyuch erovyel-
»ois, from the first section of
which Stobzus (4.e. Arius Didy-
mus) gives an excerpt, and
which the author of the mwepl
Kdououv has used in its whole
extent, in which ease not much
of the Eknowledge which he
parades (c. 2-4) can be placed
to his own account.

! As Goldbacher shows (p.
681 aq.) from Apnl. Proem. p.
288, ¢. 7, p. 802 Oud.). Inthe
first of these passages Apuleing’
unnatural translation is éx-
plained by the supposition that
inm K 1, 391, @, 22 he may
have read with some of our
MBS, uépovs obs oirTigerer; in
the second, the otherwise in-

comprehensible transformation
of the predicate Aedy into the
name of an island, Oze or
Loxe, is accounted for by the
still  existing variant, Aoy
weXovuery, instead of Aefh wpds
Ty elwovpérmy (m. K. 3,393, B, 15).

* To fix the date of its coni-
posilion more exactly would
hardly be possible. That the
author wrote before Strabo
would seem probable, because
his description of the sea (c.
3, 893, a, 26) is less precise
than. Strabo’s (ii. 5, 19 #9. p.
122 yg.). Meantime this infer-
ence is the more unsafe if the
author in the geographical part
of hiswork has simply followed
Posidonius. The ¢pdmois is
apportioned to the Aoyioricbe ;
to the Buuoeibes the wpgdrys
and avbpeia, to the érfupnruchy
the owdposirm and éyrpdren,
to the whole soul the Suatogiem,
éxenfleprdTns, peyaroduyle and
likewise the opposite failings.
Of these duties and faults

somewhat superficial definitions

arc given; lastly, it is shown
by what conduet they are
manifested; and many other
sub-kinds of virtues and faunlts
are brought forward.

TREATISE ON VIRTUES.

Another remmant of that eclecticism we probably
possess in the short treatise on virtues and vices, also
to he found in our Aristotelian collection. The doe-
trine of virtue is here based on the Platonic diserimi-
nation of the three faculties of the soul,and the four
chief virtues ; to these the author tries to reduce the
virtues treated of by Aristotle ; and the correspond-
ing vices to the evil nature of the parts of the soul
relating to them; while at the same time he passes
in review the tokens and manifestation of the dif-
ferent virtues and vices in the deseriptive manner
of the later ethics, as seems to have been especi-
ally customary in the Peripatetic school after Theo-

phrastus. With Stoicism there are scarcely even
external points of harmony.! But this short treatise
is not of sufficient importance to detain us longer.?

! For instance, perhaps, the
remark that the whole treatise
from beginning to end is de-
voted to the opposition of the
emcupera and Yextd.

* Fven its origin is not quife
certaing but, from its admis-
sion into the Aristotelian col-
lection, and its whole treat-
ment of the subject, it is pro-
bable that it emanated from
the Peripatetic school, and not
from the Academy; and if its
date cannot be precisely fixed,
we may assign it, generally
speaking, to the period of
Eclecticism. An earlier Peripa-

tetic wounld hardly have allied
himself to Plato so unhesita-
tingly, as if it were a matter of
course, in the way that the
writer does in e. 1, 1249, a, 30:
Tpipepoiis B¢ 7is buyils AauBave-
uerns kare Midrove, &c.  There
is also an indication of a later
period in the mention of de-
mons between the gods and
parents in e. 4, 1250, &, 20;
e. 7, 1251, a, 31, under the
head of piety and godlessness;
perhaps after the precedent of
the Pythagorean Golden FPoem

(v. 3).
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CHAPTER VI.

CICERO. VARRO.

Frou the preceding chapters it will be seen how,
in the first century before Christ, the three scienti-
fically most important schools of philosophy had

coingided in a more or less strongly developed.

eclecticism. This mode of thought must have com-
mended itself the more readily to those who, from
the outset, had concerned themselves rather with the
practically applicable fruits of philosophic studies than
with strict science. Such was the case with Cicero.!

Cicero’s youth falls in a period in which not only
the influence of Greek philosophy on Roman culture,
but also the approximation and partial blending of

- the philosophic schools had alveady begun to develop

themselves strongly.? He himself had become ac-
quainted with the most various systems, partly from
the writings of their founders and representatives and

CICERO'S EDUCATION,

partly from his teachers. In his earliest youth,
the Epicurean doctrine had commended itself to him
through the teaching of Phezdrus;! after this
Philo of Larissa introduced him to the new Academy,?
among whose adherents he persistently reckoned
himself; at the same time he enjoyed the instruc-
tion of the Stoic Diodotus who also remained at a
later period in close proximity to him ;2 before the
commencement of his public career! he visited
Greece, attended the instruetions of his old teacher
Phzedrus and those of Zeno, the Epicurean,” but
with special eagerness those of Antiochus,’ the chief
founder of Academic ecleeticism, and he entered into
a connection with Posidonius, which continued till the
death of that philosopher.” Also in philosophiecal Tite-
rature he had taken such a wide survey that we cannot
withhold from him the praise of wide reading, though
at the same time his knowledge of that literature is
neither independent nor thorough. enough to warrant
his being called a man of great erudition.® He him-
self based his fame not so much on his own enquiries

1 Bp. ad Faom. xiii. 1: A 5 The writers on philosophy

! Concerning Cicero as a
philosopher, cf., besides Ritter
(iv. 106-176), Herbart, Werke,
xii. 167 sgq.; Kithner, . 7.
Ciceronis — in  Philosopliam
Merita, Hamb, 1825 (this is
only to be regarded as a labor-
ious collection of materials);
concerning his philosophical
works, cf. Hand in Zrsch. und

Gruber's Ally. Eneyel. sect. i.
17, 226 sgq.; Bernhardy, Rim.
Litt. 769 sqq. ; and the freatises
named in the passages guoted
iufra, pp. 148, 5; 149, 1.

2 Cicero, as is well Enown,
was born on ghe 3rd January,
618 Av.c. (fe. 106 B.¢.), and
therefore some years after the
death of Pansetins,

Pleedro, qui nobis, cum puert
essemus,  antequan  Philonem
eognovims, valde ut philosophus
o . . probobatir.

* Vide supra, p. 76, 2, 3.

3 Vide supra, p. 70, 3.

*In 78 and 77 B.C.; there-
fore in his 20th and 30th year ;
Plut. Cie. 3 5.

5 Pl d. G L. 378, 2
374, 1.

¢ Supra, p. 87, 1.

7 Swupra, p. 58, 4.

to whom he most commonly
vefers and most frequently
quotes are Plato, Xenophen,
Aristotle (of whom,. however,
he seems only to have known
some popular and rhetorical
works), then Theophrastus and
Dicrearchus, with their political
writings, Crantor, Panietius,
Hecato, Posidonius, Clitoma-
chus, Phile, Antiochus, Phile-
demus (or Zeno).

L2
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into philosophy as on the art with which he had
clothed Greek philosophy in a Roman dress, and
made it accessible to his countrymen.! He onlj
arrived, however, at this literary activity in his
more advanced age, when he had been compelled to
renounce public service,? and thus his manifold and
tolerably extensive philosophical works are com-
pressed into the space of a few years? But our
astonishment at the rapidity of his work will be
congiderably lessened when we look more closely at
his mode of procedure in the compilation of his
philosophical works. In one portion of these he
does not directly express his own views, but allows
cach of the most important philosophic schools to
explain theirs through one of their adherents,®
and for this purpose he seems almost throughout
to have made free use of the several expositions
which lay ready to hand, and to have confined
himself mainly to the comparison, representa-
' tion, and elucidation of their contents? And even

" Of the _merit which he ber 3rd, 43 r.c., his activity as
elaims for himself in this re- a philosophical writer occupies

HIS OWN STANDPOINT.

where he epeaks in his own name, he frequently
allies himself so closely to older writings that his

of these.! Yet this is no great disadvantage in’
regard to our knowledge of his standpoint, since he
can only bring forward the views of others as his
own when he agrees with them; and even in his
expository dialogues he, as a rule, sufficiently indi-

cates which of the theories under discussion he

spect Cicero often speaks while
defending his philosophical
works against censure, e.g.
Ilin. i, 2, 4 sqq. ; Acad. 1. 8,10;
i’l"ufc'. L.1lsgq.; N. D1, 4; OF i
. 1 sq.

* Aoad. . c.; Tuse.i. 1,1; 4,
T Ve d e,

* The earliest of these (irrve-
spective of his two political
works), the (hnsolatio, the
Hortengius, and the first version
of the deademica, fall in the
yvear 709 A.U.C, d.c. 45 B.¢. As
Cieero was murdered on Decem-

only about three years,

Y As in the Academica, De
Finibus, De Natwra Devrum,
De Divinatione.

® Ambypoga sunt, confesses
Cicero himself in 2 much-quoted
passage (ad At xii. 52), minore
labore flunt: verba  tamtum
affero, quilus abundo ; and that
this, in spite of Fin.i. 2,4 (Aon
interpretum Jungimur munere,
&e.), Is no exageerated modesty,
is sufficiently proved by the
recent investigations into the
sources of his expositions. In

approves.

His standpoint may be generally deseribed as an

the A cademica he had borrowed
from Antiochus that which, in
the first version, he placed in
the mouth of Lucullus, and
.afterwardsin the mouth of Varro
(vide supra, p. 86, 3) ; the scep-
tical dissertations he had pro-
bably taken from Philo as well
as from Clitomachus (eide Phil.
d. @ TIL,1. 501, 3). The source
of the fifth book in De Flinibus
is to be found in Antiochus
(wide supra, p. 86, 3), and. that
the rest originated in the same
way, admits of no doubt. For
the first book on the gods two
Epicurean treatises (concerning
which of Phil. d. &r. 1IL i.
373, 2; 374, 1) are employed ;
for the seseond, probably one
-of Posidonius and one of Panze-
tius (ef. supra, p. 41, 3); for
the third, and for the second
‘half of the first, Clitomachus
(Phil. 4. G 11L 1. 305,8). De
Dhivinatione is worked ont from
Posidonius, Pansetius, and Cli-
tomachus (wide ibid. TIL i. p.
337, 1: and supra, 41, 3).
1 ¥or his Hortensius, Aris-
totle’s Hperpewmids probably

served him asamodel (vide Phil.
d. G, 1L, ii. 68): for the Conso-
latio, Crantor’s wepl wévfovs
(ibid. IL. i. 899, 8). The prin-
cipal source of the first book
of the ZTusenlane seems to
have been the writings of
Posidonius and Crantor ; of the
second, Pansetius (vide supra,
p- 41,5; Heine, Font. Tusc. Dhis-
put. 11 sq.); of the fourth,
Posidonius (as Heine, L e p.
13 8q., supposes), or Antiochns
(wide Phil. d.Gr. 111.1.517,1). In
the treatise Je Fato he appears
to repeat the inferences of
Clitomachus. The books De
Officiis’ keep in substance to
Panwting' work of the same
name (vide supra, p. 41, 3);
the substance of the Topica has
probably been furnished by
Antiochus (zide supra, p. 86, 3).
Tt may reasonably be supposed
that it was the same with the
other works whose Greek pro-
totypes have not hitherto been
ascertained, though Cicero may
not in all of them have been
dependent on his predecessors
to the same extent.
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- eclecticism founded upon scepticism. The very

habit we have already mentioned, of stating argu-
ments for and against, without drawing any con-
clusion, indicates a tendency to scepticism, for this
procedure cannot be compared with the indirect
development of thought in the Platonie dialogues,
or with the Socratic conversations, from which
Cicero himself derives it;! its true analogy is
with the colloquies of Carneades;? and it can only
originate in the fact that the philosopher is not
satisfied with any theory, but objects to something
in-every given system. Cicero, however, expressly
avows himself as belonging to the new Academy 3
and brings forward in his own name the argn-
ments with which it had denied the possibility of
knowledge.! For himself, one of the great reasons,
if not the greatest, for his doubt, seems to lie in the

~ disagreement of the philosophers concerning the

most important questions; at any rate, he not only
pursues this subject with predilection,” but ex-
pressly remarks that he attaches much greater
value to it than to all that has been said by the
Academy on the deception of the senses and the
impossibility of any fixed definition of ideas.®

! Tuse.1.4,8;v. 4,11; V. D.
i. 5, 11,

*CE Tuse. v. 4, 11: Quem
morem cum Carneades acutis-
$Ume copiosissimeque  fenisset,
Jeocimus et alias sape of nuper
in Tusewlano, wt ad cam econ-
suetudinem disputaremus,

¥ dead. ii. 20; 22, 69; i 4,
13; 12, 45, 46; V. 0.1, 5,12,
Offic. i1i. 4, 20.

t doad. i. 20 sgq. T think it
unnecessary to specify these
arguments further in this place,
as they are not to be considered
ariginal, and have been quoted,
Lril. d. 6. TIL 1, 500 sqq.

* Loe. cit. 33, 1075 c. 36 sq. 3
N D 11,15 6, 13; iii. 15, 39.

¢ dead. i1 48, 147: Posthae
tomen, cum  fuee  queEremus,
potivs de dissensionibus lantis

&

ACTION BASED ON PROBABILITY.

Scepticism with him, therefore, is not so mu ch the

fruit of an independent enquiry as the cdngé@qileﬁt%e
of the uncertainty in which the_sf;}jfe of philosophic
theories has placed him; it is only the reverse side

of his eclecticism, only a sign of the same-indepen- ..

dence of his Greek predecessors which th’a__t-'._"g%féetfi-.
cism expresses: so far as the philosophers are to be
reconciled, the common- elements from their sys-
tems are co-ordinated ; so far as they are at strife,
knowledge respecting the debated points is de-
spaired of, because the authorities neutralise one
another.

Thus it is that doubt in Cicero cannot have by

N,

dts limits
and. signi-

any means the importance or significance that it feance.

had had in the new Academy; and we thercfore
' gee him, in fact, limiting his scepticism in two re-

spects: for he attributes greater worth to the

" knowledge derived from probability than the

Academy, and he makes hardly any use of certain
parts of the philosophy derived from his sceptical
principle. If he is within' the principles of the
Academy in replying, like Carneades, to the objec-
tion that scepticism makes all action impossible
—that for action full certainty is not necessary,

but only greater probability;' we cannot consider.

him so in the explanation he gives concerning

SUMTOT W, THrOTUM. dISSETAMUS,
de obsouritate nature deque
ervore tot philosophorim, qii de
bonis contrariisgue rebus tant-
opere diserepant, ut cum plis
o verum esse non  podsit,
Jacers necesse sit tot tam nobiles

@

disciplinas, guam de oculorum
SERSUNMGHE  TELLQUOTUIM,  WER~
daciis et de sorite aud peeudo-
meng, quas plagas tpst contra se
Stoici texuerunt,

1 Aead. il. 31; c. 33, 105,
108; N D.i. 5,12,
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the aim of his method of disputation. This method
was to enable him, by testing the various theories,
to find out the theory which had the most in its
favour.! Doubt is, therefore, only the preparation

for a positive conviction ; and even if this conviction

does not reach the full certainty of knowledge but
only an approximate certainty, it suffices, as we
already know, for practical life, the end and aim of
the Ciceronian philosophy. There is no mistaking
the fact: the two elements of the Academic philo-
sophy, the denial of knowledge, and the assertion
of a knowledge of probability, stand here in a dif
ferent relation from that which they ocenpy with
Carneades ; for him, doubt itself, the suspension of
Judgment, had been the proper aim of philosophie
enquiry ; the theory of probability was only in the
second rank, and resulted from the consideration
of that which remained over from doubt; but to
Cicero the discovery of the probable appears as the

original problem of philosophy, and doubt has value :

only as a means and a condition of the solution of
this problem. Cicero himself therefore plainly de-

clares that his scepticism was properly only in regard

to the Stoic demand for an absolute knowledge ;
with the Peripatetics, on the other hand, who do not
claim so much in respect to knowledge, he is funda-

! Zuse. 1, 4, T: Ponere jube-,

bam de quo quis aidire vellet :
ad ‘id out sedens aut ambulans
disputabam . . . ficbat autem
wbd, wt cum s qui qudire vellet
dipisset quid sibi widerctur, tum
eg0 contra dicerem. Hwep est
enim, wt $cis, vetus ot Socratica
ratio contra alterivs opinionem

disserendi,  Nam ita Jactllime:
quid vert simillimum csset inve-
wipi posse Spevates arbitrabatur,
Bimilarly (v. 4, 11) this proce-
dure claims the advantage, af
nostram ipsi sententiam togere-
S, errore alios levaremus, ef
in omni disputatione quid esset
simllimum veri gucereremus.

ge——

OI.;'JEOTI ON 70 DIALECTIC.
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mentally agreed.! But even this modified scepticism 01‘1‘;}9.
receives still further limitations. Though our philo~ 5

gopher expresses himself hesitatingly on the subject,
yot, all things considered, it is only as to purely

theoretical enquiries that he is in harmony with the

new Academy : practical principles on the contrary

~ and the philosophic and religious convictions directly

connected with them, he does not wish to question
in the same way. He objects to” dialectic that it
guarantees not real knowledge but only formal
rules on the construction of propesitions and infer-
ences;? his judgment on physics, exelusive of
theology, is that it is far easier for physics to say
what things are not, than what they are ; 3 it would be
presumptuous to arrogate to itself a knowledge, even
of its most universal principles;* no human eye is
keen enough to penetrate the darkness with which
the nature of things is concealed ;° and even if we
have to limit these expressions to the case of theo-
logy, we fmd no opposite declarations counter-
balancing them in regard to matural enquiries
proper. In ethies, on the contrary, though he finds
considerable discord among the philosophers on
the most important questions;® and he himself,

1 Fin, v, 26, T6. ista  omnia, Iuculle, erassis

2 Acad, ii. 28, 91; cf. Phil.
d. G 111 1. 503, 5. -

s N, D, 1. 21, 60: Omntbus
fere in’ rebus et mawxime in
physicis, quid non sit citius,
quam. quid sit dizerim.

+ dead. ii. 36, 116: FEifne
quisquam. tanto inflatus errore,
ut sibi se illa scirve persuaserit 2

5 Aead. ii. 39, 122: Latent

occultate et eircwmfusa tenehris,
wut nulla acies lhwmani ingenii
tanta sit, gque penetrare in
ceelwm, terram inlrare possit.
Corpora nostra non norimns, ie.

§ 124 Salisne tandem eq nota

sunt nolis, gue nervorum natura
sit, que vengrum P Tenemusine
quid amimus sit P &e.

& dead. . 425 c. 48, 147.
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as we shall presently discover, cannot avoid fluctua-

tion in replying to them; yet we soon perceive
that here he is far from admitting the same Jjustifica-
tion to doubt as in the purely theoretical sphere.
+What he occasionally says in his discussions concern-
ing the Laws, that he does not intend to examine
farther the doubt of the new Academy,! he seems
-~ to have made a general rule in his moral philosophy;
for in none of his writings on this subject does he pay
any regard to the counsiderations which he himself
had previously raised ; but as soon as the doubt in
the enquiries of the Academy has had space to express
itself, the highest good and duties? are treated of
in the moral discussions in a wholly dogmatic tone,
though at the same time without any fixed plan.
In connection therewith we also find our philo-
sopher bringing forward opinions about God and the
human soul, which are manifestly for him some-
thing more than uncertain conjectures, though even
here he despairs of absolute certainty of know-
ledge. He constantly says that he is merely fol-
lowing probability—and expressing his own per-
sonal opinion? But that he was really a consistent
! Legg. i. 13, 39 : Perturba- maxime veri simile est of quo
tricem autem Rarum ommivm  omnes Jduce watura veninis,
verwn  Aeademiam hang ab  Deos esse; and at the conclu-
Argesile ¢t Carneade recentem sion of the treatise, 1ii. 40, 95 :
exoremus wt sileat. Nam si- Lta discessimus, ut Vellejo Cotte
inpaserit in hee . . . wimias  disputatio verior, mili Balbi ad

edet ruinas.  Quam guidem ego  veritatis shmilitudinem videre-
plavare cupio, submovere non tur esse propensior. Tuse. iv. 4,

audeo. 7: Sed defendat gquod quisque
# Proof of this will presently - senfif; sunt enim judicia bera -
be given. no3 . . . guid sit in guague re

80 N D i1, 2: Quod mawvime probabile semper re-

THEOLOGICAL OPINIONS.

adherent of Carneades ! could only be inferred from
such utterances if his whole procedure corresponded
with them. This, however, is not the case. His
convictions are not so fixed and decided that he
trusts unconditionally to them, and he is never so /
sure of them that he does not keep before him the
probability of having, at another time, a.nothr:?r
opinion about the same subjects; indeed, he is
superficial enough to pride himself on his fickle-
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ness.? But even his doubt is too shallow to deter <.

him from statements which a member of the new
Academy would not have ventured to advance so
explicitly. Though he calls the existence of the
gods merely probable, he immediately adds that
were the belief in providence abolished, all piety,
and fear of God, all human community and justice,
would be destroyed ;3 which he could not possibly
have said if that belief had had for him merely the
value of even a probable conjecture. Moreover, when
he founds an argument for the truth of a belief in
gods on its universality, he does so without any
limitation, in his own name.! This is also the case,
as we shall find, with his development of the teleo-
logical argument, his utterances conoerning the unity
of God and the divine government of the universe,
on the dignity of man, and the immortality of .t-he
soul. A logical scepticism is here not in question :

squircmus, V. 29, 82 sq.; Acad. acadeniker.  Oldenh. 1860

i, 20, 66: KEgo wero ipse ot (Gymmn. progr.). i
magm,w gwldmi sum  Opinaror, e hTwc. v. 11, 33 ; wide infra,
non. enim sum sapiens, &c. Vide p. 167, 1.
infra, p. 187,1. . N D1 2,8 8.

1 Burmeister, Cie. als Neu- i Vide infra, p. 161, 1, 167.
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the philosopher, no doubt, mistrusts human know

ledge, and holds greater or less probability to be the

Prastival
end of
philo-
Saply.

highest thing attainable ; but he reserves to himself
the power of making an exception to this rule in all
cases where a pressing moral or mental necessity
demands a more fixed conviction.

This more confident treatment of practical ques-
tions has, however, with Cicero so much the more
significance, because, according to his view, the
whole-problem of philosophy is exclusively contained
in them. Though he admits that knowledge is a
good in and for itself, and further, that it secures
the purest and highest enjoyment ;! and though he
expressly ineludes physics in this admission,? yet

not knowledge itself, but its effgg;s_,m;_j_ife appear

to him the ultimate aim of philosophic_cnguiry.
Knowledge completes itself only in 2ction; action
has, therefore, a higher value than knowledge ; * the
enquiry concerning the highest good is the most
important of all enquiries, and determines the whole of

- philosophy : * the best, philosophy is that of Socrates,

which does not trouble itself with things which lie
beyond our sphere of vision, and, being convinced
of the uncertainty of human knowledge, applies
itself entirely to moral problems.” The proper aim

' i i.7,25;5 Puse.v.24sg.: e 21, 71

V. D, ii, 1, 3; ef. the following
note.

2 dead. ii. 41, 127 : Tuse. v.
3, 95 24, 69; Fin. iv. 5, 12
L'ragm, from Hortensius, ap.
Angustin, De Tyin, xiv. 9.

S OF. i 48, 153; cf. c. 9, 28

! Fin. v. 6, 15: Hoc (summo
bono) enim. constituto in philo-

soplic constitute sunt omnic,

&c.
> Aend, 1. 4, 153 of. Fin, ii.
1, 1; Puse. v 4, 10.

®

PHIL OS OPHICAL INCONSISTENCIES.

of philosophy, therefore, may be attained in spite- of
the restriction of our knowledge : we know not.}_un.g
with absolute certainty; but we know that which' is
most important with as much certainty as we require
to know it; scepticism is here merely the under-
lying base of a mode of thought, which is founde.d
upon the practically useful; and because iﬂhxs
tendency towards the practical best harmonised
with the disposition of the Roman and the states-
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man, Cicero was more susceptible to the doctrine of -

Carneades than he would otherwise have been ; be-
cause purely theoretical enquiries already appeared
to him worthless and transcendental, he abandons
also the scientific proof of their impossibility; but
as soon as his practical interests come in contact
with doubt he makes a retreat, and would rather
content himself with a bad expedient, than admit
the inevitable consequences of his own seeptical
statements. : :
If we ask, then, from whence we are to derive
our positive convictions, we have already been told
that the probable is best discovered by the com-
parison and testing of different, views : the positive
clement in Cicero’s scepticism is that eclecticism,
which we shall presently have an opportunity of

examining further! But in order to decide be-

1 It will here suffice to recall
the characteristic observations
in Of. 1ii. 4, 20: Nobis autem
nostra Academia magnam leen-
tiam dat, ut quodcungue maxime
prababile oocwrrat id nostro jurs
Tiveat defendere. - Tuse. v. 11,

83 : Tu quidem tabellis obsig-
natis agis mecum et testificaris
guid dizerim aliguando aui
seripserim. Cum alitsisto modo,
qui legibus impositis disputant ;
nas in diem vivimmns ; guodoun-

His eclee-
ticiam.

que nostros animos probabilitate
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tween opposite opinions, we must have the standard
of decision in our hands, and as philosophic enquiry
consists in this very proving of different views, such a
standard must be already given before every scientific
investigation. Two things seem then to be directly
present : the evidence of the senses and the evidence
of consciousness. Even the first, in spite of his
many complaints of the deception of the senses, is
not despised by Cicero; he says that it would be
contrary to nature, and must make all life and
- action impossible, if we admitted no convietion

(probare, not assentiri) and that among those con-

vickions which force themselves upon us with the

greatest probability, the assurance of the senses

occupies one of the foremost places ;! for this reason
1 he employs sensible evidence as an example of the
| highest certainty ;* and he himself in all his writ-
ings appeals generally to experience and historical
matters of fact. In accordance with his whole
tendency, however, he is forced to lay the chief

- stress on the other side, on the witness internal to

us ; for his interest belongs not to the external but
to the moral world, and even in his ethical doetrine

pereussit, id dicimus; tlaque wut sit visum  illud probabils

soli guwmas liberd.
P dead. i1, 31, 99 : Tale visumn.
naliwm esse, wt perceptio con-

| Sequeretur, wi aytem probatio,

multa. Efenim contra naturam
esset, i probabile nilil essef, et
SEQUITUT ONLNES Vit . . . eversio,
Ttaque et sensibus. probanda
malta sunt, &e. Guecungue res
eum [sapientem] sic attinget,

neque ulta re impeditum (dmept-
omaoroy, of. Parf ITL i.515 8q.)
movelitur. Now énim ost ¢ s
sculptus awt e robore dolatus.
Habet oorpus, habet animum, »
MOVEEUT Mente, Wmoretur semsi-
bes » ug el multa vera videantir,
ke, Negue nos contra semsus
aliter dicimus, ae Stoiei, &e.
? Loe, git. ¢, 87, 119,

INNATE KNOWILEDGE.

he throughout allies himself with-those philosophers
who have made independence of the external and
dominion over sensuality their watchword. All our
conviction, therefore, according to Cicero, depends
in the last resort upon direct internal certainty, upon

the natural feeling-for truth; or innate knowledge ; ,

and this theory which gained so important an in-
fluence in the later, especially the Christian philo-
sophy, he was the first to enunciate definitely ;! for
though Plato and Aristotle, Zeno and Epieurus had
preceded him with similar doctrines, yet our previous
enquiries have shown that none of these taught
innate knowledge in the strict sense: the reminis-
cence of ideas, according to Plato, must be awakened
by methodical study, and their content fised ; we
attain to the principles that are beyond proof,
aceording to Aristotle, by the scientifie road of in-
duction; the mpoAnyres of Epicurus and the xowai
gyporar of the Stoies are only-abstracted from ex-
perience. Here on the contrary there is an asser-
tion of a knowledge antecedent to all experience
and science, and concerning the most important
truths,
if they could develop themselves undisturbed,
science would be unnecessary; only through the
perversion of our natural disposition arises the need

of a technical training to virtue.

* 1 Tt is possible, indeed, that
he may herein have followed
Antiochus ; but how far this is
the case cannot now be ascer-
tained. 2

2 Tuse. iii. 1, 2: Sunt enim

The conscious-

ingentis nostris seming innate

etutum ; qu@. si  adoloscers

Liceret, ipsa nos ad beatam vitam
natura perduceret ; only the
obscuring of natural conscious-
ness through evil habits and
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The germs of morality are inborn—in us,
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ness of right is implanted in man by nature;
subsequently a tendency to evil is formed which
obscures it.! Nature has endowed our spirit not
only with a moral disposition, but also with the
fundamental notions of morality preceding any

/ instruction, as an original dowry; it is only the

development of these innate motions which is in-
cumbent on us:? with reason, those impulses are
directly given which prompt men to moral com-
munity with others and the investigation of truth.?
The essence of moral activity may, therefore, be
deduced not merely from the intuition of distin-

- guished men, but also from the universal conscious-

ness, with greater certainty than from any definition
of ideas; the nearer the individual still stands to
nature, the more keenly will this be reflected in
him : we learn from children what is according to

CRITERION OF TRUTH.

bagis : by virtue of the human spirit’s affinity with

God, the consciousness of *God is immediately given
with self-consciousness: man has only to remember

his own origin in order to be led to his Creator.!
Nature, therefore, herself instructs us concerning
the existence of God,? and the strongest argument

for this truth is its universal recognition; for that
mn' which all sgree without previons persuasion, .

must always be regarded as an utterance of nature.?
The immortality of the soul must likewise belong to
these inmate truths, of which we are convinced
through universal consent;* and in the same way
Cieero seems to presuppose the freedom of the will

Indicant. pueri in quibus ut in id enim vitioso mare fieri solet

nature.! Belief in the Deity rests upon the same

false opinions makes a doctrine
and science necessary.

Y Legg. 1. 13, 33: Atgue hoc
in omni hac disputatione sie
intelligi wolo, jus quod dicam
natwram esse, tantan autem esse
eorruptelam male conswetudings,
ut ab ea tanguam igniculi ex-
stingrantur ¢ watere doti
crorianturgue et confirmentur
wikin contraria.

= i, v, 21, 59 (Natura Lo-
mini) dedit talom mentom, gue
omaem virtutem acolpere posset,
tngenuitque sine doctring
ROTIELQS parvas rerum
Mmazimarum et guast ingtituit
docere et induait in ew gque
inerant tanguam elementa vir-
tutis. Sed virtutem ipsam in-

choavit, nilil amplius. Ttaque
nostrum est (guod nostrum dico,
artis est), ad ea principia gue
aceepinmis consequentin ewgui-
rere, quod sit 14 quoad volwmus
effectum.

3 Fin. ii. 14, 46: Eademgue
vatio fecit hominem Jominem
appetentem, &e. . . . eadem
natura  cupiditatem  ingenuit
lomini veri inveniendt, . &e.
Further evidence for these pre-
positions is easily to be found.

4 Loe. eit. 14,45 : [ Honestum
quale sit non tam definitions
quer swm usus intelligi potest
“ o QUAML | COMMUNE MG
Judicio atque optimi ewjusque
studiis atque foctis. On the
same subject, vide v. 22, 61:

specilis natura cernitur.

1 Legg. 1. 8, 241 Animum . . .
ess¢ ingeneratum a Deo: ea quo
vere vel agnatio  wnobls  cum
caelestibus vel genus vel stirps
appellari potest. Iague ex tot

generibus wullum  est animal

prater hominem  guod habeat
notitiam aliguem Dei. Ipsisque
in. haminibus melle gens est negue
tan immansueta negue tam fera,
que woi, etiamsi ignovet qualem
iabere  Dewin  deceat,  iamen
habendum sciat.  Ev quo efi-
citur dllud, wt is agnoseat Dewm,
g wnde ortus $iF quasi recor-
detir ae noseat,

2 Tuse. 1. 16, 36: Deos esse
natwra opinamwr.  CL N, D, i
152

* Tuse. i. 13, 80: Kirmissi-
wmam oe affervi videtur, cur
Dicos esse evedanus, guod pulla
gens tam fera, memo omniumn
Tam Sit immanis, cujus mentom
wow imbuerit  Deorum  opinio.
Mnli de Dits prave sentivat :

(observe here the distinction
between mos and Rabire)
CINES Taen esse wim of natu-
ram divinam arbitrantor. Nee
wero i eollocutio hominwm aut
CONSENSUS EffECIt ¢ mon institutis
PRI est confirmata, non legibus.
Ouni  autem in re consensio
ompium gentivm  ler  nature
putande est (ef. § 353 pmminm
CONSENSUS ntbure vor est). Vide
alse sup.note 1. If Cicero else-
where makes his  Academic
philosopher claim this proof
(V. D], 23,62; iii. 4, 11) from
the consensus gentium which is
put in the mouth of the Epi-
curean as well as the Stoie
(N. D. 116, 43 sg.; ii. 2, 5)
he implies here (. 23, 62; iii.
40, 95) what is placed beyond
a doubt by passages from his
other works, that Cotia did not
express his apinien on the sub-
Ject.
* Duse. 3. 12 sq. 5 15, 35 g,

M
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s simply as an internal matter of fact.! In a word,

philosophy, as well as morality, is here founded on
direct consciousness: this is the fixed point from
which the testing of philosophic opinions sets out, and
to which it returns.

The material results of Cicero’s philosophy have
nothing distinctive, and can therefore be only
shortly discussed in this place. As to the chief
philosophic sciences, dialectic is regarded merely in
the sceptical manner already mentioned. In the
domain .of physics, theological and psychological
enquiries alone have any value for Cicero; questions
of other kinds—for instance, concerning the number
of the elements, whether there are four orfive ; con-
cerning the material and efficient principle and the like
—are only touched upon in cursory historical notices,
or in a sceptical comparison of different doctrines, In
the estimation of this philosopher, the chief thing is
ethics. With ethies, therefore, 1 commence.

Cicero develops his ethical prineiples, as, indeed,
his whole philosophic doctrine; in the eriticism of
the four contemporary theories, the Epicurean, Stoie,
Academic, and Peripatetic. Of these four systems,
he opposes himself definitely to the first alome.
The Epicurean doctrine of pleasure appears to him

8o strikingly to contradiet the natural destiny and

natural necessities of man,? the facts of moral con-
sciousness aud of moral experience, that we have
no need to enter more particularly into the remarks
with which he opposes it in the second book of De

v Jig Fate, c. 14, 2 Ko7, 28, sg.7 11l 14, &e.

ETHICS.

Fiwibus, and elsewhere—generally speaking, rather
in the tone of a rhetorician than in the severer strain

of a philosopher. On the other hand, his judgments

on the three remaining systems are far from being
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consistent. Even as to the reciprocal relation of

these systems, he is never quite clear. For though he

_remains true to the assertion of his master Anfio-

chus in regard to the Academy and the Peripatetics
—viz. that these two schools, as they agree generally,
especially coincide in their ethics, and that the
feebler morality of Theophrastus and of later Peri-
pateties is not further removed from the moral
doctrine of the Academy than from the original
doctrines of Aristotle '—yet he is uncertain whether
he shall explain the difference between the Stoics
and these two schools as essential, or unessential,
asa divergence in fact or in words. While, on the one
hand, he repeatedly maintains distinetly and in his
own name, that Zeno is really at one with his pre-
decessors, and only changes their expressions;2 on
the other, he gives a tolerably long list of the points
in which the Stoic morality differs from that of the

Academy and Peripatetics, and he speaks of the

opposition, as we shall presently find, with a full
acknowledgment of its importance. Cicero cer-
tainly makes use of a very poor expedient to justify
this contradiction, when he says that, as a member
of the Academy, he has a right to follow the pro-
' dead. . 6, 92; Fin.v.3,7 26 v. 8, 92: 95, T4; 99, 89
sq.5 5,125 of. 25, 75 ; Tuse. iv.  Of. 1. 2, 6; Tuse. v. 11, 34.

3,6 v, 30, 85; O iii. 4, 20. 3 dead. 1. 10.
* Flip, iii. 3, 10 sg.; iv. 20—

M2
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bability of that time without regard to conse-
quences.! But even for himself he seems unable
in this diseussion to find any fixed standpoint. So
far, indeed, as the statements of both sides agree—
in the universal principles of life according to
nature, and in the unconditional appreciation of
virtue, he is quite sure of himself;? but as soon as
the roads diverge he knows no longer which he shall
follow. The grandeur, consistency, and severity of

. the Stoie ethies exeite his-admiration ; it appears

]

. happiness and not to distinguish between the good

to him nobler to regard virtue as sufficient for

‘and the useful, than to assent to the opposite view
of the Peripatetics;® he finds the Stoics’ admis-
sion of the-affections weak, and their moral prin-
ciples hazardous, since that which is faulty in its
nature, like the affections, should not merely be
restricted, or, still lesg, regarded as a help to virtue,
but wholly eradicated.* He reproaches them with
the inconsistency of assuming goods with which the
happy man may dispense, and evils which he may
endure ; and thus distinguishing from the happiness
of the virtuous as such, a supreme happiness, and
from the perfect and complete life, a life that is
more than complete.” He prefers, therefore, to follow
the nobler mode of thought, to call the wise man
happy under all eircumstances, even in the bull of

V Puse. v. 11, 33 supra, p. Ritter, iv. 1834 sqq., 157 399,
157, 1. t Tuse. iv. 18 sqq.; Off. 1. 25,

2 Aead.i,6,22; Finiv.10,&c. 88; cf. dead. i. 10, 35, 38.

5 Tuseiw. 15 1525 W0 ;. OFF. 5 Fim, v, 27 sq.: Tuse. v. 8-
iii. 4,20 ; of. with the following, 12, 15 sq.

ETHICS OF THE STOICS.

Phalaris ;* he desires to adopt, at any rate tenta-
tively, the famous Stoic¢ Paradoxes.? If, however,
we enquire more closely into this Stoieism, it is
clear that our philosopher is not so certain about it
as we might have supposed from these utterances.
A man of the world, like Cicero, cannot conceal
from himself that the Stoic demands are much too
exalted for-men as they are, that the Stoic wise man
is not found in-reality,® that the Stoic morality does
not admit of being transferred to daily life;* he
eannot possibly allow that all the wise ave alike
happy, and all the unwise absolutely wretched, and
that there is no difference in value between the most
hardened wickedness and the meost trivial effence.’
Bat he believes he can show that the severity of the
Stoies is not scientifically justifiable, and, moreover,
that it contradieted their own presuppositions; for
if the first principle is life-according to mature,
among the things according to human nature are
also to be counted sensible well-being, health, free-
dom from pain, and an untroubled mind-—even

‘pleasure is not to be wholly despised. *To live

according to nature is not lo separate oneself from
nature, but rather to encourage and sustain it.
These arguments draw our eclectic philosopher so
strongly to the side of the Peripatetics, that he
declares himself to be of their number.” The truth,
& Fin. iv. 11-157 Cato, 14,
46; Zuse. ii. 13, 30,
3 Leel. 5, 182 of. O, 111, 4, 16. T In the fourth book of De
¢ Fim. iv. 9, 21, Finibus, 1t is Cicero himself
& Fin. iv. 9, 21; 19, 56 ; 28, who brings forward the Peri-
77 sq. CL Off. 1. B, 27. patetic view.

L & P e
2 Paradoza.

les
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however, is only finally expressed in his confession
that sometimes the consideration of his own weak-

7% nesses, and of human weaknesses generally, in-

clines him to the laxer doctrine, and, at other times,
the thought of the majesty of virtue inclines him to
the stricter ;! he comforts himself therefore for his
vacillation, by the conviction that it can exercise no

- essential influence on practical conduet, since even

on the Peripatetic theory, a far higher value must
be assigned to virtue than to all else.?
It would be difficult to discover in these propo-

ysitions any new prineiple, and in the Ciceronian

ethics generally any other characteristic than that
of an eclectic and popular philosopher ; for even the
trait on which Ritter lays stress,® viz. that with

| Cicero, the honourable (honestum) takes the place of

the beautiful (ka\or) and that in connection there-
with he aseribes greater value to glory than the
Greeks did, even this is partly a mere difference of
language, having no influence on the content of the
moral principle ; and partly it is a concession to the
Roman spirit, which, being devoid of any scientific
foundation, ean only be regarded as a further proof

~ of the uncertainty of Cicero’s manner of philosophis-

ing. All the less reason is there to enter further
into the details of Cicero’s ethical and political prin-
ciples than has already been done.* Striking as
many of his remarks on these subjects may be, they
show too little connection with definite philosophic

¥ Tuse.v. 1, 3.
: gf. i, 3, 11.

3 IV, 162 sqq.
! Phil. d. Gr. IIL.4. p. 276 sq.

THEOLOGY.

principles to allow us to attribute to them any
importance in the -history of philosophy. His
theories concerning the Deity and the essential
nature of the soul must, however, be shortly men-
tioned. -

The belief in a Deity, as already observed, ap-
pears to our philosopher to be required, not
merely by immediate consciousness, but also by
moral and political interest. ¥ Without religion; he
thinks, truth and_justice, and all human social
life would be at an end.! But the other argu-
ments for the existence of God are not entirely
repudiated by him, and he brings forward the

CHAP.
VL

His
theology.

teleological argument especially, in spite of the ,

criticism of the Academy which meets it in its
Stoic form,? with full cofiviction.® In regard to
the nature of God, Cicercis, no doubt, in earnest
in the remark which he places in the mouth of
his Academic philosopher, viz. that nothing can

. be asserted with perfect certainty, about it ;4 but,

so far as the probable may be determined, he
thinks he may venture to presuppose not only the
unity of God® but also His spirituality ;° this, how-

' V. D12, 45 of. 1.6, 153, 7, 22 ; Somn. Seip. (Hep. vi. 17)
Hence (V. . iii, 253 Legg 3 8 et pass.
i. 7, 15) the o'bse i 8 Tuge. i. 27, bb Nee vero
it relig- Deus ipse qui intelligitur a
nobis alio modo intelligi potest,
* N. D, iii. 10, 24; 13, 37. wist mens soluta quadan. et
3 Divin. ii. 72, 148 Tuse. i. libera, seqvegata ab omni con-
28 sq. . cretione mortali, omnia sentiens
N D i 21, 60 sq.; of . et movens ipsague predita motu
40, 95. sempiterno. Rep. vi. 17, 8;
$ Tuse. 1. 23, 27 Legg. 1. Legg.ii. 4, 10, &e.
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ever, he does not apprehend in a very strict sense,.
. for he admits the possibility ! that the Divifie Spirit
may be conceived, according to the Stoie view, as |

air or fire 3 or with Aristotle, so far as Cicero under-
stood him,? as wthereal essence: in the dream of
Seipio, the supreme heaven, in agreement with this

misconception of Aristotle is deelared to be itself

the highest god.? But this closer definition of the
conception of Deity had scarcely much value for
Cicero himself. For him the belief in Providence
is of far greater importance, though he allows even
this to be doubted by his Academic philosopher.*

\.Since he chiefly regards religion from the practieal

point of view, the whole significance of it is in his
opinion comprehended in a belief in a divine govern-
ment of the world :? the law of justice and morals

is for him the type of the divine world-ruling wisdom.5-

From this standpoint only a negative or external
relation was possible to the popular religion, unless,,
indeed, the violent methods of the Stoic orthodoxy
were to be followed ; when, therefore, Cicero desires.
that the existing religion and even the existing

' Fuse. 1. 26, 65; of. 0. 29,

# Fuge. 1. 10; 22 ; V. D. 1, 13,
38; dead. 1. 7, 22.

8 Hap, vi, 17, 4,

VD11, 10 ; 25-89. Ritter
(iv. 147, 150) deduces from
these passages that Cicero dis-
believed in Providence, and
opposed the Natural to the
Divine, sefting on the one side
God withont Nature, and, on
the other, Nature without God ;
but T cannot agree with this,

for we are not justified, in the
face of so many contradictory
explanations (wide . D. iii, 40),
in identifying Ciceros own
opinion with that here brought.
forward. ;

® Many passages in which
Cicero treats of Providence are
quoted by Kiithner, /. ¢, p. 199.
I merely refer in this place to-
Tysc.i.49, 118; N. D. i 2, 3;
Legg, i 71 i1, 8.

¢ Legy. 1. 4, 8.

VIEWS OF HUMAN NATURE.

superstitions shall be maintained in the State, he is

speaking entirely from political considerations;! (L

personally, he not only makes no attempt to justify

“polytheism and its myths after the manner of the

Stoics, but he shows by many utterances, and,
above all, by the sharp eriticism to which he subjects
the popular belief in gods in his third book De
Natura Deorum ; and soothsaying in his second
book De Divinatione, how far he himself stands
from the national religion. Reverence for the Deity,
which is consistent with a true view of nature, and
coincides with true morality, is to be required ; the
existing religion is to be maintained for the good
of the commonwealth; superstition, on the other
hand, is to be torn up by the roots 2—such, in a
word, is Cieero’s theological confession of faith.
With the belief in God, according to Cicero’s
view, as we have already seen, the conviction of
the dignity of human nature is intimately con-
nected. This conviction also depends far more
with him upon inner experience and moral self-
conscionsness than on any philosophie theory con-
cerning the essential nature of the soul. If we
consider the number of our endowments, the lofti-
ness of our voeation, the high prerogative which
reagon confers upon us, we shall become eonscious
of our higher nature and descent.® Accordingly

' N DUl 2,53 Legg.ii. Teg.; 11 28, 71 I d. Gr. 1L 1. p.
13, 32; Divin. i1.12,28; 33,70; 311, 1). = _
72, 148, 8 Legg. 1.0 8q.,22 sq.; Bep.

2 Divin.1i. 72,148 s¢.; V. D. vi. 17, 8.
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CEAr.  Cicero, in agreement with the Stoic and Platonie

—— doctrine, regards the soul as an emanation of the
Deity, an essence of supernatural origin ;! without
troubling himself to develop this notion more par-

. ticularly, or to define the relation between this

~~  supernatural origin of the soul, and the material
origin of the body. But, as he is uncertain about
the nature of God, so he expresses himself hesi-
tatingly about that of the goul, and though his
inelination unmistakably tends to explain it as an
immaterial substance, or, at any rate, as a substance
differing from terrestrial matter,” he will not alto-

2 gethér exclude the Ppossibility that it consists of air

or fire; it is only the coarser materiality of the
body that he unconditionally denies in respect to
the soul® The immortality of the soul he defends

/ at length, partly on the ground of direct conscious-

ness and universal agreement,® and partly by the
Platonic arguments;® if he also tries to silence
the fear of death, even supposing that souls perish
in death, this is merely the prudence of the
Academician and of the practical man who would

though his historical knowledge of Greek philo-

VARRO. 171

make the moral effect of his discourses as -fa;r as Gﬁ_r'
possible independent of all theoretic presuppositions.

He tries to prove free will as generally mdersbo:ad
in the same manner as immortality, but the treatise
which he devoted to the subject,! and which has ‘been
transmitted to us full of lacunw, contains no inde-

ndent psychological enquiry. '

& These}: graits %:ill suffice to justify the position
which we have assigned to Cicero, and to prove him,
together with his teacher Antiochus, the' truest re-
presentative of philosophic eclecticism in the last
century before our era. But that he was f:n' fromn
standing alone in respect to this kind of .phﬂo?ophy
among his countrymen and contemporaries will be
clear from our previous examination of the school of
Antiochus.? Among the Romanadherents of th:'Esmode
-of thought, M. Terentius Varro,? thv; learnet.i friend of
‘Cicero was, after Cicero himself, the most ‘1.mp0rtant-. ;g:?‘:
His principal achievements lie indeed in finotller %ﬁ?ﬁ
sphere ;* as a philosopher he did not exercise any- 7 °"

thing like the widespread influence of Cicero, ?;a;;rocy“

=
4

nd

Y Luse.1. 27 : Antmorum nulla
in terris origo inveniri potest,
&e, Loc. cit. 25, 60; Legg. i.
8, 24: Eastitisse guandam ma-
turitatem serendi generis -
WANG, quod sparsum in terras
atgue satum divine quctum sit
QRVMOTUNE  IMURETE. Cuniiuie
alia quibus caheerent homines o
mortali. genere sumpserint, que
fragitia essent of caduca, aui-
A Lmen, esse ingeneratuin o
Dep.  Cf, Cato, 21, 77.

* Tuse. 1. 27 29, 70.

® Tuse. i, 25, 60: Non est
certe lee cordis nee sanguinis nee
cerehri nec atomorwm. Anima
it amimus ignisee nescio; nec me
pudet, wt istos, fateri me nescive
quod wesciam.; I, ¢, 96, 65; 29, 70.

* Tuse.i. 12 sqq.; Lel. c. 4
Cato, ¢. 21 sqq.

* Tuse. i 22 sqq.; Rep. vi,
17, 8; Cato, 21, 78.

¢ Puse. 1. 34 sqq.; Ep. ad
Famil. v. 16.

“~sophy was perhaps more

\ D Futo. The princiizal
ropositions of this treatise (c.
%)lgpa-re taken from Carneades.

z Supra, p. 99.

2 The life of Varro falls
between 116 and 27 B.c. For
the rest, vide concerning him
the histories of Roman litera-
-furc—Bil.hr, in Pauly’s Raa,{-
-encye.  d.o Kigss, Alterth. vi.
1688 sgg., and the authori-

thorough and complete,

ties ~there quoted, Kritsche, §
Gote, Stud. 1845, i1, 172 sg.;
Ritschl,* Die Sehriftstellersl des
I, Ter, Varre, Rhein. Mus.
AN, K. ovi. 48] 560 ; Momrsen,
Liim., Gesch, 711, 602 sqq., 624 sq.

1 As Cicero (dead. 1. 2, 4+ 3¢4.)
represents him as saying of
himself, though he has pre-
viously praised his knowledge
of philosophy.
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Yet the philosophical direction taken by so famous
a scholar ! and so well known an author must neces-
sarily have been influential. This direction was,
Cicero assures us,® that of Antiochus, whose lee-
tures Varro had attended in Athens;3? and Varro
in his treatise on philosophy, so far as we can
gather from Aungustine,® expressed himself quite
in the semse of Antiochus® The sole aim of

Tapes

philosophy, he here tells us, is the happiness of |

man ; consequently those distinctions of doctrine
among. the schools of philosophy are alone to be
(éOl]Sidel‘ed important which relate to the definition
of the highest good.f Gueat, therefore, as iz the

1 Doetissimus Bomanaorum he

iz called in Sen. A4 Hele. 8, 1;

and again very justly, wir Ro-
o grnditissimus (Quintil.
x, 1, 95. Cicero(4dead. T'r. 36).
says of him (ap. Augustine, (e,
D.vi. 2), Homine omnivm facile
ceutizsimo et sine wila dubita-
tione doctizsime ; and Augustine
(L. ¢.) says he is doctring atque
sententiis ifa refertws that in
respect to matters of fact he
has achieved as much as Clicero
did as a stylist.

? Ad At xiii. 12 Ergoiliam
aradnuyy . . . ad Varronem
transferamus. Eienim sunt "Av-
Tixew, que iste valde probat ;
Loe 19: 4 ¢ 25, In Varro's
mouth is placed, as we know,
the doetrine of Antiochus, in
the second edition of the Aca-
demica (dead. i, 4 5q9.).  Vide
what is quoted from Anticchus,
swp. p. 94, with which dead. 1.
2, 6, agrees: Nostra tw physico
nOSLL:  gue cum  contineantur
wie effectione et e materia ed,
guam fingit of format effectio, &o.

3 Chc. o Avad. 1.8, 121,13 &
Ad Fomil. ix. §; August. Cie,
D). xix 3,2 Varro asserit, aue-
tore Antioeho, magistro Ciceronis
ot g,

Gl I iz 123,

5 Cf. with what follows, the
account of Antiochus supre,
p. 94 In reeard to thisis is
to be observed that Varro's
book, according to Cie. Aead.
i. 2, 4 sgq., is later than the
expositions of Cicero there
made use of, only one of which
is put into the mouth of Varre.

S Lag ¢it. 1,3 : Negue enim
existimat wilam philosophice see-
tam. esse dicendam, que now éo
distet a ceteris, quod diversos
habeat fines bonvrum b nealo-

crum.  Guandoguiden aulle est

hamini  cousa  phitosophandi,
nist vt beatus sit: guod autem
beatwm. facit, ipse est finis bowi -
nulla est igitur cause philose-

Pphandi, nisi finis boni : guam-

obrem gie nulliom boni finewn
seetatur, wulle philosophie secta
dicende est.

THE HIGHEST GOOD.

number of possible sects—Varro, sometimes indeed
adopting very superficial grounds of distinetion,
enumerates no fewer than 288'—they may all
be reduced to a few chief classes, if putting aside
all that does not relate to the conception of the
highest good we confine ourselves to the main ques-

tion? But this concerns the relation of virtue to the

first thing according to nature,® on which again de-

pends its relation to all included herein, and therefore
especially to pleasure and freedom from pain. . Is
the first thing according to nature to be desired for

i ‘the sake of virtue, or virtue for the sake of the
thing according to nature, or both for their own

~ sakes?

This, according

L Tn their derivation, Varro
(L ¢.1, 2) proceeds thus: There
are, he says, four natural objects
of desire: sensual pleasure, ab-
sence of pain, the combina-
tion of these fwo, and, as
a fourth, the prime noture,
which beside these include all
gther natural advantages of
soul and body. Kach of the
four can be desived for the sake
of virtue (the excellence super-
added to nature by the instruo-
mentality of teaching) or virtue
may be desired for its own
sake, or both may be desired
independently. Thus we obtain
four possible divisions. These
become twenty-four, so far as
a man desires each of them
merely for his own welfare or
for that of others. The twenty-
four are again divided into
forty-eight, of which the one
half pursne their end as true,

to Varro; is the funda-

like all other dogmatic philoso-
phers; the other as merely
probable, like the new Acadeniy.
Since, moreover, each of them
can adopt the ordinary, or the
Cynic, manner of life (habitus
et econsuctudo) there result
ninety-siz divisions instead of
forty-eight. Lastly, because in
each of these sections, regpard
may be had to the theoretical

- (otiosug), the practical (negetio-

su8), or to a life compounded of
both, we must treble this num-
ber, and thus we arrive at
288.)

* That this is the case with
the majority of the divisions
named by him, Varro himself
shows, 2. ¢. i. 8, e. 2, begin-
ning.

# The prima nature, primi-
genia nature=Ta TpATa KT
gtow (cf. Phil. d. G 1IL 1. p.
509, 1; 257, 2; 258, 1).
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mental question of all philosophy.! For a reply to
it, he goes back to the conception of man, as it
is only on this basis we can decide what is the
highest good for man. But man is neither body
nor soul exclusively, but consists of both together.
His highest good must, therefore, consist of goods
of the body as well as goods of the soul; and he
consequently must desire for himself the first things
according to nature and virtue.” But the highest
of these goods is virtue, the art of life acquired by

“instruction.? As it includes in itself that which is

according to nature, which also was present before
the existence of virtue—virtue now desires all for
its own sake, and in considering itself as the princi-
pal good, it enjoys also all other goods, and ascribes
to each the value belonging to it according to its
relation to the others ; but equally does not hesitate,
on this account, to sacrifice the lesser, if so it must
be, to the greater. When virtue is wanting, no
matter how many other kinds of goods there may
be, they do not profit their possessor, they are
not his goods, because he makes a bad use of them.

‘In the possession of virtue and of the bodily and

mental advantages conditioning it, lies happiness;
this increases when other goods with which virtue

in itself could dispense, are added; it is perfected

HAPPINESS.

when all goods of soul and body are found together

and complete.! But to this happiness also belongs
sociability, and to virtue the disposition which

wishes for others for their sakes the same goods as |

itself; and this disposition must extend not only to
the family and state to which each man belongs,
but also to mankind and to the whole world, heaven
and earth, gods and men.? 1Its external realisation
is to be sought neither in the theoretical nor in the
practical life as such, but in the combination of the
two. But it must be absolutely sure of its principle :

the principles concerning goods and evils must not

be considered merely probable by us as by the philo-
sophers of the Academy, they must be unquestion-
able. This is the doctrine of the old Academy
which Varro, like his master Antiochus, professes.®
In this discussion we find no remarkable philosophie
peculiarity : it contains no new thoughts, and what
belongs to Varro himself in the views of Antiochus
transmitted by him is characterised neither by
acuteness of judgment mor by vivacity of style.
But we can at least see that Varro had arrived at,
these views by his own reflection, and that the

! Hee ergo vita hominis, que  sima (e. 8, 1, 1 e, further on).
virtute el aliis animi ot eorpo- ® Varro is therefore quite at

ris bonis, sine guibus virtus esse  onewith the Stoiecosmopolitan-
non potest (to these belong, as  ism; but he deduces from it the

v Loe. eit. c. 2.

0. 3, 1. That the prims
nature in which Vamo has
previously included natural
advantages and dispositions of
mind, is here identified with
the totality of corporeal goods,

is an inaccuracy which we
must aseribe to Varro himself,
and not merely to Aungnstine,

} Virtutem, quam doctring
inserit velut artem vivendi—
virtus, @.0. ars agende vite,
tc.

is afterwards explained, life,
Teason, memory), fruitur, beata
esse. dicitur : §i wvero et aliis,
sine guibns esse virtus polest,
vel uitls vel pluribus, beatior :
& autem provsus ommibus, ut
nullum  omnine bonwm  desit
vl animi vel corporis, beatis-

proposition that man can feel
himself at home everywhere:
exile, he says, (ap. Sen. dd
Hetv, 8, 1) i3 not in itself an
evil, guod guocumgue venimus
cadem rerum pature wtendum
st
TAng e 3 A
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whole tendency of Antiochus eorrespon;ied to his
— way of thinking: that which must have recom-

mended it to him and to his countrymen, was
chiefly no doubt the practical aim of this philosophy,
and that regard to the necessities of life which is
prominent in its theories concerning the various
coustituents of the highest good, and the relative
value of them.

But the greater the influence allowed by Antio-

Anthropo- chus to the Stoie doetrine,! the less can we wonder

logy and
thealogy.

- if Varro approached it in regard to some other ques-
tion still more closely than in his ethies? If he
texplained the soul to be air which is breathed in
through the mouth and warmed in the breast, in

- order to spread itself thence through the body,?

by reducing it to the Pneuma he allied himself with
the Stoic materialism, to which Antiochus also is
no stranger.! He further discriminated with the
Stoics the well-known three gradations and forms
of soul-life.” But his connection with the Stoic
theology is of especial importance. In agreement
with it, he explained the universe or, more pre-
cisely, the soul of the universe as the Deity: only

* the parts of this world-soul, the souls ruling in the

1 CE sup. p. 92, wmone, temperatis in corde, dif-

* He Mimself, according to fusus in corpus, Cf. Varro, I,

Cicero (Brut. 56, 205; Acad. i.
2, 8) had the disciple of Pang-
tius, L. Mlins Stilo (sup. p.
11, 4}, for his instructor.

* Lactant. Opif. D.17: Varro
it dofinit @ awima. est aky con-
ceprus 0ve, defervefactus in pul-

Lat. v. 59 : sive, ut Zeiw Citins,
antmalivm semen, ignis is qui
AT o Mens.

* Vide sup. p. 95 sqq.

* Augusting, Cip. D, wii. 2,
see following note,

THEOLOGY.

different parts of the world, are they who are wor-
shipped in the gods of polytheism, down to the
genii and heroes.! But, like Panstius and Sezvola,
he drew a marked distinction between natural and
philosophical, mythical and civil theology,? and if -

! Augustin, (Ge. D. iv. 31:
Varro says: $uod ki soli ei vide-
antur arimadvertisse quid esset
Dewus, qui erediderunt eum esse
aniimam mote ae ratione mun-
dum gubernantem. Lec. vit.
vii. 8 (c. 9 repeatedly): Dicit
ergo tdem Varre . . . Dewmn s
arbitrari esse animam mundi

< et hune dpswm mundun
esse Dewm ; sed sieut lominem
sapientem, eun sit ex corpove ol
anime, tamen ab animo dici
saprientem ; it mundum Dewm
diel ab animo, cwm sit ex animo
et corpore.  Loe. eif. vil. 28:
(Varro in the book concerning
the Ihi selecti) tres esse affirmat
anime gradus in omni wniver-
saque natwra, those discussed in
Phil. d. &, 111.1. 192 : Nature,
the irrational soul, and reason.
Hane partem  anime  mundi
(their rational parl, their frye-
povichy) dicit Dewm, in nobis
autem genium vocari. Esse au-
tem in mundo lapides acterram
... ut osza, ut ungues Dei.
Selem. vero, lnam, stetlas, que
sentimus gquibusgue ipse Sentit,
sengus esse ejus. AR hera porro
animum esse ejus: exr cujus vi
qu@ pervenit in astra  ipsam
quogque facere Deos (it makes
into Gods) ; ef per ea quod in
terram permeat, Deam Hel-
turem , quod aitem inde per-
meat tn mare atque 0CEANUM,
Dewm. esse Neptumum,  Simi-
larly in ¢. 6, the world is divided

into heaven and earth, the
heavens into mther and air, the
earth into water and earth:
‘quam. [quas] omnes guatuor
partes animarum esse plenas,in
athere o aiire immortalivm, in
agua et terra mortalivm ; from
the ontermost circle of heaven,
as far as to the sphere of the
moon, extend the heavenly
gods; between this and the
region of clouds aéreas esse
animas . . . et vocari heroas et
lares et gemiog. Also in‘°l, e.
¢. 9, he (for only Varro can be
intended) calls Jupiter, Deus
habens  pofestatem  causarwm,
quibus aliguid fit in munde ;
in ¢. 11, and e¢. 13, he appro-
priates to himself (for Augns-
tine must have taken this from
him) the verses of Soranus
(sup. p. 74, n. end), in which
Jupiter is called progenitor
genitriegue Dedm ; and in e,
28 he derives the male divini-

ties from heaven or Jupiter as .

the active principle, and the
female divinifies from the earth
or Juno as the passive principle,
while Minerva denotes the ideas
as prototypes. That all these
propositions are either directly
Stoic, or allied with Stoicism,
is evident from the proofs ad-
duced in Plil, d. G TIL.1.p. 138
sqq.: 146, 6; 315 sgq. 325,

* Ang. i.0.vi. 5 : Tria genera
digit esse (in the last books of
the Antiguities, e¢f. e. 3) . . .

N
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he censured the mythology of the poets for relating

the most absurd and unworthy things about the

gods," he did not conceal that he had also much to
blame in the public religion : for example, Le de-

~ clared that the worship of images was a defilement

of the true worship of God ;2 that, for his part, the
philosophie doctrine of the Deity would suffice,® and
that he regarded the religion of the State merely
as a civil institution, whichy in the interest of the
commonwealth, must: make the most important con-
In all this
there is mothing which goes beyond the Stoic doc-

trine as taught by Panstius, but nothing on the

eorumgue awnwm mythicon ap-
pellari, alterum plisicon, ter-
tium eivile. The first includes
the poets, the second the philo-
sophers, the third states (po-
puli). In the first there is
much that is opposed (wide
following note) to the nature
and dignity of the Deity ; to the
second belong— Dii qui sint,
ubi, quod genus, quale, a quo-
nam tempore an @ sempiterno
Suerint ;  an  ex gne sint
ut cvedit Heraclitus, aw’ ex
numeris wt Pythagoras, an ex
atomis wt @it Fpivwrus,  Sie
alias, que facilius intra pa-
rictes in sehola, quam oxtra in
Jore ferre possunt awres.

' Loc. eit. (vide the previous
note) with the addition : In ioe
enim est, wt Dous alivg ex co-
pite alivs ex femore sit alius ex
JUTLis sanguinis natus ; in hoe,
wut Dis furati sint, wt adultera-
vering, wl servierint homini :
denique in hoe omnia Diis at-

tribunntur, que non modo in
hominem sed etiam in contemp-
tissimum hominem cadere pos-
sunt.,

* Loe. ¢if, iv. 31. ¢The an-
cient Romans,’ says Varro, wor-
shipped the gods for 170 years,
without images: Quod, st ad-
ke dnguit, mansisset, casting
Dii observarentur (vi. 7). Fg.
tetur siewt forma humanas Deos
Jecerunt, ita eos delectari hae
manis voluptatibus eredidisse.

2 Loe. cit. iv. 31. Varro him-
self confesses that if he had to
found a State anew, ez nature
potius formaula Deos nominague
aorum e fuisse dedicaturum,

¢ That he regarded the re-
ligion of the State as a political
institution, is evident from Z. ¢,
¥i. 4, where Varro says, if he
had to treat de omni nature
Dearum, he would first have to
speak of the gods, and then of
men ; but as he has ouly to da
with the gods of the Siate he

THEOLOGY,

other hand that is it;ﬂompatible with the Stoicising
eclecticism of an Antiochus.!

follows fthe contrary order.
For siout prior est, inguit,
pietor quam tabule picta, prior
Jaber guam edifivium, ita prio-
res sumt civitates quam eq gue
@ civitatibus  sunt  institutc.
How little the real philoso-
phical doetrine of the gods
was worth as a public religion,
we have already seen - (sup.
p- 177, 2). A public relipion
must include in it much that
i3 mythological. Ait enim, ea

| qu@ seribunt podte minius esse

g ut populi sequi debeant ;
qreee awtem philosopli plus guam
ub ea vulgus serutari expediet.
Quez sic abhorrent, inguit, ut

Famen ex wutrogue gemere ad
cieiles rationes assympte sing
LA T e
indeed, desire to teach by their
enquiries, and so far (L) it
may be said, physicos utilitatis
causa seripsisss, poitas delecta-
tionis. DBuf this teaching is
only for those who understand
it; not for the masses,

! As Krische (i. e. 172 s4.)
rightly maintains, against Q.
Miiller's assertion (Varro, Z.
Lat. 8. v.) that Cicero incor-
reetly makes Varro a follower
of Antiochus, whereas he went
over to the Stoics.

.~

The philosophers,
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CHAPTER VIL

THE SCHOOL OF THE SEXTIIL.

-

THE school of the Sextii occupies a peculiar position

. -among the Roman philosophers. But even this school

was 1ot so independent of the contemporary Greek

L - . - -
. philosophy, nor were its achievements so important,

as to obtain for it any extensive influence or long
duration. Itsfounder, Quintus Sextius, wasa Roman,

of good family, a somewhat later contemporary of

Augustus,! who had rejected a political career in
order to devote himself wholly to philosophy.? After

! Ben. Ep. 98, 13: Honores
reppulit pater Sextivs, gui ifa
natus, ut vempublicam deberet
capessere, latum clavum divo
Julio dante non vecepit. As
this must have occurred at
latest in 43 B.C., and Sextius
must have been at least 2527
years old (cf. Otf, Charakier
wnd_ Urspr. der Spriiche des
Seartius, p. 1), his birth must be
placed in 70 B.c. or even some-
what earlier. When Ensehins,
Chron. zn OL 195, 1 (1 AD,),
dates the prime ‘of Sextus
the Pythagorean philosopher’
at that period, he is foo late
if our Sextius be meant. That
Seneca. was personally ac-
quainted with the older Sextius
is not probable; the passages

quoted by Ott, p. 2, 10, rather
indicate the contrary. &p. 59,
T 64,2 s599.: De Jra,ii. 36, 1,
refer only to his treatise. JDe
Jra, iii, 36, 1, may either have
been taken from a written work
or from orzl tradition. Ep. 78,
12, may have been taken from
such a tradition. In Ep. 108,
17, Beneca gives an account of
the doctrines of Sextins, after
Sotion, as he himself says,

? Vide the preceding note,
and Plut. Prof. in Virt. 5, p.
T7: kafdrep dagl Zétrwv Thy
‘Pwpaioy ddecdra 785 & TF wh-
Aet Tupds kal Gpyas du didogogley,
év Bt 7@ ogodelr ab whliy-
Surraboivra kel xpducvor =g
Adyw xahewd Tb wpiTor, éAlyor
Sedjoar kaTaBulely éavrdy K Tives

MEMBERS OF THE SCHOOL.

his death his son appears to have undertaken the
guidance of the school.! Among its adherents we
find mention of Sotion of Alexandria, whose enthusi-
astic disciple Seneca had been in his early youth ;*
Cornelius Celsus, a prolific writer ; * Lucius Crassitius

of Tarentum,* and Fabianus Papirius.’®

Sefipovs. This transition from
practical activity to philosophy
seems to be referred to in Plin.
Hist. Nat. =viil. 28, 274, Pliny
here relates how Democritus
had enviched himself with his
traffic (this is also related of
Thales)in oil (vide Phil. d. G'r.
1. 766) but had returned his
gains to those who had shaved
in it; and he adds: Hoe postea
Seatius e Homawis sapientic ad-
sectatoribus Athenis fecit eadem
ratione : which does not mean
that he carried on the same
traffic, but merely that he si-
lenced those who blamed him
for devoting himself to philo-
sophy, in a similar manner, and
for his part renounced all
profits.

! There is no express tradi-
tion of this; but as the school
is universally described as the
school of the Sextii (see the
following note), and the elder

- Sextius as a philosopher is dis-

tinguished from his son by the
addition of Pafer (Sen. Zp.
48, 13; 64, 2), it is extremely
probable. !

¢ Sen. Ep. 108,17 sqq.; 49, 2.
The age at which he heard
Sotion, Seneca designated by
the word jugenis, in Hp. 108 ;
in Ep. 49, by puer. It may,
therefore, have occurred in 18-
20 A D, This date is also in-
dicated by Ep. 108, 22; cf

It became,

Tac. Ann. ii. 85. For the dis-
tinction between this Sotion
and the Peripatetic of the same
name, vide Phil. d. Gr. 1L 1. 3,
ant énfre. ch, xi, note 2. In
support of the theory that the
teacher of Seneca, and not the
Peripabetic, was the author of
the treatise wepl bpyijs, Diels,
Dowogr. 255 sq., rightly appeals
to the similarity between a
fragment from Sotion's wepl
dpyiis (ap. Stob., Flerid. 20, 53)
and Seneca, De Iras, il 10, 5.
Also the repeated guotation of
utterances of Sextius, De Ira,
ii. 86, 1, points to this source.

3 Quintil. x. 1, 124: Seripsit
non  parum  multe Cornclivs
Celsus, Seatioz secutus, non sine
enltu ae nitore. For further
details concerning this phy-
sician and polyhistor, vide Bern-
hardy, Eim. Liit. 3438.

i A grammarian, who had
already won for himself con-
siderable fame as a teacher,
especially in Smyrna, when he
dimissa repente schola transiit
ad Quinti Septimii [1. Sewtii]
philosophi sectam. Sueton. De
Lllustr, Gramm. 18.

3 This philosopher (of whom
Beneea, Brevit. Vie. 10, 1; Ep.
11, 4; 40, 12; 100, 12, speaks
as of a deceased contemporary
whom he had himself Enown
and heard) was, according to
these passages, a man of execel-
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however, extinet with these men : lively as was the
applause which at, first greeted it, in Seneca’s later
years it had already long since died out.! The
writings of this school, too, have all been lost, with
the exception of some scattered utterances of the
elder Sextius, of Sotion, and Fabianus.?

lent character, non ex his cathe-
drariis philosophis, sei cx veris
¢t antiquis (Byevit. Vit 10). His
lectures and expositions are alss
greatly praised by Seneca (Ep.
40, 127 58, 6; 100); and in
£p. 100, 9, he is described as

_can author to whom, in regard

\:i‘t-o_ style, only Cicero, Pollia, and
Livius are to be preferred,
though eertain deficiencies in
him are admitted. Scneca also
says in the same place that
he wrofe nearly as much on
philosophy as Cicero; and he
mentions hesides (4 e 1) his
Libwi Artium  Ciwilivn.  The
ectures to the people which
are alluded to in Bp. 82, 11,
seetn o have been of a philo-
sophical character. The older
Seneca, Controvers. ii. Prat.,
says that he was a disciple of
Sextins (the elder) by whom he
was persuaded to devote him-
self to philosophy instead of
rhetoric. Te his manner of
writing, Seneca is less partial,
Some utterances of his are
to be found ap. Sen. Ghns. ad
Mare. 23,5 ; Brevit, Vit 10, 1 -
13, 9; Nat. Qu. iii. 27, 3.

! Sen. Nat. Qu. vil, 32, 2:
Sextiorum  nova ot Renani
Toboris secta inter indtia swa,
eum magno impetu capisset, ep-
stineta est.

* Of these three philosophers

* something has been preserved

by Seneca, and of Sotion also,
by Stobeus in the Hlorileginm.,
Mc_)r_eover, acollectionof maxims
exists in the Latin translation
of” Rufinus, which was frst
quoted by Orig. e. Cels. xiii. 80,
with the designation Séfrow
yrapa s often used by Por-
ph;,‘-r;{, Ad Mareellam, withont
mention of the writer, and of
which there is a Syrian edition,
ap. Lagarde, Analecta Syr. Lipz.
1858, (On the two Latin re.
censions of this and the later
editions, cf. Gildemeister in
the preface to his edition from
\_ﬁ:hloh I now cite; Sexts
Sententiarum recensiones Lati-
nam Gravam Syriavas eenfunes
tém exh.Bonn. 1873). This col-
lection, sometimes called b
Or sententiee, sometimes enchi-
ridion, and, since the time of
Ruﬁnug., alse  aunwivs, was
much in use among the Chris-
tians. ¥is anthor is sometimes
named Sextus, sometimes Sixtus,
or Xystus; and while most
writers describe him as 2 Pytha-
gorean philosopher, others see
in him the Roman bishop Sixtus
(or Xystus, about 120 A.D). Of
more recent writers, many fea.
Lasteyrie, Sentonces de Sextineg,
‘Par. 1842 and Mullach, Fragn.

Lhilos. 11, 81 $g.) recarded the

maxims as the work of a
heathen philosopher, and more
especially of one of the two

. DOCTRINES.

Whatever can be deduced from these utter-

Sextil. ' (How Otf, 7. e i.'10,
dispovers this opinion in oy
first edition, I do not under-
stand.) On the other hand,
Ritter (iv. 178) believes them
to be the Christian rehabilita-
tion of a work belonging toa
Sextos, and possibly to our
Sextius, but in which so much
that is Christian is interwoven
that it has become entirely use-
less as an historieal anthority,
Ewald (Gott. dug. 1859, 1, 261
8¢q. ; Gesohod. V. Tor. vii, 321
sgq.) on his side declares the
Syrian recension of the collec-
tion of sayings to be the true
translation of a Christian ori-
ginal, the value of which he
cannot sufficiently exalt, and
the authorship of which he
ascribes to the Roman Sixtus.
Meinrad Ott, lastly, in three
discourses (Charalkter und Uir-
sprung der Spriche des Philo-
sophen Sextius, Rottwell, 1861 ;
e Syrische © Auserlesenen
Spriiche, &e., ibid. 1882 Die
Syrische * Auserlesenen Spriiehe,
ibid. 1863), maintains that the
sentences were composed by
the younger Sextius, in whom
the original tendency of the
Sextian school is said to have
been  essentially
partly by Pythagorean, partly
and especially by Jewish in-
fluences—and placed on a purely
monotheistic basis. But com-
pletely as he has proved against
Ewald that the Syrian recen-
sion is a later réchauffé, in
which the original, translated
by Bufinus, is watered down,
and its original character obli-

modified—-

ances respecting the doctrine of the school, serves

terated, his own hypothesis is
nevertheless untenable. Inthe
first place the presupposition
that one of the two Sextil was
the anthor of the collected sen-
tences, would be most uncertain
if this work itself elaimed sueh
authorship, for it only made its
appearance in the third century.
But we have no reason to think
that the writer of the sentences
wished to appear as one of the
two Sextii. The most ancient
authorities always call him
Sextus ; later writers, subse-
quent to Rufinus, as we have
seen, also Sixtus,or Xystus, but
never Sextius (cf. Gildemeister,
Lo 1ii. sgq.): so likewize Latin
MBS, (L. e. ziv. s¢g.) and the
Syrian revisers (I e xxx. 5q.),
who both say Xystus. We can,
therefore, only suppose that
the author called himself Sex-
tus, and not Sexting. Ott’s
theory would oblige us to sup-
pose a radical difference io
have existed between the doe-
trine of the elder Sextius (who,
to gnote only this one passage,
was so oppesed to the strict
moenotheism of the sentences,
infra, p. 186, 4, that he calls
the highest god Jupiter) and
that of his son, whereas all the
ancient aunthorities, without ex-
cephion, speak only of one school
of the Bextii; and egual vip-
lence must be doneto the sense
and the expression of the pas-
sape in Seneca, Naf. (. vil
82 (wide preceding note) in
order to find in the MNowe Sex-
tieruwm Sehole the school of the
younger Sextins as distinet
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to confirm the judgment of Seneca that it possessed
indeed great ethical importance and the vigour

from that of his father, espe-
cially as the predicate Romani
roboris  enfirely  harmonises
with what Seneca elsewhere
says of the elder Sextius (£,
89, T): Sewtiwm . . . virum
aerem, Greeis verbis, Romanis
moribus  philosophantem), and
would, on the contrary, be little
applicable fo a mixture of Stoie-
Pythagorean philosophy with
Jewish dogmas. Lastly, and
this makes further argument
unnecessary, the references to

«Ohristian conceptions and to

New Testament passages are so
unmistakable in the sentences,
that we cannot suppose their
origin  to have been either
purely Roman, or Judaic and
Boman. For though many
echoes of Christian expression
and modes of thought (as Gil-
demeister shows, p. xlii.) are
merely apparent, or. intro-
duced by Christian translators
and revisers, yet in the case of
others, as the same writer ad-
mits, the reference to definite
expressions in the New Testa-
ment is undoubted. At p. 39
the prospect is held oub to
those who live wickedly that
they shall be plagued after
their death by the evil spirit,
usque gup exigat ab eis ctiom
novissimum quadrantem. This
can only be explained as a
reminiscence of Watt. v. 26 ;
p. 20 refers to Matf. xxii. 21 ;
P. 110 to Mate. xv.11; 16 S ;
p- 193 o Magt, xix, 23 ; p- 242
to Matt. x.8; p. 336 to Mart. xx,
28, where the 3iakovnbivar cor-
responds to the ministrari ab

aliis; p. 60 (cf. p. 58) to Joka,
i.12. Less certain, but néver-
theless probable, is the connec-
tion between pp. 233 and Mart.
v.28; pp. 18,278, and’Matt. v. 29
8.3 XVIiLL. 8 5¢.5 p. 30 and 1 Jokn,
i. 5. Also the home Dei, . 2,
183 (Rufinus’ translation first
introduces him at p. 8) belongs
to the Christian nomenclature
(vide 1 Tim. vi. 11; 2 Tim. iii.
17) ; likewise filiue Det (pp. 58,
60, 135, 221, 439); rerbum Dei
(pp-264,277,896,413); judicium
(pp. 14, 347); seeculum (pp. 15, 19,
20); electi (p. 1): salvandi (p-
143). Note further, the angels
(p. 32) ; the prophet of truth
(p.441); the strong emphasising
of faith (p. 196 ¢t pass.). In
many passages (cf. Gildemeis-
ter, . ¢.) the Christian revisers
have substituted fides and jidelis
for other expressions. At pages
200, 349 gqg., 387, the persecn-
tions of Christians, and at p. 331
the falling away from Chris-
tianity seems to be alluded to,
The book of sentences, as it
stands, therefore, can only have
been composed by a Christian ;
and as it refers to some of the
latest writings of our New Tes-
tament eanon, and there is no
proof of its own existence until
about the middle of the third
century, it cannot in any case
have been written long before
the end of the second century,
and possibly not until the third.
It the doctrines peculiar to
Christianity are thorouchly ab-
sent from it, and the name of
Christ is not once mentioned,
this only proves that the anthor

PREDOMINANCE OF ETHICS.

of ancient Rorde, but that it contained nothing

different from the doetrines of Stoicism.

The only

thing that distinguishes the Sextians from the Steics
is the exclusiveness with which they confined them-
selves to.ethics; but even in this they agree with
the later Stoicism and with the Cynics of Imperial
times. Though they donot seem to have absolutely
condemned physical enquiry,? they sought and found

their strength elsewhere.

A Sextiug, a Sotion, a

Fabianus, were men who exercised a wide moral
influence by their personality;® and to their per-

did not intend his workonly for
Christians, but for non-Chris-
tians as well, and wishes by
means of it chiefly to recom-
mend the universal principles
of monotheism and of Christian
morality. Whether he himself
was called Sextus, or whather_:
he falsely prefixed the name of
animaginary philosopher Sextus
(who in that case no doubt was
already described by himself as
a Pythagorean), cannot be as-
certained. As before observed,
the work does not seem to an-
nounce itself as the composi-
tion of one of the Sextii., Btill,
it is certainly probable that the
author borrowed the greater
part of his sentences from
philosophers; but as he never
tells us whence he derived any
of them, his collection, as Ritter
rightly decides, is wholly use-
less as an authority for the
history of philosophy, The
attempt to separate from ita
genuine substratum, to be re-
garded as the work of the two
Sextii, would be purposeless,
even if it were undertakenwith

more ingenuity than is the case
with tllfllg attemptof J, R, Tobler
(Annwulus Rufing, i.; Sent. Sewt.
Tiib, 1878).

! Nat, Qu. vii. 32; Ep. 59,
7 (vide p. 677, 4: 679); Lp.
64, 2: Liber Qu. Seatic patris,
magni, §i guid miki eredis, viri,
et, licet neget, Stoioi.

2 In regard to Fabianus at
any rate, we see from Sen. Nat.
Gu. iii. 27, 8, that his opinion
about the dituvivm (Lhil.d. Gr.
II1. ii. 1566 #g.) was somewhat
different from that of Seneca.
He must, theretore, have held
the general Stoic theory on the
subjeet.

3 (f. concerning Sextius, be-
sides the guotation supra, p. 1 8:2,
1 (Sen. Ep. 64, 3): Quantus in
§llo, Dt boni, vigor est, quanium
arimi ! Other philosophers in-
stituunt, disputant, coeillantur,
non faciunt animum, guic non
habent : cum legeris Seatium,
diees : vivit, viget, liber est, supra
Lominem est, dimittit me plenum
ingentis fiducie ;| ancerning

Fabianus sup. 181, 5, ancern

ing Sotlon, Sen. Ep. ‘\;:L
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sonal influence they attached much greater value

© _ than to scientific enquiry : we must fight_against

3
Fa

Vi

the emotions, says Fabianus, not with subtleties

77 but with enthusiasm;! and concerning learned

labours which have no moral purpose in view, his
Jjudgment is that it would perhaps be better to
pursue no science, than sciences of such a kind.?
The life_of man, is, as Sextius argues,® a eonstant

}')attl&with{elly; only he who perpetually stands
. 1n readiness to strike ecan successfully encounter

the enemies who press round him on all sides. TIf
‘th‘is reminds us of Stoicisin and especially of the
“Btoicism of the Roman period, the resemblance is
still more striking in the broposition of Sextius
that Jupiter could achieve nothing more than a
virtuous man.* With this Stoical character, two
other traits, which Sextius seems to have borrowed

' from the Pythagorean school, are quite in harmony :

viz., the principle of rendering account. te-oneself
at the end of every day of the moral profit? and
results of it; and the renunciation of animal food.
Sotion, however, was the first who based the latter
precept upon the transmigration of souls: Sextius
inculeated it only on the' ground that by the

! Ben, Brevit, Vit 10,1 : Sole- ¢ Ben. Fp. ¥
) Vit 10,1 : Sen. Hp. 73, 12: Splebot
bat dicere Fabianus . . . con- Sewetius cz-;zew?, Joven 0;;:

ARGUMENT AGAINST ANIMAL FOOD.

slaughter of animals we accustom ourselves to
cruelty, and by devouring their flesh to enjoyments
that are superfluous and incompatible with health.!
Nothing else that has been handed down respect-
ing the ethies of Sextius displays any important
individuality.? It was a more remarkable devia-
tion from Stoieism if the Sextii, as has heen

stated,® maintained the incorporeality of the soul ;;

but this, after all, would only show that, while
following the eclectic tendency of their time, they
were able to combine, with the ethics of the Stoies,

e adfoctus impete non sub-
tilitate pugnomdum, nee med iz
volneribus, sed incurse aver-
tendam  actom  non  probam :
cavillationes enim contundi de-
bere, non vellicurd,

2 Ihid, 13, 9.

3 Ap. Sen. Ep. 59, 7.

1o posse, guam bonum eirui,
which Seneca carries further in
the sense discussed, Phil. 4. (.
I i.p. 252,11, 2. 3

® Vide Sen. De Fre, ii, 36, 1,
with which ef. the Pythagorean
Golden FPoem, v. 40 s

! Sen. Ep. 108, 17 sgq. The
discussions of Sotion, by which
Seneca for a time was per-
suaded to abstain from eating
meat, are here expounded more
at length, Of Bextins it is
said: Hic homini satis alimen-
tomtm  cifra  sangwinen esse
yeadphat  ef erudelitatiz con-
Supe . Cwneferi, ubi dn volup-
tatem esvee eta laceratio.
Adiciebat, contrakendam ma-
teriam esse huewrice. Colligebat,
bone valitudini contraria esse
alimenta varia et nostris aliena
corporibus.  With this the pas-
sace in the sayings of Sextuos,
p. 109, agrees (ap. Orig. e
Cels, viil. 300 ufibywr xpijots
péy GBiddopow, dwoxh B Aoyes
KdTEPOY.

2 Vide the utterances of So-
tion in the Fiorilegium of
Btobmus, which no doubt be-
long to our Sotion; the recom-
mendation of brotherly love
(84, 6-8: 17, 1B); the say-
ings against fattery (14, 10),
anger (20, 43 sg.), abont grief
(108, 59), and on consolatory
exhortations (113, 15), None

of these contain anything by
which we can recogmise the
school to which their author
belonged. Our collection of
sentences, however, it may be
incidentally remarked, brings
forward nothing which is not
equally to be found in many
other writers.

? Clandian. Mamert. DeStatu
Animee, i1, 81 Tncorperalis, in-
gquinnt (the two Sextii), omnis
est anima et illocalis atgue in-
deprehensa vis gquedam ;. gue
sina spatio capas coppus haurit
et continet. The last clause
reminds ms of the Stoic doe-
trine, that the soul holds the
body together. Mamertus is
not, indeed, an altogether trust-
worthy witness; he also fries
to prove (7. ¢.) that Chrysippus
regarded the soul as immortal,
because he required the eon-
guest of sensuality by reason.
But his utterances about the
Bextil are so definite that
we must necessarily refer them
to tradition rather than to any
inference of this kind.
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definitions from the Platonic-Aristotelian doctrine.

“We therefore find nothing in their school that is

new and scientifically noticeable ; it is a branch of
Stoicism, which doubtless is indebted merely to the
personality of its founder that it had an indepen-
dent existence for a time; but we can see in its
points of contact with Pythagoreanism and Plato-
nism how easily in that period systems which started
from entirely different speculative presuppositions,
could coalesce on the basis of morality, when once
men had begun to consider distinctive theoretical
doctrines of less consequence than similar prac-

%ical aims; and that there was inherent—in the

ethical dualism of the Stoa-a-natural tendency to
the views which were most. strongly-opposed to the
materialistic_monism of their metaphysies, and to
their anthropology

PHILOSOPHY IN THE IMPERIAL ERA.

CHAPTER VIIIL.

THE FIBST CENTURIES AFTER CHRIST. THE SCHOOL
OF THE STOICS. SENECA.

TEHE mode of thought which had become pre-
dominant during the first century before Christ in
the Greco-Roman philosophy, maintained itself
likewise in the succeeding centuries. By far the
greater part of its representatives, indeed, were ad-
herents of one or other of the four great schools
into which the domain of Greek science was divided
after the third century. The separation of these

~schools had, indeed, been confirmed afresh by two

circumstances: on the one L ad by the learned
study of the writings of their fout s, to which the
Peripatetics especially had devoted . ‘wmselves with
such zeal since the time of Andronicus; on the
other, by the institution of public chairs for the four

- chief seets which took place in the second century

after the beginning of our era.! This learned
activity must have tended to make the special cha-
racteristics of the different systems more distinetly

1 Cf. O. Muller, Quam curam Akad. 1842; Hist.-Phil. K.

*resp. ap. Greo. ef Rom. literis  Sehr. 44 sqg. ; Weber, De Ava-

. impenderit (Goth, Bin- demia Literaria Atheniensiwm
ladungsselrift, L387), p. 14 3q9.;  seculo secundop. Chr. constituia
Zumpt, Ueb.d. Bestand d. philss.  (Marb. 1858), and the guota-
Schulen in Athen. Abh, d. Berl. tionsz at p. 1.
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perceived, and to refute the idea npon which the
eclecticism of an Antiochus and Cicero had fallen
back, viz: that the divergences between them were
founded rather upon differences of words, than mat-
ters of fact ; and it might form a counterpoise to the
eclectic tendencies of the time the more easily, since
it was directed as much to the defence, as to the
explanation, of the heads of the ancient schools and

of their doctrines.

In Rome, where in the first cen-

tury not only Stoicism, but philosophy in general,
was regarded in many quarters with political mis-
trust, and had had to suffer repeated persecution,!
spublic teachers of philosophy were first established

1 The banishment of Attalus
the Stoic from Rome under
Tiberius (Sen. Swasor. 2), and
that of Seneca under Claudius,
were not the result of a dislike
upon principle to philosophy.
On the other hand, under Nero,
laws were multiplied acainst
men who had acguired or
strengthened their indepen-
dence of mind in the school of
Stoics. Thrasea Pmtus, Seneca,
Lucanus, and BEnbellius Plantus
were put to death: Musonius,
Cornutus, Helviding Priscus
were banished (further details
later on): and though these
persecutions may have had in
the first instance political or
personal reasons, a general dis-
trust had already manifested
itself against the Stoic philo-
sophy especially, which Stoi-
corum adroganiie sectague guee
turbidos et negotiorum adpeten-
tes faciat (as Tigellinus, ap.
Tac, Ann., =iv. 57,\“’}'_1'151]61‘3 to

Nero); and Seneca (Hp. 5, 1
Sqg.; 14, 155 108, 5) finds it
necessary to warn the disciple
of philosophy against coming
forward in any manner at all
conspienous or caleulated to
cause offence; and so much
the more as this had heen
prejudicial to many, and philo-
sophy was regarded with mis-
trust. The political dissatis-
faction displayed by the Stoic
and Cynic philosophers after
the execution of Helvidins
Prisens occasioned Vespasian to
banish from Rome all teachers
of philosophy, with the excep-
tion of Musonius; two of them
he even caused to be trans-
ported (Dio Cass. Ixiv. 13);
and this precedent was after-
wards followed by Domitian.
Being irritated by the pane-
gyrics of Junius Rusticus on.
Thrasea and Helvidins, he not
only caused Rusticus and the
son of Helvidius to be executed,

IMFERIAL PATRONAGE OF PHILOSOPHY,

as it seems by Hadrian ;' and in the provinees, by
Antoninus Pius:?® rhetoric had already been simi-
larly provided for by some of their predecessors,?
and the ancient institution of the Alexandrian Mu-7"+
seum, and its maintenances designed for the support
of learned men of the most various sorts, had also
continued to exist in the Roman period.! Public

but ordered all philosophers
out of Rome (Gell. ¥ 4. xv. 11,
3: Sueton. Demit. 10; Plin.
Fp.iii. 11; Dio Cass. Ixvii. 13).
But these isclated and tempo-
rary measures do not seem fo
have done any lasting injury
to philosophie studies.

1 Cf. Spartian. Hadr, 16:
Doctores, qui professiont sue
inhabiles videbantur, ditatos
hanoratosgite @ professione dimi-
#i¢, which would only have
heen possible if they had before
possessed them. 8till less is
proved by the previous con-
text: Omnes prafessores et lono-
rawit et divites fecit. That these
statements relate not merely
to grammarians, rhetoricians,
&e., but also to philosophers,
is shown by the connection.

2 Capitolin, Ant. P.11: Ble-
toribus et philosoplis per omnes
provincias ef honores et salaria
detwlit. Moreover, teachers of
seiences and physicians were
exempted from taxation. This
favour, however, in a reseript
of Antoninus to the Commune
Asie (quoted from Modestin,
Frens. ii.; Digest. zxvil. 1,

6, 2) was restricted in regard.

to the physicians to a certain
number according to the size
of the city; but in regard to
the philosophers it was to hold

g00d absclutely 8 < =maviovs
elvar Tobs diAocopoduTas..
* Thus we hear of Vespse a,
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that he poimus o fisco latinis
gracisque vhetoribus  (perhaps
in the first place only to one
rhetorician for each speech)
annia centena (100.000 sestert.)
constitnif, The first Latin rhe-
torician so endowed, in the
year 6Y, was, according to
Hieron, Fus. Chron. 89 A.D,
Quintilian; a second under
Hadrian, Castricius (Gell, V. 4,
xiii, 229,

4 Cf. Zumpt, [ ¢. ; Parthey,
Das Alexandrin. MWuseum (Berl.
1838), p. 91 sgg.; O. Miller, 7 a.
p- 29 9. TFrom the statement
(Dio Cass. lzxvil. T) that Cara-
calla took from the Peripatetics
of Alexandria (out of hatred to
Aristotle, on account of the
supposed poisoning of Alexan-
der) their Syssitia and other
privileges, Parthey (p. 52) in-
fers with probability that there
also (though perhaps enly in
the time of Hadrian or one of
his successors) the philosophers
belonging to the musenm had
been divided info schools. A
similar institution to the mu-
seum, the Athenmom, was
founded in Rowe by Hadrian
(Aurel. Vietor. Czs. 14 ; of, Dio
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teachers from the four most important Schools of
philosophy' were settled by Marcus Aurelius in

Cass. 1xxiii. 17; Capitolin, Per-
tin. 11; Gord. 3; Lamprid.
Sever. 35), That maintenance
for the learned man admitted
was also attached to it, is not
expressly stated ; whether the
words of Tertullian (Apologet.
48), statuis ot salaribus remu-
nerantur (the philosophers),
relate to Rome or to the pro-
vinces, we do not know, but
they probably refer to the
western countries.

! That Marcus Aurelius ap-
pointed alike for the fourschools
—the Stoie,Platonic,Peripatetic,
Cand Epicorean—teachers with a
salary of 10,000 drachmas each,
is plain from Philostr. #. Sopl. ii.
2 ; Lucian, Bunuwch, 3 accord-
ing to Dio Cass. Ixxi. 3, it was
while he was in Athens, after
the suppression of the insurrec-
tion of Avidius Cassing (176
A.D.) that Marcus “gave all
mankingd in Athens instructors,
whom he endowed with a yearly
stipend.” At this time, or soon
after, Tatian may have written
the Adyos mpds “EAAyras in which
(p- 19) he mentions philosophers
who receive from the Emperor
an annual salary of 600 ypvrel.
According to Lucian, L. o, each
of the schools mentioned seems
to have had two publie instrue-
tors, for we are there told how,
after the death of “one of the
Peripatetics,” two candidates
disputed before the electing as-
sembly for the vacant place
with its 10,000 drachmas.
Zumpt (L ¢, p. BO) offers the
suggestion that only four im-
penal salaries had been given;

but that if the existing schol-
arch of a school was not in
need of such assistance, a
second teacher was named side
by side with him, so that a
school may have had two
simultaneously—one chosen by
the school, and one nominated
by the Emperor. The passage
in Lucian, however, is not
favourable to this view. As
the philosophers whom the
Fmperor endowed with the
salary of 10,000 drachmas are
first spoken of, and we are then
told ral Twd ¢acivy abraw Evay-
x5 Grafaveiv, Tav MepiraryTikdy
ofpar Tor Erepor, this manifestly
presuppeoses that among those
who were paid by the Emperor
there were two Peripatetics, in
which case the other schools
must each have had two repre-
sentatives in this reion. The
choice of these salaried philo-
sophers, Marcus Aurelins, ac-
cording to Philostr., Le., gave
over to Herodes Afticus: accord-
ing to Lucian, Zun. c. 2 sq.,
the candidates brought forward
their elaims before the &prroc
wel wpeaftTaTor kdl codoraror
T&w €¢ Th wiAer (by which we
may understand either the
Areopagus, the BowvAdh, or a
deparate elective council, per-
haps with the participation of
the schools concerned, and
under the presidency of an im-
perial official); but if an agree-
ment could not be arrived at,
tlie affair was sent to Eome to
be decided. The imperial ra-

tification was, doubtless, neces-

sary in all cases; and in par<

it little in the way of their continuance.

PAID TEACHERS OF PHILOSODHY.

Athens,! which was thus declared anew the chief
seat of philosephie studies; and thus the division
of these schools was not merely acknowledged as an
existing fact, but a support was given to it for the
future which in the then condition of things was no
slight advantage. In the appointment of the office

of teacher, the express avowal of the system for:

which he desired to be employed was required from
the candidate.? Externally, therefore, the schools
remained sharply separated in this period as hereto-
fore.

As this separation, however, had previously done
little to hinder the rise of eclectic tendencies, so was
The dif-
ferent schools, in spite of all divisions and feuds,
approximated internally fo each other. They did
not actually abandon their distinctive doctrines, but
they propagated many of them, and these the most
striking, merely historically as a learned tradition,
without concerning themselves more deeply with
them ; or they postponed them to the essentially

ticular instances the teacher
was probably directly named
by the Emperor; the words of
Alexander of Aphrodisias may
be taken in either sense, when,
in the dedication of his treatise
wepl Efpap,ue’i‘ns, he thanks Sep-
timins Beverus and his son,
Caracalla, dmb 775 bueTepas wop-
Tupias Bibdokaios odris (the

Aristotelian philosophy) xexn-

puypLEros.
! On the repute and popu-
larity of Athens in the middle

of the second century, cf. also
Philostr. V. Soph. ii. 1, 6, who
in the time of Herodes Atticus
speaks of the @pdiia xal TMov-
TikG petpdite kaE Aoy Ovay
BapBdowy Evveppunidra, whom the
Athenians received for money,

# Of. Lucian, L e 4: 74 ,uh'
obv 7@ Adywy TPONYGIoTe alols
kal Thvr éuweplay éxdrepos Ty
BoyudTor émcdéberTo kal St Tob
“Apigrorédovs  kal Tav érelvg
Boroterwy fyero,
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practical aims and principles, in which the different °

schools approached more nearly to each other; or
they readily admitted many changes and modifica-
tions, and without renouncing on the whole their
distinetive character, they yet allowed entrance to
definitions, which, having originally grown up on

- another soil, were, strictly speaking, not altogether

compatible with that character,

The Epicurean
School alone persistently held aloof from this move-
ment ; but it also refrained from all scientific activity
worthy of mention.! Among the three remaining
schools, on the contrary, there is none in which this
tendency of the time did not manifest itself in some
form or other. With the Peripatetics it is their

, restriction to critieism and explanation of the Aris-

Sehoal of
the Stoics
from the

totelian writings, in which the want of independent
scientific ereative activity is chiefly shown ; with the
Stoics, it is the restriction to a morality in which
the asperities of the original system are for the most
part set aside and the former severity gradually
gives place to a gentler and milder spirit: in the
Academy, it is the adoption of Stoie and Peripatetic
elements, with which is combined an inereasing in-
clination towards that helief in revelation which in
the third century through Plotinus became wholly
predominant. That none of these traits exclusively
belong to either of these schools will appear on a
more thorough investigation of them.

If we begin with the Stoics we find that from the

beginning of the first, till towards the middle of the _

! Cf. Phil. d. Gr. 111 1. p. 378, and sup. p. 24 sqq.

;1}

——

e ——

STOICS OF THE IMPERIAL ERA.

third century, we are acquainted with a considerable

number of men belonging to this school.!

1 Of the Stoics that areknown deeply than Seneca into the

to us, Heracleitus must
first be mentioned in connec-
tion with those named supra,
p. 71, This learned man (econ-
cerning whose Homerie allego-
ries of. Phil. d. Gr. I i. 322
Sgq.) seems to have lived at the
time of Augustus, as the latest
of the many anthors whom he
mentions iy Alexander of
Ephesns (4ileg. Hom. c. 12, p.
26) who is reckoned by Strabo
(xiv. 1, 25, p. 642) among the
vewrepor,isapparently alluded o
by Cicero, dd Ai¢. ii. 22, and
quoted by Awurel. Victor, Z
Orig. Gent. Rom. 9, 1, as author
of a history of the Marsian
War (91 s¢g. B.C.) and must
have flonrished in the first half
or about the middle of the first
century before Christ. TUnder
Tiberins, Attalus tanght in
Rome; he is mentioned by
Seneca (Hp. 108, 3, 13 sq., 23)
as his Stoic teacher whom he
zealously employed and ad-
mired, and from whom he
guotes in this and ofher places
(vide Index) sayings which
especially insist, in the spirit of
the Btoie ethics, on simplicity
of life and independence of
character.  With this moral
doctrine we shall also find his
declamations as to the faults
and follies of men and the ills
of life (L ¢, 108, 13) reproduced
in his disciple Seneca; what
Seneca, however (Nef. Qw. il
48; 2, 50, 1) imports to us
from his enquiries concerning
the portents of lightning, shows
that he plunged much more

o

The

superstition and soothsaying of
the school. On the instigation
_of Bejanus, he was forced to
leave Rome (Sen. Bhet, Sunsor.
2). Somewhat lateris Chmre-
m on, the teacher of Nero(Suid.
'AAEE. Aly.), subsequently (as
we must suppose) head of a
school in Alexandria (ibid.
Awopte. "ANEE) and an Eeyptian
priest of the order of the iepo-
ypapuarers, That he was so,
and that the Stoic Charemon,
mentioned by Hnidas, Orizen
{e. Cels. i. 61), Porphyry (De
Abstinen. iv. 6, 8) and Apol-
lonius in  Bekker's Anecdota,
is not distinet from the iepo-
ypeppaTeds mentinned by Por-
phyry, ap. Bus. Pr, Fp. v. 10;
1l 4; and Tzetm. Hisgt v, 403 ;
en Hiad. p. 123, Herm., as Miil-
ler maintains (Hist, Gr. i
495), but that they are one and
the same person a3 Bernays
considers ( Theophr. won  der
Frimmigheit, 21, 150), 1 have
explained in the Hermes, =i,
408 s¢. Inhis Egyptian history
(fragments of which are given
by DMiller, [ ¢.) he ezplains,
according to Fr. 2 (ap. Eus.
"Ppr. Ep. iii. 4), the Eeyptian
gods and their mythical histo-
ries in a Stoic manner with
reference to the sun, woon, and
stars, the sky, and the Nile,
wal GAws wdvra els Pueikd: and
in his 8iddyuara rav fepdy ypou-
pdrwy (ap. Suid. Xarp. TepoyAvg-
wer) he declares, in agreement
with this, that the hicroglyphics
were symbols in which the an-
cients Iaid down the guoikds
o

=
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most important of them, and those who représent

to us most clearly the character of this later Stoicism

Adyos mwepl Geaw (Tretz, in I1. p.
128; of. L ¢. 146 ; Hist. v. 103).
He is also in harmony with the
Stoic theology when in a trea-
tise on comets (according to
Origen, L ¢.) he explained how
it came ahout that these phe-
nomens.  sometimes  foretell
happy events. Porphyry, in
De Abst. iv. 8, end, ealls him ér
TOIS  OTWINOIS  TpayueTicéTaTa
gihorodrioas. He was succeeded
in Alexandria by his disciple
Dionysins, who is called by
Huidas Acwrie. AN, ypauparucds,
and was probably, therefore,

. more of 2 learned man than a

philosopher. Seneca will be
fully treated of later on. ‘Other
members of the Stoic school
were the following :—Clara-
nus (Sen. Fp. 66, 1, 5; he has
been conjectured, though pro-
bably erroneously, to be identi-
cal ith the Greek philo-
sopher Ceeranus, Tac. Ann.
xiv. 39 ; the latter was also a
Stoie), most likely Seneca’s re-
lativeAnnsus Serenus (Sen.
Ep. 68, 145 De Const.i.1;: De
Jranqu. An. 1; De Otio), his
friend Crispus Passienus
(Net. (. iv.: Praf. 6; Bensf.
i.15,5: ck. Epigr. Sup. Ewil, 6),
and his adherent Metronax
in Naples (Ep. 76, 1-4). He
tries to inclnde Lueciling also
among the Btoics, inthe letters
dedicated to him. Contempo-
rary with him is Serapio, from
the Syrian Hierapolis (Sen. Ap.
40, 2: Steph. Byz. De Trd,
“lepar); and Lucius An-
nzus Cornutus of Leptis
(Buid. Kopr.) or the neich-

bouring Thestis (Steph. Byz.
Oérris) in  Afriea, who was
banished (according to the in-
correct statement of Suidas,
put to death) by Nero, on
account of an objection he made
to the poetical projects of the
Emperor, in 68 A.D., according
to Hieron. in Clron. (CE., how-
ever, Reimarus on the passage
in [Ho; he conjectures 66 A.D.)
In the epitome of Dingenes
(Part IIL i 33, 2) Cornutus
closes the series of the Stoies
mentioned by this writer. Of
the theoretical and philosaph-
ical works attributed to him
by Suidas, one on the gods has
been preserved (sup. Part IIT.
i 801 #gg.); this is doubtless
Lis own treatise and not a
mere abstract of it. He is
described in the Vitw Persis
Sueton. as tragieus, to which
Osann (on Corn. De Nat. Deor.
xxv.) rightly objects. Further
details concerning him and his

works will be fonnd in Martini

(De.L. Ann, Cornuto, Ingd. Bat.
1825, a work with which I am
only acquainted at third hand),
Villoison, and Osann, 7. o.;
Preef. xvil. sgq.; 0. Jahn on
Persius, Prolegy. vill, sqq.
Among the disciples of Cornutus
were (vide Vitw Persii) Clau-
dins Agathinus of Sparts
(Osann, 7. ¢. xviii., differing from
Jahn, p. xxvii, writes the name
thus, following Galen, Definit.
14, vol. xix. 353 K), a celebrated
physician, and® Petronius

Aristocrates of Magnesia, .

‘duo doctissimi et sametissimi
wird,’ and the two Roman poets

SENECA, EPICTETUS.

are  Seneea, Musonius,

Epictetus, and  Mareus

Aurelins, Heracleitus, on the other hand, is rather a

A. Persius Flaccus (bom
in 34, died in 62 A.D, vide
Vita Persit, and Jahn, [ ¢ iii.
sq9.) and Marcus Annzus
Lucanus the nephew of
Seneca, born 33 A.D, died 65
AD., both put to death for
having joined in Piso’s con-
spiracy (vide concerning Lu-
canus the two lives which
Weber has edited, Marb. 1856
sq. 5 the Vita Persit, Tacit. Ann.
xv, 49, 56 sg. 70, and other
statements compared by We-
ber), of whom Flaccus espe-
cially, as he says himself in
Sat. v., regarded his master
with the highest veneration.
To the Stoie school belonged
further, besides the contemp-
tible P. Egnatius Celer
(Tac. dan. zvi. 32; Hist. iv,
10, 40; Dio Cass. Ixii. 26:
Juvenal, iii. 114 sg.), the
two magnanimous Republicans
Thrasea Patus (Tac. dnn.
xvi. 21 gqq.; of. xiil. 49; xiv.
48 gg.; xv. 23; Dio Cass. Ixi.
15, 20; Ixil. 26; Izvi. 12;
Sueton. Nere, 37 3 Domiz, 10
Plin. Ep, vili. 22, §; ¥i. 20, 1;
vii. 19, 8; Plut. Preec. Ger.
Heip. 14, 10, p. 810 ; Cato Min.
25, 87; Juvenal, v. 36; Epict.
Digs. i. 1, 26 ¢ pass; Jabn,
i. o. x=zxvill. 8g.), and his
son-in:law Helvidius Pris-
cus (Tae. Ann. xvi. 28-95:
Hist. iv. 5 sq. 9, 53; Dial. de
Orat. 53 Sueton. Vesp. 15;
Dio Cass. Ixvi. 125 Izv. 7), of
whom the first was executed
by Nero’s order, and the second
who had been already banished
by Nero, was put to death, not

without some reason, by order
of Vespasian. Rubellius
Plautus also (Tac. dan. xiv.
22, 57-59) who was also pat to
death by Nero, is described as
a Stoic, Lastly, nnder Nere
and his successors, there lived
Musonins Rufus and his
disciple Epictetus, who, to-
gether with Musonius’ disciples,
Pollio and Artemidorus,
and Arrianus, the pupil of
Hpictetus, will come before us
later on. Kuphrates, the
teacher of the younger Pliny,
who equally admired him on
account of his discourses and
his character, was a contempo-
rary of Epictetus and lived
first in Syria and afterwards in
Rome (Plin. Zp. i. 10; Enseb.
¢. Hieroel. ¢, 38). He is the
same person whom Philostratus,
in the life of Apollonius of
Tyana, and the anthor of the
letters of Apollonius, repre-
sents as the chief opponent of
this miracle.worker, Epictetus
quotes an expression of his
(Diss. iv. 8, 17 sgq.) and praises
his discourses (I e, iii. 15, 8;
Enekiv, 29, 4). Marcus Aure-
lins (x. 81) also mentions him,
His passionate hostility to Apol-
lomins is alluded to by Philostr.
V. Spph. i. 7, 2. The same
wrifer calls him here and 7. o.
1. 25, 5, a Tyrian, whereas, ac-
cording to Steph. Byz. De b
‘Eripdr., he was a Syrian of
Epiphania, and accordine to
Eunap. V. Plhiles. p. 6, an
Egyptian. Having fallen sick
in his old age, he took poison
118 4. (Dio Cass. Ixix, §),

18

CHAP,
VIII.

i



193

CHAP,
VIH.

P

ECLECTICISM,

colleetor and arranger of traditional material, and
the same holds good of (Cleomedes. Concerning

Ome of his pupils was Timo-
crates of Heraclea in Pontus
(Philostr, 7. Soph. i. 25, 5) ac-
cording to Lucian (Demon. 8,
Alow. 57, De Saltat. 69), who
speaks with great rvespect of
him ; and was himself a teacher
of Demonax the cynic, and an
opponent of the famous con-
Jjuror, Alexander of Abonutei-
chos. A disciple of Demonax,
Lesbonax, is mentioned by
him (De Swit. 69). TUnder
Domitian and Trajan we find
the following names given by
Plutazch (. Cone. 1.9, 1 vii,
T, 1): Themistocles, Phi-
lippus, and Diogenianus,
to whom we may add the two
philosophers called Crinis
(Epict. Digs. iil, 2, 15; Diog.
L.vii. 62,68, 76). Also Junius
Rusticus, executed by Do-
mitian (Tacit. Agrie. 2 ; Sueton,
Domit. 10; Dio Cass. Ixvii, 133
Plin. 7. ¢.; Plut. Curiosit. 15,
p. 522), whose trial gave og-
casion to the persecution of
the philosophers, was doubtless
a Btoic. The two Plinys, on
the other hand, cannot be
reckoned under this school,
thongh they have points of re-
semblance with the Stoics, and
the younger had Euphrates for
his teacher. Under Hadrian
Philopator probably lived
(Phil.d. 62, 111.1. 166, 1), whose
disciple was Galen’s teacher
(Galen, Cogn. an Morb. 8, vol. v.
41 K); in the same reign, or that
of Antominus Pius, Hierocles
may have taught in Athens

{Gell. ¥, 4.1x. 5, 8), and Cleo-

medes may have written his

Kuschuch ewpla petedpwy ; for in

this treatise he mentions several
earlier astronomers, but not
Piolemy; he follows in it chiefly,
as he says at the conelusion,
Posidonins, Within the same
period fall the Stoic instrue-
tors of Marcus Aurelius: Apol-
lonius (M, Aurel. i. 8, 17;
Dio Cass. lxxi. 35; Qapitolin.
Ant. Philos. 2, 3; Ant. Pi. 108
Eutrop, viii. 12 ; Lucian, Demon.
31; Hieron, Chron. xu OF. 238 ;
Syncell. p. 851. Whether he
came from Chaleis or Chalecedon
or Nicomedia we need not here
enguire). Junius Rusticus,
to whom his imperial pupil
always gave his confidence (M.
Aur. i. 7. 17; Dio, f.¢; Capitol.
Ant. Plhil.3); Clandius Max-
imus (ML Aur. i.15,17; viii.
255 Capitol, I. ¢): Cinna
Catulus (M, Aur, 1. 13; Capi-
tol. 7. ¢.); among them was
probably also Diognetus (ac.
cording to Capitol, ¢. 4, where
the same man is most likely
meant, his teacher in painting ;
but according to M. Aur. i 6,
the first who gave him an in-
clination to philosophy): Basi-
lides of Seythopolis(describad
by Hieron. Chron. on 01 932,
and Syne. p, 351, as a teacher of
Marens Aurelins and probably
the same who is quoted by Sext.
Math. viil, 258, vide Phil.d. 6.
IIT. 1. 87, 1; but not the person
mentioned sup. p. 54), and some
others(Bacchius, Tandasis,
Marcianus; M. Aurelius
heard them, as he 8ays, i. 6, at
the instanee of Diognetus)
must be added. To these Mar-

CORNUTUS.

 Cornutus also, we Iknow that his activity was

chiefly devoted to grammatical and historical

cus Aurelius Antoninus
subsequently allied himself
(wide infra). Under his reign
Lucius, the disciple of Mu-
sonius the Tyrian, is said to
have lived, whom Philostratns,
V. Soph. ii. 1, B sq., describes as
the friend of Herodes Attiens,
and represents as meeting with
Marcus Anrelins in Rome when
the latter was already emperor;
he was the =ame person,
doubtless, from whom Stobans
( Fioril. Jo. Damase. 7, 48, vol.
iv. 162, Mein.) quotes anaccount
of a conversation with Musonins
(his conversations with WMu-
sonius ave also mentioned by
Philostratus) ; for though he is
called Adwies in our text of
Stobseus, that is of little con-
sequence, Here, as well az in
Philostratus, he appears as a
Stoie or Cynic, and he was no
doubt the same Lucius who is
mentioned Phil.d. Gr. 111148,
note, with Nicostratus., Brandis
(Ueber d. Ausleger d. Awist.
Org.. Abh. d. Berl. Akad. 1833 ;
Higt. Phil. Kl p. 279) and
FPrantl (Geseh. d. Log. 1. 618)
consider both to have belonged
to the Academy, from the way
in which they are named by
Simplicius (Categ. 7, 8, 1, o)
together with Aificus and
Flotinus ; but it seems to me
that this cannot be proved on
that evidence; there iz more
foundation for the statement,
in their objections guoted by
Prantl, L ¢., from Simplicius,
against the Aristotelian cate-
gories of the Stoic type, namely
in the assertions of Nicostratus

that no émovdaios is a ¢pailes
(Bimpl. 102, a), and that (£ e.
104, a) an aduwigopor adiagipw
avrlrerrar, and similarly an éya-
b dyafé, eg. the gpoviun mep:-
waTnas is opposed to the dpoviuy
erdois (cf. Phel d. Gr. 1IL 1.
213, note) ; as also in the terms
belonging tothe Stoicnomencla-
ture, Adyor duorinel, émouoTixol,
Bavuarricol, Vexrweol (I c. 103
a) vide itid. 111 1. 103, 4. But
the Musonins who is called
Lucing' teacher must be either
distinet from Musonius Rufus,
or we must suppose, even irre-
spectively of the Tdpws of
Philostratus, his narrative to
be inexaect: for as Musonins
scarcely survived the first cen-
tury, it is not conceivable that
Lis disciple should have come
to Rome after 161 AD, It
seems to me most probable
that the teacher of Lucins isno
other than Musonius Rufus, and
that the anecdote, ap. Gell. VoA,
ix. 2, 8,refers to him; while the
predicate Tdpios arosethrough a
mistake from Tuppnwbs (suppos-
ing even that Philostratus him-
self made the mistake); and
that the meeting of Lucins
with Marens Aureling either
did not take place at all, or
accurred before he became em-
peror; partly becanse when we
hear of Musonius we naturally
think of the most celebrated
man of the name, and the only
Musonius known to us in that
period ; partly and especially
because that which Lucius puts
into the mouth of his Musonius
entirely agrees with the quota-
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works, and he therefore

seems to have occupied

~ himself with philosophy more as a scholar than an in-

dependent thinker.) His work on the gods contents
itself with reproducing the doctrine of his school ;
and if, in a treatise on the categories, he has con-
tradicted ? not only Aristotle, but also his Stoic rival

tion from Musonius Rufus (ap.
Stob. Flozil. 29, 78). In the
first half of the third century
we hear, through Longinus (ap.
Porph. V. Plot. 20, of a number
of philosophers, contemporary
with this writer, and somewhat
earlier, and among them are a

' good many Stoics. He men-
- . « v i -
tions as Stoics who were also

known for their literary activity
Themistocles (according to
Syncell. Chronogr, p. 361 B,
about 228 AD.), Phabion,
and two who had not long
died (uéxpt mpgnp axpdoavres),
Annius and Medius (Por-
phyTy, according to Proclus fn
lat, Remp. p. 115, note, in his
Sdpprra TpoBAfuere, mentions
a conversation with Longinus,
in which he defended against
Longinus the Stoic doetrine of
the eight parts of the soul).
Among those who confined
themselves to giving instruction
are Herminus,Lysimachus,
(according to Porphyry, L ¢. 3,
probablyin Rome),Athenmus,
and Musonius. At the same
period as Plotinus, Trypho
(described by Porphyry, v.
Pilat. 17, as Zrwikls Te xol TIAa-
Terikbs) was residing in Rome.
The Athenian Stoic,Callietes,
mentioned by Porph, ap Kuseb,
Pr. Ep, X.3, 1, came somewhat
earlier, about 260 A.D. We

know nothing as to the dates
of the following men: Aris-
tocles of Lampsacus (Suidas,
sub voce, mentions an exposition
of his, of a logical treatise of
Clirysippus), the two namesakes
Theodorus (Diog, ii. 104), of
whom one probably composed
the abstract of the writings of
Teles, from which Stob. Floril.
Jo. Dam.i. 7,47, T.iv. 164 Mein,
gives a fragment; Prota-
goras (Diog. ix. 56); Anti-
biusand Eubins, of Ascalon;
Publins of Hierapolis (Ilér-
Aws) ap. Steph. Byz. De [ih.
'Agwe), ‘Tepdr ; the two name-
sakes, Proclus of Mallos in
Cilicia (ap, Suid. Hpérr,—one
of these latter is mentioned by
Proclus fn Tim. 166 B, with
Philonides among the apyaio::
if the pupil of Zeno is here
intended (Part III. 1. 39, 8),
Proclus himself may be placed
further back: but he eannot
in any case be older than
Panzetins, as Suidas mentionsan
imournue Tey Awyévous ToPig-
pdrwy, no doubt written by him.
! Of, the references to his
rhetorical writings, his expo-
sition of the Virgilian poems,
and a grammatical work in
Jabn's  Prolegg. in  Persivm,
Xl sgg. ; Osann, I, o. xxiii, sgq.
* Of. Phil. d. G IIL 1. 520,
note,

CORNUTUS.

Athenodorus,! we can see from the fragments pre-
served, that this treatise regarded its object princ:i]:'a-
ally from the standpoint of the grammarian.?- It is
an important divergence from the Stoic tradition, if
he really taught that the soul dies simultaneously
with the body;? this, however, is not certain,! though
it is possible that in his views of the subject he
allied himself with Panstius. Tf, lastly, his ethical
discourses are praised by Persius® on account of their
good influence on those who heard them, we can
hardly venture to ascribe to him in this sphere
any important individuality, or striking effect on

1 Bimpl. Categ. 5, a; 15,8
47 ¢ 91, o (Sehol. in Arist. 30,
&, note; 47, & 22: 67, a, 18;
80, a, 22); Porph. in Cuateg.
4, b (Schol. in Arist. 48, b, 12):
1. e. 21 ; of. Brandis, Ueher die
Griech. Ausl. d. Arist.Org. Abi.
d. Berl. Akad. 1883, Hist. Phil.
Ki. p. 275, In this treatise
was probably to be found the
statement quoted by Syrian in
Metaph. Sehol. in Ar. 895, a. 9,
from Cornutus, that he, like
Boéthus the Peripatetic, Te-

duced the ideas to general con-

ceplions. :

z Porph. 4, b, says of him
and Athenodorus: rd {‘i’;fnﬁluex:a
wepl Tay Aékewr kald Aétes, ola
Td. kipta wal T4 Tpomkk kel doa
TOWOTE « . . TH TOGDTE OUY TO-
GéporTes kal wolas éorl kurnyoplas
amopolrTes kol ph elplororTes
éanmi] gadiy elvan Thy Salpesiy.
Similarly Simpl. 5, «,cf. 91, a,
where Cornutus would separate
the place from wev, and the
time from mere, becaunse the

form of expression is different
in the one case from the other.

3 Tambl. ap. Stob, Eel. 1. 922,
Does the cause of death lie
in the withholding of the ani-
mating air, the extinction of
the vital power (7dvos), or the
cessation of vwifal warmth?
GAN® €l afirws yiyveTon 6 Gdvatos,
TpoavalpeiTar 1 ourarapeiTar W
Yuxh 76 cwpari, kafdrep Koup-
vobTos oferar

¢ For though it is probably
this Cornufus to whom the
statement of Tamblichus refers,
it is nevertheless pessible that
what he said may relate to the
animal soul and not to the
rational and human soul. The
theories from which Tamblichus
derives his assertion agree with
the doctrine of the Stoie school,
aceording to which death en-
sues drop worTEAES YéimTal B
bremis Tol aicfytucal wvelpaTos
(Plut. Plae. i. 23, 4).

3 Sut. v. 34 sqq., 62 sqq.
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philosophy : had this been the casge, he would have
left stronger traces of it behind him.
The case is different with Seneca.)! This philo-

! The extensive literature
concerning Senecais to be found
in Bihr, sub woce, in Pauly’s
Laalencyhl, d. Klass. Alterth,
vi a, 1037 sqq.  Cf. likewise,
respeeting Seneea’s philosophy,
Bitter, iv. 189 sgq. : Baur,
Saneca und Paulus (1858, now
in Drei Ablandl. &c., p- 377
syq.); Dorgens, Sencee Disoi-
Pline Moralis cumn Anioniniana
Contentio ef Comparatio; Leip-
zig, 1857 ; Holzherr, Der Pli-

whosoph. L, 4. Semeca: Rast und

Tih. 1858, 1859 ( Gymn, progr.).
Concerning  Seneca’s Hfe and
Wwritings, besides the many
older works, Bilr, 4 ¢.; Bern-
hardy, Grundriss der Rim. Litesr,
4, a, p. 811 sqq.; Teuffel, Gesoh,
der Rim. Liter. 2, a, p- 616 s9q,
Born at Corduba, of the egues-
trian order, the second son of the
famous rhetorician, M. Annwens
Seneca (Sen. Epigr. 8. Exil, 8,
95 Tr. 883 ad Helr. 18, 1 540 3
Tacit. Ann, xiv. 83 & pass),
Lucins Annsus Seneca came as
a child with his parents to
Rome (ad Helv. 19, 2). His
birth must have oceurred, ac-
cording to the statements in
Mat. Qu. i 1, 8; Ly, 108, 22,
in the first years of the Chris-
tian era. Tn his early years
and even afterwards he con-
stantly suffered from ill health
(wd Help. 19, 2; Hp. 54, 1; 65,
15 78, 1 sqq.; 104, 1), and he
devobed himself with great ar-
dour to the sciences (dip. 78, 3:
ci. 68, 3), and especially to
philosophy (&p. 108, 7), to

which Sotion, the disciple of
Sextius (vide supire, 181, 2, and
the Stoic Attalus (zide supra,
195, 1) introduced him. He
finally embraced the calling of
an advocate (K. 49,2), attained
to the office of quwmstor (ad
Hele. 19, 2), married (ef. De
Tra, 111, 36, 3 ; Hp. 50, 2; and
concerning a  child, Marens,
Bpigr.3; ad Help.18, 4 Sgg.; and
another who had disd shortly
hefore, 2. ¢.2,5 ; 18, 6), and was
happy in his external circum-
stances (L o 5, 4; 14, ).
Threatened by Caligula (Dio,
lix. 19), and banished to Cor.
sica under Claudius in 41 4 p.
in consequence of the affair of
Messalina. (Dio, 1=, 8; Ixi. 10;
Sen. Epigr. 8. Brilio ad Polyb.
138, 2 18, 9; ad Help. 15, 2 ¢4.),
he wag only recalled after hor
fall by Agrippina in 50 A.p.
He was immediately made
prastor, and the education of
Nero was confided to him (Tac.
Ann. xii, 8).  After Nero’s ac-
cession to the throne, he, to-
gether with Burrhus, was for
4 long time the puide of the
Roman empire and of the young
sovereign (Tac. xiii, 2), Farther
details as to Seneca’s public life
and character will be found
infra, p. 233, 8). With the
death of PBurrhug, however,
his influence came to an
end; Nero ‘discarded the coun-
sellor who had long become
burdensome to him (Tac. xiv.
62 g99.), and seized the first
opportunity of ridding himself

SENECA.

sopher not only enjoys a high reputation ' with his
contemporaries, and with posterity, and T for
us, considering that most of the Steical writings
have been destroyed, an especial importance, bu.tt-
he is in himself a really great representative of his
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g repu-

tation and
enjlience.

school, and one of the most influential leaders of the |

tendency which this school took in the Roman
world, and especially in the times of tFe
Emperors. = He is not, indeed, to be regarded as its

first founder: imperfectly as the history of Roman

Stoicism is known to us, we ean clearly perceive that
from the time of Panmtius, with the growing re-
striction ~to-ethies, the tendency also to the soften-

ing of the-Stoic severity and the approximation to

other systems is on the increase ; and if the mor%),l
doetrine of Stoicism on the other hand was again
rendered more stringent in the code of the Sextians,
and of the revived Cynicism (wide 4nfra), the neg-
lect of school theories and the emphasising of all

¢ thi nthor and
hom he hated many things as an aut
((Jif.th;v. nit?’l 4‘;) and, perhaps, philosopher, bot at the same

also feared. The conspiracy of
Piso in the year 65 A.D. fur-
nished a pretext for the bloody
mandate, to which the philo-
sopher ssubmitted with manly
fortitude™s His second wife

.« Panlina (Ep. 104, 1 sgq¢.), who

wished to die with him, was
hindered in her purpose after
she had already opened her
arieries (Tac. Ann. xv. 56-64).

! Concerning the favourable
verdiets of antiquity—of Quin-
tilian (who, indeed, censures
Seneca, Inst. x. 1, 125 s3g4., for

time testifies to his great merits
—imgéninm facile et copivsum,
plurimum studii, multa TETUM
cognitin—and the extraordinary
reputation he enjoyed); Pll:qms
(H. Nat. xiv. 5, b1); Tacitus
(Ann. =il 3); OOIumE:llla (R.
R. iii. 3); Dio Cass. (lix. 19):
and the Christian writers (cf.
Holzherr, i. 1 2¢.). Others, in-
deed, as Gell. M4, xii. 2, and
Fronto, ed Anton. 4, 1 sq., 123
sgq., speak of him with very
little appreciation.
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is shown in his views concerning the end and problem Cvl“{ﬁf'
of philosophy. If in the original tendencies of o
Stoicism there already lay a preponderance of the His doo-

i e trines
practical interest over the theoretical, with Seneca ,yperning

that is universally human, based upon immediate

universalisti_c development of ethics—the endeavour
after a system more generally eomprehensible and

7

5 s v inereas : any the pro-
more practicably efficient was demanded from this th1.s Was 80 .greai_,lybmc,;eani;i that h§ rega;*i]id mﬁm}] bem of
side also. These traits, however, are still more e e e iﬁ:ﬁ

thoroughly developed in Seneca and his followers,
and little as they wished to give up the doetrines of
their school, boldly as they sometimes express the
Stoical doetrines, on the whole, Stoicism with them
takes the form more and more of universal goral
““and religious convietion ; and in the matter of their
doctrines, side by side with the inner freedom of
the individual, the Prineciples of universal love of
. mankind, forbearance towards human weakness, sub-
mission to the Divine appointments have apromin-
ent place.
In Seneca, the freer position in regard to the
doctrine of his school which he claimed ! for himself,

! That Seneca is and professes  school, and unreservedly to ap-

~ to be essential constituents of philosophy, as un-

necessary and superfluous. Though he repeats in a
general manner the Stoic determinations respecting
the conception and parts of philosophy,' he lays even
greater stress than his predecessors on its moral end
and aim ; the philosopher is a pedagogue of human-
ity,? philosophy is the art of life, the doetrine of
morals, the endeavour after virtue:? in philosophy
we are coneerned not with a game of quick-witted-
ness and skill, but with the cure of grave evils;* it
teaches us not to talk, but to aet,® and all that a
man learns is only uB8nl when he applies it to his
moral condition.® Aceording to its relation to this
ultimate end the value of every scientific activity is
to be judged: that which does not gﬁ'ect our moral

to be a Sfieic reguires no proof.
Of. the use of nos and nostri, Fp.
113, 1; 117, 6 & pass.; and the
panegyrics he bestows on Staie-
ism, De Const. 15 Cons. ad. Hely,
12,14; Clement, 1.6, 3; Hp. 83,9,
He expresses himself, however,
very decidedly on the right of
independent judgment, and on
the task of augmenting by our
own enguiries the inheritance
wehavederived from our prede-
cessors (V. B, 8, 2; De Otio, 3,
1; Ep. 33, 11; 45, 4: 80, 1;

64,7 sg4.). He does oot hesi- -

tate, as we shall find, to opposze’
tenets and customs of his

propriate anything that he finds
serviceable, even beyand its
limits (2p. 16,7 ; e Lra, i. 6,
). He very frequently applies
in this manner sayings of Epi-
curns, whom he judoes in reeard
fo his personal merits with a
fairness that is most surprisip
froma Stoic (vide Phil.d. G, TIT,
1. 446, 5); and if in this he may,
perhaps, be influenced, by the
predilectionof his friend Locilins
for Epicurus, it is, nevertheless,
unmistakable that he wishes to
show his own impartiality by
this appreciative treatment of a
much-abused opponent.

V Of. in vegard to the latter
Phil.d. G 11L 1. 51, 2, and. to
the former, L. ¢. 61, 1; 64, 1:

T,2;207; and Ep. 94; 47 sq.;
98, 10.

* Ep. 89, 13. Aristo main-
tained that the parenetic parf
of Ethics is the affair of the
pedagogue, andnot of the philo-
sopher:  Tamquam quicguam
aliud sit sapiens quanm generis
humani pedagogus.

s Plil. d. Gr. TIL 1,pp. 51,2;
64, 1; Ep. 117, 12; 94, 30,

1 Ep. 117, 33: Adice nune,
quod adsuescit animus deleetore
so potius guam sanare e philo-
sophiam oblectamentium facers,
cum remedivm it

3 BEp 20, 2: Facere docet

plilosoplia, non dicere, &c., 24,
15,
‘& Ep. 89, 18: Quicquid le-
gevis ad mores statim veferas.
Loe. ¢it. 23 : Hee aliis die. . .
omniz ad mores éb ad sedan-
dam rabiew adfectuwm referens.
Similarly 117, 83.
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condition is useless, and the philosopher cannot find
adequate words to express his sense of the folly of
those who meddle with such things ; though even in
the warmth of his zeal he cannot help showing hew
conversant he himself is with them. What are we
profited, he asks, by all the enquiries with which

Uselessness the antiquarians occupy themselves? Who has ever

af merely

theoretio

e uiries.)

become the better and the juster for them ?! How

+small appears the value of the so-called liberal arts,

when we remember that it is virtue alone that is
important, that it claims our whole soul, and that
philosophy only-leads fo_virtue!2 But how much
that is superfluous has even philosophy admitted into
itself, how much trifling word-catching and unprofit-

able subtlety ! Even in the Stoie School,? how many

things of this kind have found entrance!

Seneea

for his part will have nothing to do with them, even
in cases where the subtleties of which he complaing

! Brevit. Tit. 13, where affer
the citation of numerous ex-
amples of antiguarian and his-
torical enquiries he concludes
thus: Cujus ista errores minu-
ent, eujus cupiditates prement 7
Quem fortiorem, guen justiorem,
quem liberaliorem facient !

. * This is discussed af length
in Ap. 88. Seneca here shows
that grammar, musie, geometry,
arithmetic, and astronomy are
at most a preparation for the
higher instraction, but in them-
selves are of subordinate value
(p.20): Seis gue recta, sit linea:
quid Fili prodest, si guid in vita
rectum sit, ignoras 72 &e.(p. 13).
ina re econswmmatur animus,

spientia bonorwm  ae malorum
imimautabili, gue soli philosoplice
competit : wikil auwtem uila ars
alia de bonis ac malis guerit
(p- 28). Magna cf spatiosa res
est sapientia.  Vaeuo il loco
opus et de divinis humanisgue
discendum est, de prateritis, de
Suturis, de caducis, de eternis,
&e.  Hee iam multa, tam
magna ut abere possint liberum,
hospitium, supervacua ex animo
tollenda sunt. Non dabit se in
has angustios virbus : laoum
spativm res magna desiderat,
Happellantur omuia. Totum pec-

tus i vacet (p. 33-35).

s Cf. Bp. 88, 42,

SENECA.

are evidently connected with the presuppositions
of the Stoic doctrine,! and i the same way he
easily disposes of the dialectical objections of their
opponents: he considers as trifling juggleries not
worth the trouble of investigating, not only the °
fallacies which so readily oceupy the ingenuity of a
Chrysippus and his flowers,? but also those compre-
hensive discussions of the sceptics, which gave the
ancient Stoa so much employment ; and the eclectic
arguments against the sensible phenomenon are
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simply reckoned by him among the superfluons and Superfiv-

trifling enquiries which merely serve to divert us
from the things that are necessary for us to know.?

ousness of
diclectic.

! Ep. 117,13 ; Ep. 113, 1 sqq.
In both ecases he embarks on,

the exposition and refutation

of the Stoie definitions of the
long and the broad in order to
accuse theirauthors and himself
of having wasted their time
with such nseless guestions in-
stead of employing themselves
in something necessary and
profitable. Bimilarly in Zp. 106
et passim : vide infra, p. 208, 1.

* Ep. 45, 4 His predeces-
sors, the great men, have left
many problems : J¥ invenissent
Jorsitan necessaria, nisi et super-
vacua questssent.  Multum illis
temporis  verborum  cavillatio
eripuit et captiose disputationes,
queE qeumen inritem . . . exer-
cent. We should search out
not the meaning of words, but
things—the good and the evil;
and not fence with sophisms the
acetabule  praestigiatorun (cf,
the dmeomainrar of Arcesilaus,
Phil. d. Gr. IIL. 1. 495, 4) igno-

rance of which does not harm,
nor knowledge of them protfit
us : Guid me detines in eo, guem
tu ipse Yevbouevor adpellas . . .7
Eeee tota miki vita mentitur,
&e. Bimilarly Ep. 48; 49
5, sqq.

8 Ep. 88,48 : Awdi. quantiom
mali fociat nimia sublilitas et
quam infesta veritati sit. Pro-
tagoras says we can dispute for
and against everything; Nau-
siphanes, that everything is
not, just as much as it is; Par-
menides, that nothing is except
the universe; Zeno, of Elea,
nihil esse. Circa eadem fore Pyr-
rhonet versantur et Megarici et
Eretrici et Academict, gui ng-
vam induserunt scientiom, nilil
scire hee ommic in illum super
vacuwm  studiorum  Bberalivn
gregem comice, &e.  Nen faeile
diwerin, wiris megis irascar,
Wllis qui non nilil seire volwe-
vunt, an idlis, gui ne hoe quidem
wolis veliquerunt, wifil scire.
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; Wisdom, he says, is a simple thing and requires no
great learning : it is only our want of moderation
which so extends the sphere of philosophy ; for life,
the School questions are for the most part worthless ;!
they injure, indeed, rather than benefit, for they render
the mind small and weakly, instead of elevating it.?
We certainly cannot, as we have already seen and
shall see later on, take Seneca exactly at his word in
regard to such declarations; but it is undeniable

- that he wishes to limit philosophy in- prineiple to

mozal problems, and only admits other-things so far
as they stand in manifest connection with those
problems. g

This principle must inevitably separate our phi-
losopher from that portion of philosophy to which
the older Stoics had originally paid great attention,
but which they had ultimately regarded as a mere

- outwork of their system—viz., Logic. If, therefore,

Seneca includes it under the three chief divisions of

* philosophy,? the subject is only cursorily and ocea-

B 108 Y A Eters a Bp. 47, & sq.5 87, 88 sq.; 88,

LOGIC AND PHYSICS.

sionally touched upon in his writings. He expresses
himself at times in agreement with his school re-
specting the origin of conceptions, and the demon-
strative force of general opinion;' he speaks of
the highest conception and of the most universal
coneeptions subordigated to it ;* he shows generally
that he is well acq&nted with the logical defini-
tions of his school ;% but he himself has no inclin-
ation to enter into them more deeply, because in
his opinion this whole region lies too far from that
which alone oceupied him in the last resort—the
moral problem of man.

Far greater is the value which he ascribes to
Physies, as in his writings also he has devoted to it

greater space. He praises Physies for imparting to

the mind the elevation of the subjects with which
it occﬁigies itself; * in the preface, indeed, to his
writings on Natural History,® he goes so far as to

vided, as with the Peripatetics, B); the animafeis partly mortal
into theoretical and practical and partly immortal (cf. Zp.
philosophy ; and in Ep. 94, 45, 124, 14). _

virtue is similarly divided (as ¥ Desides the quotations gu-

thorough discussion of fhe pro-
position that the good is a body
(Part ITI. 1. 120, 1, 85 119, 1):
Latruncutis Tudimus, in super-
vacaneis subtilitas teritur : non
Jaciunt bonos ista, sed doctos,
apertior os est sapere, immn
simplioior,  Paugis est ad men-
tem bonam wti literis : sed nos
Ut oetera. in suporvacaneum
diffundimus, ita philosophiom
‘J i ngmn i 2 I

(rerim,  sie literarum guogue

intemperantia. laboramas : non
vite sed scholee discimus. Cf.

36: Plus scire velle quam sit
satis, intemperantic genus est,

*In Ep. 117, 18, after dis- -

cussing the statement that sa-
Pieatin,and not sapere, is a good:
Omniaista cirea sapientiam, non
i ipsa suni : at nebis in LS
comamorandum est . . hee vero,
de quibus paulo ante dicebam,
minuwnt et deprimunt, nee, ur
prutaiis, exaouunt, sed extenvant,
Similarly, Bp. 82, 22.

 Vide Phil.d. Gr TIL1.61,1;
64,1; 67,2. BElsewhere, however
(Ep. 95, 10), philosophy is di-

with Panwmtins, wide swpra, p.
48). This division was all the
more obvious to a philosopher
who ascribed no independent
value to logie.

v Phil.d. 6. JIL1. 74,35 75, 2.

2 Hp. 58, 8 sqq.; Phil, d. Gr.
I1T. 1. 92. The hichest concep-
tion is that of Being : this is
partly porporeal, partly incor-
poreal; the corporeal iz partly
living, and partly lifeless; the
living is partly animated with a
sounland partly inanimate (Gvxh
and ¢dees, vide ibid. IIL 1, 192,

pra,pp- 207, 1; 208, 1, 2, cf. in
regard To this, Ep. 118, 4 5.,
and Phil. d. GrJlL 1. 97, 2; Ep.
1026 aq.; Net. he I1.2, 2 and
Phil. d. Gr. OL 1. 96, 2; 118, 4.

t Fp. 117, 19: De Deorum
naturd gueEramus, de siderum
alimento, de lis fam variis gtel-
larum discursibus, &o. Tita
Jam a formatione morim réces-
serunt : sed levant animwm et
ad IS guas rectant rerum
magnitudinem adtollunt.

5 Nut. Quw. i. Ppol. Cf. vi.
4, 2: ¢ Quod, inguds, “erit pre-

B o
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%}fﬁ' maintain that Physics are higher than Ethics, in
—__ jproportion as the Divine with which they are con-
His kigh  cerned is higher than the Human ; they alone lead
z;zié',’g“;":; us from earthly darkness into the light of heaven,

show us the internal part of things, the Author and
"Iarrangement- of the world ; it would not be worth
while to live, if physical investigations were forbidden
us. Where would be the greatness of combating
our passions, of freeing ourselves from evils, if the
spirit were not prepared by Physics for the know-
ledge of the heavenly, and brought into coramunica-
tion with God—if we were only raised above the
external, and ot also above ourselves)&c. Mean-
while, we soon perceive that these declamations

- express rather a passing mood than the personal

opinion of the philosopher. Seneca elsewhere reckons
physical enquiries, to which we have just heard

him assign so high a position, among the things

which go beyond the essential and necessary, and are
/rather ap affair of recreation than of philosophical
work proper; though he does not overlook their
morally elevating effect on the mind ;! he declares

PHEYSICS. ETHICS.

the essential problem of man to be the moral
problem, and only admits natural enguiries as a
means and help to this;* and he considers it a duty
to interrupt from time to time his expositions of
natural history by m@l reflections and praetical
applications, because all things must have reference
to our welfare.? The interconnection between the
theoretical and ;}Eractical doctrines of the Stoic
system is not abandoned by him, but it seems to be
laxer than with Chrysippus and his followers.

In those of his writings that have come down to
us, Seneeca has treated in detail only that part of
PBysics which the ancients were accustomed to call
Meteorology. To this in the last years of his life *
he devoted seven books of enquiries into natural

VIIL

tium  epere?’  Quo wuliwm
wmagts est, nosse naturam, The
greatest pain of this enquiry
18, quod fominem magnificentic
st detinet, nee meveede, sed
miracwlo ecotitur (Hp. 95, 10,
&e.).
Y Ep, 117, 19 (cf. sup. p. 209,
4): Dialectic is only congerned
with the outworks of wisdom.
Ltiam 8 quid cvagari libet,
amplos labet illa [sapientia]
spativsosgue secessus : de Deorum

natura quaramus, de siderum
aliments, &e.  Similarly in .
65, 15, a discussion on nltimate
eauses is defended as follows:
Ego quidem priova ille ago et
tracto, quibus pacatur animus,
et me privs serutor, deinde hune
mundum, Ne wune  giidem
tempus, wut  existimas, perdo.
Tsta enim ommia, si non conci-
dantur nee in hane subiilitatem
anutilem distrahaniur, adtollunt
¢t levant gnimum, In the con-

Comaniz est? .. . :
s .. ETIGEre aRImAIR SUPTE WINag

templation of the world and
its anthor, man raises himself
above the burden of the flesh,
learns to know his hizh origin
#nd desting, to despise the body
and the corporeal, and to free
himself from it. Lofty as is
the position here assigned to
speculative enquiries, Seneca
in the last resort can only
justify them by their moral
effcct on men.

1 Nat. Qu. i1, Pref. 10, 18:
Chid pracipuwm in rebus ,fm-
Vitia domauisse

et promissa fortune, &e. Hye
nobis proderit inspicere Terum
naturam, because we thereby
loose the spirit from the body
and from all that is base and
low, and ‘because the habit of
thought thus engendered ig

favourable o morzal convictions.

2 CF Nat. Qu. iil. 18; iv. 13;
v. 15, 18; vi. 2, 32; but espe-
cially ii. 59. After he has
treated of lightning at length,
he remarks that it is much
more necessary to remove the
fear of it, and proceeds fo do
so in these words: Sequar guo
POCAs : OMALHUE endm vabus ot
brusque sermonibus aliquid salic-
tare miscendum est.  Cum Smus
per oecitlia wature, cum diving
tractamus, vindicandus et a
malis suis anins ae subinde
Jirmandas, &e.

3 This appears from iii. Praf.,
and from the deseription of the
earthquake which in the vear
63 a.p. destroyed Pompeii and
Herenlaneum, vi. i. 26, 5, Seneea
had already composed a treatise
on earthguakes in his earlier
years (Nai. Qu. vi. 4, 23,

P2
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history. Meanwhile the contents of the work

— . answer very imperfectly ! to the lofty promises with

iz méta-
phuysieal
@i theo-
logieal
doctrines.

> which it opens ; it contains discussions concerning a

number of isolated natural phenomena, conducted
rather in the manner of learned pastime than of
independent and thorough physical investigation.

Seneca’s philosophical standpoint is little affected by .
them, and would suffer no material alteration if even

the greater part of their results were totally different

from what, they are. For us they are of the less jm-

portance, since their subject-matter seems mostly to
have been taken from Posidonius and other prede-
cessors.” It isthe same with other writings on natural

history which are attributed to Seneca? The meta-’

physical and theological opinions which he oceasion-
ally enunciates, are of more value in regard to philo-

“ sophy. But even here, no important deviations from
| the Stoic traditions are to be found. Like the Stoies,

Seneca presupposes the corporeality of all the Real ;4

GOD AND MATTER.

213

like them he discriminates matter from the force 4 Case.

does this in exactly the same sense as they do: the
active force is the spiritus, the breath, which forms
and holds tegether ma@rial substances.® Even the
Deity is the Spirit, not asan incorporeal essence, but

as the wyedpa permeating the whole universe® cor-

poreally and in an extended manner. So also he
follows the Stoic doectrine of the relation between

God and the world: God is not merely the reason of 2

the world, but- the world itself, the whole of the
visible, as of the invisible things.* Seneca, however,
brings forward much more emphatically the moral
and spiritual side of the Stoic idea of God; and in
accordance with this he prefers to place the efficient

1 Of. Phil. 4. G TIL i. 131, rialistically ; that even visible
4: 134, 1; also 177, 1. Proofs things are described as parts of
of the existence of God, 134,8; the Deity ( Phil. d. Gr. 1111 1486,

161, 2; 135, 5. 6); that only a corporeal god
* Ihig. III. 1. 118, 4. Seneca’s can take back into himself the

! In proof of this let anyone
read the beginning of the trea-
tise, and he will scarcely be
able to resist the feeling of an
almost comic disappointment,
when the author, afler the
above-mentioned deeclamations
on the dignity of natural en-
quiry, after the concluding sen-
tence : S§ wikil alind, hoe certe
SCiam, Omnia  angusta  esse,
arensus Dewm, continues : Ve
ad  prapositum  veniom  gpus.
Andi quid do ignibus sentiam,
GUOS QET TPANSVErSO8 . . .

* Cf. on this subjeet, and the

' contentof Nafd. Qu., Phil. d. (r,

TIL. 3. 1912008,

* According to Plin. & M i,
9,86 ix. 53, 167, he consulied
Seneca about his statements on
water - animals  and  stones.
PIm}*,‘ vi. 17, 60, and Servius on
<#n. ix. 31, mention a treatise,
De sitw Indie ; Serv. An. vi.
384, De situ ot sacris  Fgyp-
tovum. Cassiodorus, De _dpf,
Lib. ¢. 7, speaks of another
treatise, De forma mundi.

* Cf. Bp. 117,25 106,4 ; 106,
53 113, 1 s9q. ; where Seneca,

indeed, opposes some conclu-

sions of Stoie materialism,
but expressly teaches it him-

self.

conception of spiritus will be
disenssed @mjra, p. 219, in con-
nection with his psychology.

¥ Beneca is not very explicit
here, but, from the fact that
everything efficient must be a
body (&p. 117, 2y, it follows
that what he says (&p. 102,
7 must hold good even of the
world—viz, that the unity of
everything depends upon the
spirituws which holds it to-
cether ; that the soul which he
répresents to be of the same
substance with Deity—in fact,
as a part of Deity—is, as we
shall presently find, conceived
by Beneca, in agreement with
the whole Htoic school, mate-

corporeal world by means of
the world's ¢onflagration (L c.
144, 1). Tf, therefore, Seneca
(ad Helv, 8, 3) places the Pla-
tonie conception of Deity as
incorporeal reason, ancd the
Stoic condeption, aceording to
which the Deity iz the univer-
sally diffused spiritus, side by
side without discriminating
them, the second .only corre-
sponds with his own opinion.

* Cf Plal. d. v 1111, 146, 6;
148, 1;also Fr. 16 (ap. Lact. Tnsé.
1.5, 27): guampis ipse per tatum
g corpus i sc. mundi)intenderat ;
and also the Stoic docirine of
Pneuma and rdvos.

VIIL.
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Q'Hﬁi’ activity of God in the world under the idea of Provi-

" “"dence, and the order and arrangement_of the world

under the teleological aspect. God is the highest

reason, the perfect Spirit, whose wisdom, omni-
science, holiness, and, above all, His beneficent guood-
ness, are continually extolled.) He loves us as a
father, and desires to be loved by us, and not feared ;2
and thetefore the world, whose Creator and ruler ® He
is, is so perfect and beautiful, and the course of the
world so blameless; which Seneca proves in many
ways.* VSince his general theory of the universe has
its centre in the moral liféof man, so in his con-
ception of God the physical element is less promi-
nent than the ethical: it is the eare of the Deity
for men, His goodness and wisdom, in which His
perfection is principally revealed to Seneca; and
therefore it is inevitable that the personal aspect of
the Deity, in which, as reason forming and govern-
ing the world and working according to moral ends,
He is distinguished from the world itself, should
preponderate, as compared with the Pantheistic
“ aspect, in which the Deity is not only the_jou_l-,dbut
the substance of .the world. Tt is going too far, how-
ever, to say® that Seneca abandoned the Stoie idea,
and thus gave to ethics a mnew direction ; that
" whereas in true Stoicism_God_and matter are in

! Authorities are given in 3 Fr 26: b. L Tt i
Phil. d. Gr. TL i 189, 1: 26; V. Be s, 4. e
148, 1. Others may easily be 1 CE Phil. d. Gr. TIL i. p.
found. Cf.Holzherr, i 99'sy. 171, 3; 178,9; 185, 5. T

e __Pfrar. 15 sg.; 2, B ® Helzherr, 1,33 ; 36 ; 91 5¢4. ;
Benef. i1 29, 4-8; iv. 19, 1; ii i sqyq. ;
De Ira, 1. 27, 1; cf. p. 313, 1,

FORCE AND MATTER. 915
their essential nature one, in Seneca they appear as O%AI?
essentially different ;athat God is to him the incor- .

porgal nature, who has formed the Wiozld by His free-
will, and that his~god is no longer the god of the
Stoies, but of the Platonists, Our previous argu-
ments will rather have shown that the coneeption of
God, which according to this exposition is peculiar
to Seneca, is in no way foreign to the elder Stoics;
that they, too, laid great stress on the goodness and
wisdom of God, and on His benevolence to man; they,
too, regarded Him as the Spirit that guides all
things, the reason that has ordered and adapted all
things for the wisest ends ; by them also the belief
in Providence is regarded as of the highest value,
and is most vigorously defended ; and the law of
the universe and of morality coincides with the will
of God.! They will also have shown that Seneca,
on the other hand, is far from abandoning those
‘definitions of his school according to which the .
distinetion between efficient force and matter is only
a derived distinction, and consequently is often an-
nulled in the comrse of the world's development ;?*
that he, too, seeks God in the mrebue conceived as
1 Cf, Phil. 4. Gr. TI1.1. 189, 1; the doctrine of the Stoie school,

159, ¥ 161;8863, 1; 171 s5q.;
505 sq.

2 Ep. 6,16, where Seneca says
exactly the same as is quoted
from Chrysippus, Phil. d. G
II1.1. 143, 2. Rimilarly Holz-
herr’s chief proof for the essen-
tial difference between God and
matter (Ep. 65), as will be seen
from Phil. d. Gr. L i. 131, 4
4., entirely corresponds with

to ‘which Seneca, indeed, ex-
pressly appeals; and when in
D¢ Prop. 5, 9 (the mere gues-
tions in Naf. Gu. 1. Prer. 16, can
provenothing) hebrings forward
for the Theodicee the proposi-
tion that the Divine artist is
dependent on his material, he
follows herein not only Plato,
but also Chrysippus, asis shown
Pl d. v HL 1,177, 1,
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corporeal, and not in the imcorporeal Spirit ;! declares
the parts of the world to be parts of the Deity, and
God and the world to_be “the same;? identifies
nature, fate, and God,? and reduces the will_of God
to the law of _the universe, and Providence to the
unalterable concatenation of natural causest If,
therefore, a certain difference exists between hi;
theology and that of the elder Stoies, this does not
consist in his giving up any essential definition of
theirs, or introducing any new definition; it is
merely that among the constituents of the Stoic
conception of God he lays greater emphasis on the
ethical aspects, and therefore brings that conception
Hearer, sometimes fo the ordinary Presentation,
sometimes te the Socratic-Platonic doctrine. This
is primarily a consequence of the relation in which

the moral and speculative elements stand with him ;.

as the latter is subordinate to the former, so the
metaphysical and physical determinations of the

NATURE., THE WORLD.

opposition of Ged-and matter, in direct connection
with the ethical opposition of sense and. reason, is
more strongly asserted by him than their original
unity.! If, however, on this side he has reached the

217
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limits of the Stoic doctrine, he did not really over- |

step them.

Nor do we find in Seneca’s theory of the world
and of nature anything that contradicts the prin-
ciples of the Stoics. His utterances concerning the
origin, the end, and the new formation of the world ;2
its form ;2 its unity establishing itself out of contra-
dictions,! and maintaining itself in the eceaseléss
change of things; its beanty ® asserting itself in the
multiplicity of its productions ; the perfect adapta-
tion of means te ends in its artangement,’ as to
which even the evil in it should not cause us any
doubt ; 7—all these serve to complete and verify the
accounts we have from other sources respecting the
doctrines of his school. To the littleness and super-

Stoic theology are in his exposition less prominent

than the ethical.

But it was all the easier on this

acepunt for the_ dualism of the Stoic ethics to react
= upon his theclogy, and it is undeniable that the

Y Vide supra, 213, 3.

: Dhil. d. Gr. 11 4. 146, 6
148,1: 140 ; Bp.09,30: Totsm
hoe, quo continemr, et wnum est
et Dews: et socti sumus efns et
membra.

- * Pl d. Ge. TIL 4, 140 e
143, 1; Banef iv. 8, 2: Nee na-
tura sine Deo est nee Dens sine
waturae, sed idem est UEPUTRG U e,
distat. officio . . . naturam zoca,

Jatwm, fortunam.omnia efusden
Dei noming sunt varie utenitis
sua potestales, :

Y Loe. eit. and Phil. @. Gr.
1L 157, 2; 163, 2; of 168, 1,
2. The same resulis from Benef.
vi. 23, though Seneca at first ex-
Presses himself as if the will
of the gods were the author
of the laws of the universe,

! Vide Ep. 65, especially 2
and 23.

* Phit, o G 100, 1. 149, 3;
144, 12152, 2; 1564, 1; 155 156,
3. In Seneca these coctrines
are connected with the theory
that mankind and the world in
general had been uncorrupted
in proportion as they were
nearer their first beginnings.
He opposes, however, the ex-
aggerated notions of Pesido-
nins on’ this subject, Cf. Ep.
490, especially from =, 36, and
Philsd. Gr. 111 1. 269, 6.

3 Fp 18 and Pl 4. Gr. TIL
i, 146, 6, end.

4N, Qu. i, 10, 1, 3; vii.

27, 3 sg.; V. Be. 8, 439.; Ep.

107, 8 and Prit. 4. G 111, 1.

179, 3; 183, 1.

& Lpe.cit. 171, 85 Benef. iv. 23.

8 Fp. 118,165 De Provid.i. 1,
2_4: Nat. Q. 1. Proem. 14 sq.
Cf, with these passages Sen.
FBenef. iv. 53 ad Marc. 18. The
conception of the world as an
wrbs Dz Lominibusgue come=
mamis, in the latter passage
is eminently Stoic.  Fide Phil.
. ITL1. 285,15 286, 2: 861 sg.

* Congerning the Stoig Theo-
dicee, and Beneca's participa-
tion in it (about which much
might be quoted) vide ibid. 111,
L 173 &g,

Theories of
the morid
e
RATHTE

&
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CEAr.  ficiality into which the Stoic teleology had already

= He also adheres to that tradition in the few passages ‘{f}ﬁ’

"¢ fallen at an early period, be opposes the propositions

that the world was not created merely for men : it
rather carries its purpose in itself and follows its
own laws ; ! it is an undue limitation when we place
1t‘ 1l1nder the aspeet of the useful, instead of ad-
muring its glory as such.? He does not, however
deny that in the arrangement of the world regard,
was paid to the welfare of man, and that the gods
unceasingly show the greatest benevolence to men,?
“"}:w.t he says likewise concerning the system of the
universe and its parts—the elements, their qualities
and their transition into each other;* on.  the
heavenly bodies, their revolution, their divine
nature,” their influence on earthly thingé % the
earth, and the spirit that animates it ;7 on the
. regular interconnection of the universe,® interrupted
by no empty spaces,—all thig only deviates from the
Stoie tradition in regard to certain details which do
not affect his theory of the universe as g whole.?

! De Tra, 27, 2; Not. Qu. vii,

80, 3; Benef. vi. 20,

* Benef. iv. 23 sq.

¥ Benef. I e, ; vi. 98, 3 " i
1,95 3L 29, 4 gq.; iv. b5 Nar.
e, v. 18 et pass.

t Phil. d. G, 111 4. 179, 3
(Nat. Q. iil. 10, 15 8); 4did. TIT.
1.183,'2; 184, 1 (Mut. Ow. ii,
10); and ibid. 185, 8 (Nat. Ou,
L 16); Nat. Qu.ii. 6; Ep. 31, 5.

* Nat. Qu,vi, 16, 2; vii, 1, 6;
gi, & Benof. iv, 28, 4; vi, 21_

.

* In regard to this influence
Seneca alludes first to the natu-
ral induence of the stars (e.g.

Benef. 1. e.; Nat. Qu. i, 11 -
Hi 29, 2), but he couples with
1t in the manner of his school
the theory of a natural Pro-
gnostication through the stars
which, as he helieves, isas Little
confined to the five planets as
E]i? Ti’nﬁuence3 above mentioned
Avar, P il, 32,6 sq. . o
. 3)’(,? 6 #g. 3 ad Mare.

* Nat. Qu. vi, 16; 3. 5. On
the repose of the earth, wide Pe

Drovid. 11,2 Bp. 93, 9; Nat.

Q'z;. i‘i 4 efivii. 2, 3.
Nat. Qu. . 27 (cf. Phil
4. Gr. IILT. 187, 1), L
? Soin regard to the comets,

to be found in his works mentioning terrestrial
natures exclusive of man.!

In his views of human nature he is farther
removed from the doctrine of the elder Stoics. The
groundwork of these views is formed by the Stoie
psychology with its materialism ; but the dualism
of the Stcie ethies, the reaction of which on his
theoretical view of the world had already made itself
felt in his theology, acquires a stronger and more
direct influence on his anthropolegy, in which con-
sequently two tendencies cross one another. On the -
one hand, he wishes to derive, with his school, the
whole life of the soul from a simple principle con-
ceived materially ; on the other, the ethical oppo-
gition of the inuer and the outer, which even in the
Stoic doctrine is so sharply accented, is transferred
by him to the essential nature of man, and based
upon it; and thus over against the ancient Stoic
monism a dualism is introduced, whieh approximates
to the Platonie anthropology, and depends upon it. |
The soul, says Seneca (in general agreement with
the Stoics), is a body, for otherwise it ecould not
possibly have any effect upon the'body.? It must,

which he considers to be wan-
dering atars with very distant
orbits (Net. Qu. vil 22 s4q¢.).

! Beneca agrees with the dis-
crimination of E&s and @daus,
&e. (Phil. d. Gr. 111 1. 192, 3)
by virtue of his classification
of essential natures mentioned
supra, p. 209, 2; like Chrysippus
(Phil. 4. Gr. 1L i. 193, 1) he,

indeed, azeribes to the animals
a. principale, but denies them
not only reason, but affections
(De Irg, i.8). With this coin-
cides what is remarked con-
cerning the soullife of snimals
(Ep. 121, 5 sgg.; 124, 16 sgq.).

* He expresses himself quite
uneguivocally on this point in
Fp. 106, 4, and it is not true
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however, certainly be the finest of all substances, finer

even than fire and air!

warm breath, or TrED L.’

It consists, in a word, of
This theory had not pre-

vented the elder Stoies from recogmising the divine
nature and dignity of the human spirit to the fullest
extent, and Seneca is so completely possessed by it
that there is' no other theorem which he reiterates
more frequently and more emphatically, Human
reason is to him an effluence of Deity, a part of the
Divine Spirit implanted in & human body, a god who
has taken up his abode there ; and on this our
relationship to God he bases, on the one hand, his

-
{Holzherr; ii, 47) to say that he
is argning from a Stoic premiss
which he did not himself share,
On the contrary, he is speaking
in his own name; and if he
ultimately declares the investi-
gation of the question whether
the good is a body to be worth-
less (supra, p. 207, 1}, it doss not
follow that Lie himsel? does not
regard the good as such, still less
that he was not in sarnest as to
the proposition which is brousht
forward to assist this eaquiry,
but is quite independent of it
viz.,, that the soul is a body.
The same holds good of the
further proposition (1. ¢.) that
the affections and the diseases
of the soul are bodies, and of
the reason given for it—that
they eause the changes of ex-
pression, blushing and turning
pale, &c., and that they cannot
be accounted for: Tom mani-
Jestas notas  eorpori i primi
nizi @ eorpore. This also Sercea
declares to be his own opinion.
If; however, the affections are
something corporeal, 50 is the

soul; for an affection is only
the animus guodam mods se
habens (Phil. d. G, TIL 1. 120,
3); and if the corporeal alone
can work upon the body, the
soul must be something cor-
poreal, as Cleanthes had already
shown (¢bid. TIT. 1. 194, 1R

' Ep. 57, 8. As the fame or
the air cannat be subjected to
pressure or & blow, sic animus,
qui cox tenuissimo constat, de
prekendi non potest ., animo,
qui adhie fenuior est LIne, per
OMERE carpus fuge est,

# Ep. 50,6, If a man can
bend procked wood, and make
it straight, guanto faoilius
animus accipit forman, Jexibilis
4t omui Femore obsequention !
Guid ewim  est alivd animps
quam guodam mode se habens
Spivitus ? Vides autem tanto
apiritum. esse faciliorem omni
Glic maieris, GUGEG Lenuior est.
CL Phil.d. v TIT. 0. 195, 2, and
142, 2, where definitions entirely
siilar are proved to be uni-
versal among the Stoics,

VIRTUES AND VICES.

demand for the elevation of the soul above the
earthly, and for the recoguition of the dignity of
mankind in every man; and, on the other, the)
internal freedom of the man who is conscious of his
high origin and essential mature,! . This_ thought,
however, takes a divection with Seneeca which makes
him deviate from the ancient Stoic doctrine on the
side of Platonism. The Divine in man is his reason,
and that alone; but in opposition to reason stand
the irrational impulses, the affections; and in com-~
bating the affections Senecca, as we shall find, in
accordance with the whole Stoic school, finds the
weightiest moral problem, The elder Stoics had
not allowed this to confuse them in their belief as to
the oneness of man’s essential nature. But alveady
Posidonins had diseovered that the affections eould not
be explained, unless, with Plato, irrational powleI? of
the soul were admitted as well as the reason.? Similar
reflections must have had the more influence on
Seneca’s view of human nature. With all the greater
force, the more vividly he felt its moral Weaknes.s and
imperfection, the more absolutely he was CO]I‘»'lﬂjied
that no human being was without fault; that all vices
were implanted in all men; that the superior power
of evil in human society as a whole would never be
b’foken, nor the complaints of the corruption of
manners cease ;® and that even after the renovation

! Some of his utterances on 12; Ep. 41, 5; 44, 1; 65, 20 59.;
this subjeet are quoted, Plil. 4, 120, 14, &e,
Gr. 1L 1200, 2; 201, 1; and * Cf. supra, p. §4. e
supra, 216, 2 ; vide also ad Eely. #CE, PMZ._@.‘Q?. I:II.r -_ll 2 ;
6,7; 11, 6 sg.; Nat. Qu.1. Preef. sq.; Bonof. vil 27; Ep. 94, 54 ;
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of the world the ensuing time of innocence would
+ 'be only of short duration.! Such a universal phe-
nomenon cannot possibly be regarded as accidental
if a few only sustain the conflict with sin, none or
next to none ave free from it ; and therefore in man,
side by side with the Divine, there must also be an
element not Divine ; and side by side with reason,
from which error and sin cannot be derived, an
element which is irrational and strives against
reason.’ This irrational element of human nature
Seneca finds primarily in the body, the opposition of
which to the Spirit he emphasises much more
strongly than the ancient Stoies appear to have
done, The body, or, as he also contemptuously ealls
it, the flesh, is something so worthless that we cannot
think meanly enough of it:? it is a mere husk of
the soul: a tenement into which it has entered for
a short time, and can never feel itself at home: a
burden by which it is oppressed: a fetter, a prison,

IMMORTALITY,

sarily long;! with its flesh it must do battle,
through its body it is exposed to attacks and suffer-
ings, but in itself it is pure and invuluerable,®
exalted above the body, even as God is exalted
ahove matter.? The true life of the soul begins,
therefore, with the departure from the body, and
though Seneca is averse to exchanging the Platonie
belief in immortality ¢ for the Stoic theory of a
limited continuance of existence after death, he
closely approximates to the latter?® (as has already
been shown) in his idea of the close relationship
existing between the present and future life, and
also in respect to the duration of future existence

expressions involuntarily escape him which a Stoic -

in the strictest sense of the term would not have
ventured to employ ;© even the pre-existence of the
soul, which as personal existence certainly had ne
place in his system, finds countenance in passages

VILI.

for the loosing and opening of which it must neces-

and elsewhere. Expressions like
those In Bp. 11, 1-7; &7, 4, are
of less importance,

Y Nt Che il 30, 8; of. PLil
d. Gr. TIIi. p. 156, 3.

# Seneca himself seems freely
to admit this. <Erras,’ he says,
in Ep. 94, b5, s ‘ewvistimas
nobiscam vitia nasei: super-
VENErUnt, ingesta sunt . . . wulls
MO8 vitio watura conelliat : illa
integros ae liberos genwit. But
this ntterance must be judged
according to the standard of
the Stoic fatalism. Viees stand,
indeed, in opposition to our

patural destiny and vocation,
and are not inherent in us
they develop themselves gradu-
ally. But that does not exclude
the theory that they develop
themselves from natural canses,
# Bp. 65, 22 Numguam me
aro ista compellet ad metum
- - o RUDFHEM LR Ronorem, Rt
corpusenli mentiar. Cum visum
erit, distraliam eum illp soeie-
Tatem . . . eontemptus COPPOTS
sui eerte libertas ¢st. Concern-
ing the expression cf. ad Mare.
24,35; Ep. 74, 16; 92, 10; and
Phal.d. &r. 111, i, 443 3,

! Ep. 92, 13, 33 : The body
is a carment, a velamentum of
the soul, an onwus nccessarinm.
102, 26: The day of death is
@ternt natatis. Depone onus:
guid cunetaris P 120, 14: Nee
domumn ese hoe corpus, sed hos-
pitium et quidem breve hospi-
tinm. 65,16 : Corpus hoo anims
pondus ae pena est ; premente
illo wrgetuy, in vinculis est, nisi
accessit plilosophia, &c.  Lae.
¢iz. 21 : Iwill not be a slave to
my body, quod equidem non
aliter adspicio quam vinehomn
aligrod libertati mem eivcumda-
tum .. . in hoe obrowio domi-
cilio animus liber habitat.
Ep. 102,22 ; ad Mare. 24,55 ad
Polyb. 9, 3; Part IIL i. 203, 8.

2 Ad Mare 24, 51 Omne ills
cum hae carne grave certamen
est, we abstrahatur et sidat.
Ad Hele. 11, T: Corpuscrlum
hoe, eustodia et vineulum animi,
hue atque iliwe joctatur . . .
animus guidem ipse  sacer et
ELernus et et cuwi mon  possit
ECT manas.

* Ep. 63, 24: OQuem in hoo
mwnde locum Devs obtinet, hune
in homing animus. Nat. Qu,
Pref. 14.

* Pril. 4. Gr. IIL 4. 184, 1;
202, 1.

s Ibid. 203 gq.

 dmmortalis, eternus (Hp.
87,.9; and PRil. 4. Gr. T 1

154, 1; 203, 8).
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where "the recollection of its i‘}.igh descent is en-

__ Joined upon the soul, and its elevation to heaven is

represented as a return to its original home, when it
' leaves the body behind, where the soal found it.!
But as with Plato the psychologically different parts
of the soul had been combined with the anthropo-
logical opposition of soul and body, so Seneca cannot
entirely escape this inference. With Posidonius 2
he follows the Platonie discrimination of a rational
and irrational element in the soul, the irrational
element, heing  again divided into courage and
desire ;3 and though he expressly includes them
all under the #yepovicdy, and so far adheres to the
doctrine of his school against Plato and Aristotle,
there still remains between his theory and that of
Chrysippus the important difference that Seneca
assumes in the very centre of personality-a-plurality
of original faculties, while Chrysippus makes one
and the same fundamental faculty, reason, g;ege;rat-e

affections and desires through the changes that take
place in it}

OCCASIONAL SCEPTICISM.

eclecticism in these deviations from the older Stoic
doctrine, yet the sceptical side of this eclecticism
is also exhibited by Seneeca in the occasional uncer-
tainty of his Janguage respecting the same subjeets of
which he elsewhere speaks in the tone of full dog-
matic conviction. We cannot perhaps, argue from
the fact that in his epistle to his mother concerning
the comfort afforded by the dependence of all things
on God, he secures himself against every attack by
not deciding what God is.! But it has an unde-
niably sceptical sound when- he elsewhere, in dis-
cussing the question of the highest causes, declares
that a man must be content among conflicting

- views to choose the most probable: to determine

the truest, exceeds our powers.? In the same way
he says of the soul: ¢ What and where it is, no
one can fathom. One sets up this definition and
another that; but how can the soul, which-is not
clear about itself, attain to certainty about other
things?’% We should not be justified in calling

Though we cannot help recognising the period of

' Ad Marve. 24, B Hp. 79,
12; 102, 22; 120, 14; Phil. 4.
Gr. IIT.1.203, 2; 8; iy, 65, 16
The soul will rerarti. ad iliz
guorum. fuit (92, 30 8.

£ Suprea, p. 64 sqq.

S Bp. 94, 1: Puta inter me
teque conveniet, ewtorna oorpori
adquiri, corpus in Aonprem
animt coli, in animo esse partes
ministras, per quas moventur
alimarque, proper spsum privee
cipale nobis datas (the seven

derived powersof the soul [ P)il,
@. 6. 111, i, 198, 1] or analo-
gous to them) in hoe principali
st aliguid irrationale, est of
rationale : illud  hwic syt
Loe. ¢it. 8: Irvationalis P
antmi duas habet partes, wlte-
TEA T s aanbiti 1, A0
potentem., positam in i fectioni-
s, alteram. Twmilem, langidem
g%upmﬁbw deditam (Bp. 71,

* Vide Phil.d. 6. T11.1. 199, 3,

LGk Llel 145, 1

* Ep. 65, 10 (cf. 65, 2, and
G5, 28) : Fer ergo juder senten-
tiam et pronuntic, quis tibi
videatur verisimillimumn dicere,
nomn. quis verissimum dicat. Id
enim. tam supra nos est quam
ipsa veritas; and after he has
set forth the objections of the
Stoics against the Platonie
theories he proceeds thus: Aduf
Jer sententiom aut, quod facilins
wn gjusmodi. rebus est, nega tibi
liguere et nos peverti jube. In
estimating this passage we
must remember that it clearly

echoes the passage from Plato,
Tinmn. 29, e, which Seneca has
guoted in the preceding con-
» text.

8 Nat. Qu. vil. 25, 1: Multe
Sunt, G esse coneedimas, qualic
sunt, ignoramus. Habere mnos
animum . . . omnes jotebuntur
quid Tamen sit animus ille rector
Avmanusgue RoSErE, MR Magis
tibi guisqguam expediet, guam
whi git : alivs illom dicet spiri-
tum esse, alius concentim guen-
dam., alius vim divinam et Del
partem,alivstenuissimum abrem,
alius incorporalem potentiom.

Q
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Seneca a sceptic because of such isolated utterances,
to which the dogmatism of his whole method is
otherwise opposed, but they, at any rate, prove that
/he is not free from severe attacks of scepticism, and

/ that, as with Cicero and other eclecties, it is, above

| Dthies.

Essential

AGPECETT

reith the
principles
of the
Stoics,

all things, the strife of philosophie theories which
causes the dogmatism of the Stoic to waver.
The Stoicism of Seneca is purer in the sphere to
“which he himself attaches the greatest importance—
namely, ethics. The idealism of the Steic moral
doctrine in its grandeur, and also in its asperities,
finds in him a zealous and eloquent representa-
tive. He declares with the Stoics that there is no
good but virtue, because virtue alone is, for man,

which it secures, the independence of all external
fortune, the invuluerability of the wise man, with
glowing and even glaring colours; he is convinced

that the virtuous man ig in no way inferior to the

Deity,—in a certain respect, indeed, is even superior ;

. he requires from wus not merely moderation in

our emotions,' but their unconditional eradication ;
he reiterates the well-known remarkable state-
' ments about the unity and equality of all virtues,
the perfect completeness of the wise man; the

MORALITY OF THE STOICS.

misery, defectiveness, and madness of the unwise ;
in faet, all the principles on which the peculiar
character of the Stoics had been most clearly
“stamped—with the full decision of personal convie-
tion, and all the pathos of the orator.! But even
here we can perceive that the reasons which must
have recommended the Stoie doctrine to him are
opposed by reflections and ineclinations of another

/ kind. The Stoic morality is intended for natures

capable of a pure and perfect virtue; how can it be
applied unaltered to us men, who one and all are so

according to nature: he can paint the satisfaction

Now deerit, qui sanguinem dicat,
qui calovem : ader animo non
potest liguere de ceteris rebus,
- ut adhue ipse s¢ querat. De
Clement. 1. 8, 6, would prove
little, taken alone, and Ap. 121,
12, still less, In Ep. 102
(bheginning) a belief in immor-
tality, which is based rather

upon wishes and authority than
on proofs is named a bellum
somniwm ; but this is unimpor-
tant.

! Vide Phil. d. Gr. IIL.1. 252,
1 2g.,and Hp. 53.11: Est ali-
quid, quo sapiens antecedat
Dewm.: ille beneficio natures non
temet suo sapriens.

! The most definite utterances
of Beneca on all these ques-
tions have been already quoted.
I content myself, therefore.
with referring to these quota-
tions and completing them with
a few others, fhough many
might be added, since Seneca
declares in innumerable places
the leading thoughts of his
ethieal doetrine. On the prin-
ciple of life according to nature,
and its derivation from the
impulse of self-preservation, cf.
Sen, Hp, 121, 5 sgq.; 10, 11;
Vita Beat. 3,3 ; Ep. 118 sqq.:
Ep. 121, 14; 92, 1578, 8; 89,
15; Vita Beat. 8, 6; Fp. 120,
22 Benef. iv. 25, 1; Bp. 199,
5 sg. Coneerning the Good
and goods, Heref.vil, 2, 15 Ep.
66,5; 71, 4; T4 1: 76, 7,11;
85, 17; 120, 3; 118, 10. Con-
cerning the autarchy of virtne
and against the admission of ex-
ternal and corporeal things,
pleasure and pain, among goods
and evils, ride Phil. d. . TI1,
1. 215-221 ; Benef.vil. 83qq.: Ep.
T4, 78, 20 sqgq.: 71,17 sg9. On

peace of mind as the chief con-
stituent of happiness, De Con-
stant. 15, 53 76, 18 ; &p. 23, 12,
On the nature and reprehensi-
bility of the emotions, De Ira,ii.
2,1; Fp. 75,11;85, 5; 116,1 sgg.
On the nature and origin of
virtue, Ep. 118, 2; 117, 2; De
Otio, 1, 4; Ep, 65, 63 Ep. 108,
8; Ep. 94, 29. On wisdom and
the principal virtues, Fp. 89, 5:
95, 553 120, 11; 113, 8 (the
division of the virtues, Fifa
Beat. 23, 65g. s of less import-
ance) 67,6; 10; 88,20 : Benef,
ii. 34, 8. On the dispesition
and will as the seat of all
virtue; on the eguality of all
virtues and vices and of all
goods and evils, Beaef. vi. 11,
3;1.5,2;11381,1; Ep. 71,18;
66, 5 sg¢.; 66, 32. On wise
men and fools, Benef. iv. 26,
Bl 2y v 12, 3516 sy
2s¢.; 6,3; 8,1; Ep.8l,114sg.;
73, 11,13; Prov.i. 5; 6, 4 sg9.3
De Const. 8, 2; De Ira, 117 8-10;
De Const. 2,1;7,1: Ep. 0,14 et
passim.

q 2
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wicked and weak as Sencca maintains, and have
these evils, as he also says, so deeply rooted in our
nature 7' The happiness of the wise man is con-
ditioned by his wisdom, the autarchy of the virtuous
by a virtue which corresponds to the Stoic demands.
What does it profit, us if this virtue and wisdom are
never, or hardly ever, to be found in the actual
world 7?2 By these arguments the older teachers of
the school had already, as we have seen, been in-
duced to modify their original demands by important
concessions, and Seneca was still more likely to
adopt the same procedure. Thus we see him not
only approving the concessions which his prede-
cessors had made to human weakness, but in
many of his utterances deviating still further from
the original severity of the system. Like the
older Stoies, he attributes a certain value to other
things besj_c_i_le_s____'_\_?il;_tue;a and reckons these things
among goods in the swider sense.* This is unim-
portant.’> On the other hand, he is no longer

-______=-!' = .

1 Phil. d. G ITL 1. 252 sqq.,
and supra, p. 221. The utter-
ances of Seneca there guoted
often coincide almost word for
word with those of the Apostle
Paul on the universal sinfulness
of man, and this is one of the
most striking of the points of
contact hetween them which
have givenrise to the legend of
their personal intercourse and
written correspondence; con-
cerning which ¢f. Baur, Drei
Abhandl. p. 377 sqq., and A.
Fleury, Senéque et St. Paul,
Faris, 1853; 1. 269 sgg. His-
torically regarded, this coinci-

dence only shows that two
kinds of exposition wers pro-
duced from similar eircum-
stances, experiences, and tem-
peraments, and that two
vriters need not stand in any
immediate connection in order
to agree, even as to their words,
in many propositions,

* As Beneca admits, Tranguy.
An. 7, &; Ep. 4, 2; 90, 44,

' 7, g, pmdrmm (-xpm; Yuera,
coneerning which of, #p. 74,17
8T, 29; Vita Beat 23, 4
Senecs, dalls them also petiora
and commadea.

* In Bener. v.13,1, he agrees

EXTERNAL GOODS AND ILLS.

quite consistent when he sometimes extravagantly -

praises the Cymic contempt for the necessaries of

life and at other times counsels compliance with
“ existing customs, and careful avoidance of all that

ean attract notice.! But we hear more of the Peri-
patetic language than the Stoic when Seneca, n
spite of all his declamation about the self-satisfying
nature _of virtue, and indifference to-things ex-

ternal,? is once more of opinion that Fortune can- find

no better steward for her. gifts than the wise man; !

since riches alone can give opportunity for the un-
folding of a number of virtues, and external goods
may add something to the cheerfulness which
springs from virtue3 It is the same thing with
what he says of external evil, It sounds magma-
nimous enough when the philosopher challenges
Fortune to an encounter, when he extols the subli-
mity of the spectacle which the wise man grap-
pling with misfortune affords to the gods;* but
this lofty tone changes only too completely into a
feeble and querulous sound, when Seneca (to pass

with the Academy and the Peri-
patetics in distingnishing bona
wwimi, eorporis, fortune. Else-
where, however (Ep. 74, 17;
76, 8; 124, 13) he expressly
says that everything except
“virtue is improperly (precario)
named a good. The former
view is to be found in Chrys-
ippus and others, Phil. d. Gv.
IIL. i 262, 3,

I Franguw. An. 3, % 8q9.;
Benef. v. 4, 35 6, 1; Ep. 29, 1,
90, 14; Penef. vil. 8 sq.; Ep.

20,9: 62,8. And,on the other
hand, Cie. Fin. ii. 20, 68; [p.
14, 14,

2 Hg., Bp. 92, 5; De Vit
Beat. 22, 5; Bp. 62, 2. Bre-
vissima ad divitias (to the trne
riches) wper contemptun diti-
tiarum via est. Hurther proofs
Pril. 4. Gr. II1. i. 215, and
supra, p. 227, 1.

3 Vit. Beat. 21 sq.; Hp. 5.

i Provid. 2, 6 sg9.; fp 64,
4: 85, 39; Phd 4. Gr 1L 4,
178, 2 215, 2.
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over other unimportant examples),! though elsewhere
constantly assuring us that banishment is no evil,
and that every land is a home for the wise man,?
breaks forth into unmanly lamentations over his

~ own exile,’ or when he enforces the courtly prineiple

that we must put a good face upon the wrong doings
which those in high places permit themselves 5t
when he argues with much earnestness that there
are no more peaceable citizens or more obedient sub-
Jects than the philosophers;® and when even Cato,
who is elsewhere so idolised, is blamed for sacrificing
himself uselessly in the political struggles of his
time.* Though we must allow that his observations
on this subject are partially true, yet it is another
question whether they harmonise with his general
utterances and with the principles of the Stoies. He
excuses himself in such cases, it is true, by avowing
that he is not a wise man, nor ever will be; he only
regards himself as on the road to wisdom, and is

! As in Ap. 53, where the
incredible troubles (ineredibilia
sunt, que tulerim) of a short
sea voyace are described.

®Not only in his later
writings, as in Benef. vi. 27, 2
Hp. 24, 3; 85, 4; but also and
especially during his own exile
in his consolatory letter to his
mother, ef. 4, 2:5,4; 6,1; 8,
B agg.; 10, 2; 12, 5 sg9.

S Ad Polyb. 2,1; 13, 3; 18,
9; and in the Epigrams from
exile. The dedication to Poly-
bius Beneca is said to have
subsequently fried to sup-
press on account of the flatter-
ies it contained of this freed-

man and his master (I, lxi.
10).

* De Ira, i 33; Ep. 14, 7;
cf. also the admonitions to
prudence. Fp. 103, 5: 14,14,
Elsewhere, indeed (as in De
Tra, iii. 14, 4), Seneeca’s judg-
ment was guite different.

® Ep. 73, where among other
things he assures us that the
rulers (the then ruler was Nero)
are honoured as fathers by the
philosophers who are indebted
to them for their leisure,

¢ Ep. 14, 12 2q9.; of. for the
sake of the contrast, Ep. 95,
69 sgq.; De Const. 2, 9; De
Provid, 2, 3 sqq. .

FREE WILL.

content if things with him are going somewhat
better ;! but his concessions to human weakness
expressly relate to the wise, and his avowal leads us
“back to the question as to the real existence of the
Stoic wise man, which Seneca, as before remarked,

has searcely the courage to answer in the affirmative.

But if he thus substitutes-the-man who is progress-
ing for the wise man? the requirements of the
system on man as he is in reality are thereby neces-
s:xrily lowered ; and whereas it at first seemed as if
through perfect wisdom and virtue he would and
could be like God, it ultimately appears that we
must be satisfied to imitate the gods, so far as
human weakness allows of it.* TIn other p}aces,
again, Seneca speaks as though nothing were easier
than to lead a life according to nature and reason,

and as if such a life were solely and entirely a matter

of will and not of power ;* but this homage which
thé--i)'hilosopher pays to his school and t-o.hims,fe}f
cannot conceal from us his deviation from the spirit
of the earlier Stoicism. ¥ The proud reliance on the
power of moral will and intelligence, from which the
Stoics’ ethies started, is with Seneca deeply shaken.
Were it otherwise he eould not express himself so
_strongly respecting the weakness and wickedness of
‘men, and the unavoidableness of these defects. We

\ Vit Beat. 16 sg.; of. Bp. imbecillitas patitur. Vit. Beat.

57, ?:T’;EtSQ, 2: ad Heg:. 5,2 18, 1: Cum potuers, vivam gio-
: Ot Hp T2, 6 sqq.; 75, 8 modo oportet.

sq4.; 42:&{ and p. 268-271. ' Ep 4,9 116, 8; De fra,
3 Benef. i. 1, 9 Hos sequa- i1, 13,1 sqq.

mur  duces, quantum lumandg
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VIIL perceive a ilar deviation when Seneca, in spite of

is i so. as a philosopher, he was not so alive to the ten- Cuar
— " his sublime utterances about the blessedness of the ) P pher,

VIIL.
dencies of his people and of his age, that we ecan _

wise man and Divine Providence, is forced by the
. consideration of human sufferings to complain ! that
all life is a torment, and that amidst its storms death
is the only place of refuge. Tt would assuredly be
wrong to conclude from this that he is not in earnest
with the principles which he so frequently and so
emphatically expresses ; but as in his life he‘( did not
keep sufficiently free from the influence of his
position and from the faults of a period (to the best
men of which he nevertheless belongs) to preserve
his character from vacillations and contradictions *—

b Ad Polyb. 9, 6 sq.: Omniy
vite supplicium est . . . in hoe
- tam proeellozo . . . mari wai-
gantibus  nullus  portus nisi
mortes est, Loe. cit. 4, 2 sq.
The rhetorical nature of this
consolatory treatise makes this
testimony the less valuable,
But we find the same else-
where. Thus in the epistle ad
Mare. 11, 1: Tota flebilis vita
est, &e.  Ep. 108, 37; 102, 29
Gravi terrenogue detineor cair-
cere.
. % Beneca’s character, as is
well konown, has been fre-
quently defamed in  the
strongest manner, both in an-
cient and modern times; and,
on the other hand, it has been
often extravagantly glorified.
This is not the place for a com-
plete examination of thisvexed
question, or for the ennmers-
tion of its literature; but Iwill
shortly mention the most de-
cisive points. If would cer
tainly be a mistake to regard

Seneca’s life as altogether
blameless, He himself made
1o such claim; he speaks of
the anni inter vana studia con-
sumpts (Naé. Q. i, Praf. 1);
he acknowledges plainly that
he was still far from the per-
fection of the wise man, and
was clogged with many fanlts ;
that his words were stricter than
hislife ; that his possessions were
greater, and his household and
Ananner of life much more luxu-
rious than were properly com-
patible with his principles ( Fig.
Iafeat. 17; Ep. 6, 1 ef pass. :
wide p.231, 2}, and thongh much
may beinvented or exaczerated
in that which his deadly enemy
bmhua‘s, ap. Tac. Ann, xiii. 42"-,

and Dio Cass. (if he is speaking

in his own name) Ixi. 10, fol-

lox\q_ng the same or an equally

hostile authority, says of his

colossal income (supposed to
be 300 millions of sesterces),
his avarice, and his luxury, we
must, nevertheless, suppose that

the ¢over-rich and over-power-
ful * minister of Nero, ascribed
tp external possessions a far
greater valme, and perhaps
beyornd what was unavoidable
in his position made & more
Juzurious use of it, than might
bave been expected from a
Stoie. Concerning his riches
and the splendour of his
country houses and gardens,
cf. Nat. Qu. iii. Praf. 2; Ep.
77, 3 but especially Tacit. xiv,
52 sqq.  According to Dio, Ixii,
2, the severity with which he
demanded repayment of a loan
of ten millions of sesterces was
one of the canses of the insur-
rection under Nero in favour of
Britannicus, Similarly, it may
be that lLe, as a courtier and
official of the empire, may have
been silent, or lent his aid in
regard to many a wrong. When
he had once committed himself
to this position it was hardly
possible to aveid ib; fo aban-
don his post, even if Seneca
had had the moral strength for
such a course, might have
seemed like a failure of duty
towards the commonwealth.
Meanwhile it is difficult to
form a judgment. If, for in-
stance, Seneca and Burrhus
tavoured Nero’s inclination for
acting (Tae. xiil. 12 sg.; cf. c.
2: xiv, 2), Tacitus avers that
this was the best thing they
could do according to the posi-
tion of things. When they
acquiesced in Nero's admission
into the cirens, Tacitus (xiv.
14) tells us that they had nof
the power to hinder it. (An

unworthier part is ascribed to
them by Dio,Ixi. 2. Meanwhile
Seneca is censured by Tacitus,
xiv. 52, for precisely the oppo-
site eonduct.) Whether they
were accessory to the plan for
Agrippina’s murder (as Dio
maintains, 1xi, 12) Tacitus can-
not say. When their counsel
was asked, little seems to have
been left to them except silent
acquiescence ; for the saving of
Agrippina, even if it had heen
effected, wounld seem to have
been gynonymous with their
own certain destruction, Be-
fore his death Heneca speaks
(Tac. xv. 62) as if he had had
no complicity with the erime
wherewith to reproach himself ;
but that he did not mean ex-
pressly to oppose it, and even
defended it (Tac. xiv. 11) Te-
mains a dark spot on his life.
S0 also his umworthy flattery
of Claudins and his freedman
Polybius (in the Conselatio ad
Polybium) by which he sought
to effect his return from banish-
ment, and the despondency he
displays under this misfortune,
are justly considered blame-
able, especially when they are
contrasted with his equally
unworthy mockery of the de-
ceased despot (in the Iudus
de morte Claudii) and his
valiant protestations to Helvia
{4 sqq. et pass; sup.230,2). On
the other hand, the reproach of
immoral conduct cast upon him
by Suilius and Dio (i ¢) are
not only without proof, but to
all appearance gratuitons inven-
tions. Tacitus describes the
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should expect; the same principles are prominent  CHAP.
which characterise Stoicism as a Whole. It has, :
however, been already peinted out that Seneca and Spirit and
“the younger Stoics generally, dlﬁ»::,-:r somewhat frc.Jm ig’f;fif«“ifs
the older in their closer acceptation of these prin- ol doe-
ciples. 'Without abandoning or altering the ethies #rines.

of their school in any important point, they yet lay

greater stress on such determinations as chiefly
correspond with the conditions and necessities of

their times. The most important of these deter-

Cuar.  expect from him perfect logical consistency in
s W’ IL-his views. If in addition to this we consider how
easily the endeavour after rhetorical effect led him
into exaggerations on the one side or the other, we
may well understand that even in questions as to
which he had a clear opinion he is not always con-

sistent in his utterances.

In the further development of his ethics, as we

influence of Seneca and Bur- moral principles and endeavours

rhus on Nero (Tae. xiii. 2) as
very salutary. Seneca himself
appeals (. ¢ xv. €1) to his
independent bearing towards
Nero, of which Tacitus gives
an example (Tac. xv, 23}, and
likewise Plutarch, Cof. fra, 13,
p. 461. Dio, Ixi. 18, also re-
lates an instance in which he
restrained Nero's cruelty by a
bold word. The same author
says of him (notwithstanding
all his hatred elsewhere), lix.
19 : wdvras pév ke éavrdy Puw-
paious woAAols 8¢ ral #AADUS cople
drepgpas; and the judgment of
Tacitns far outweighs even this,
Tacitus (xv. 23) calls him a wir
egreging ; in xiil. 2, praises his
comitas honesta; in xv, 62, he
says he begueathed to his
friends before his death quod
anum  jom et puleherrimun
habebat, imaginem vite sue:
and in e¢. 65 he relates that
many in the conspiracy of Piso
had destined him for the
throne, quasi tn sentibus clari-
tudine virtwtum ad swnmum
Sastigium delocto.  Seneca him-
self, in his writings, despite
much that is declamatory,
not only gives us the impres-
sion of a man to whom his

are matters of earnest convie-
tion, but likewise displays par-
ticular traits which throw a
favourable light on his charac-
ter. We know that in the
school of Sextius he adopted
the habit of daily minute self-
examination (De Fra, iii. 36
sg-): that in his youth, from
enthusiasm for philosophy, he
abstained from meat during
many years, according to So-
tion’s precept; and in many
respects carried out the simple
mode of life enjoined on him
by the Stoic Attalus, even at a
ripe age ( Lp. 108, 15-23). Taci-
tus (xv. B3) bears witness to
Lis moderation (corpus senile ot
parve vietw tentatum); the
passage [, e. xv. 45, where he
follows prudential  considera-
tions, as in the contemplated
trausfer of his property to Nero
(xiv. 53 sy.; Sueton. Nero, 35)
cannot be adduced as contra-

dictory evidence. One of the -

most pleasing features of his
life is finally his beautiful re-
lation with his admirable wife
Paulina, cf, Ep. 104, 2, 4 8. ;
Tac. xv. 63 sg. :

minations are three. In a period of such terrible
moral corruption and despotic tyranny, it must have
been of the first consequence for the earnest
thinker to gain a fixed basis in himself, and to
found for himself in his own mind an impregnable
refuge against the eorruption of his swroundings
and the power of Fate. If he turned his atten-
tion to others, all external distinctions among men
must have lost their significance, when each day
beheld the most abrupt vieissitudes of fortune,!
when all national and historical oppositions dis-
appeared in the general degradation, when the most
abject were often endowed with the highest favours
of fortune, and the best succumbed to wrong ; and
thus far the prineiple that all men as such are to be
held equal, and worth is only to be attached to their &,

But on the other hand the moral as well as the

1 Spneca from this experience
(Trangu. An. 11, 8 34¢.5 16, 15
Bp. T4, 4, et passin) deduces
the moral application, espe-

cially in regard to each man’s
own conduct, that he dares not
attach any value to things ex-
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social conditions of the tims must have evoked a
. lively feeling of human weakness and need of help ;
Stoic severity must have given place in some degree
to sympathy with the failures of humanity, and

¢ Stoie self-sufficiency to the claims of philanthropie

sympathy and assistance; the cosmopolitanism of
the school must chiefly have been developed on the
side of feeling, in the form of universal love of
mankind. Finally, the less that circumstances
afforded opportunity to individuals in the way of

effectual interference with the course of the world,
the more heavily the common fate pressed upon all,
and the more relentlessly it fulfilled itself—the
more must the inclination for public life have been
lost, and the predilection for the repose of private
life have gained ground, but the more strongly also
must the necessity for submission to fate, and for
the interdependence of moral conduct with religions
conviction, which the Stoics had never denied, have
made itself felt.

All this may be perceived in Seneea’s moral
writings. The independence of external things,
which is assured to us by wisdom and virtue, is T)V
10 one more energetically commended than by him.
No one requires us more pressingly to seck our
happiness purely and entirely in ourselves,! and to

! Numerons authorities for
this will be found in #p. 82, 2 ;
30, 4 sgg.5 77, 11 sg.5 8 syq.;
Cons. ad Mare. 19, 3 sqq.; Vita
Beat. 4, 3; Ep. 66, 145 71, 18,

21; 85,18; 39; 87; 11sg.; 44;
120, 33 92, 14 sqq.; 72, 73

Benef. iv. 2, 2, 4; Vita Beat.
11,2; 13,5; 14, 1; De Ira, 1,
9,2 sg.; of. Ep. 85, 10; Phil. d.
& 101 1. 234, 252, supra 226, 1.
To the more decided declara-
tions on fhis subject belong: De
Provid. 2, 9 sgq-; De Const. 3,

Y

ETHICS OF SENECA.

encounter bravely what fate may send us. But sinee
it is his moral constitution alone which gives to man
this freedom, he insists most emphatically on the

“conscientious fulfilment of the conditions to which
| it is attached, and he becomes the more earnest on

the subject the more he is convinced that the
vietory is only to be won over man’s inclination to
evil by the most severe conflict.) All are, as he

_believes, sick and in need of healing; the com-
“bating of our faults is the chief problem of philo-

sophy ; the recognition of this, the first condition of
improvement 3? and even in his old age he says of
himself that he is visibly another man, as he now
sees what his defects are.? He, therefore, cannot

Byd, 2uBl 4 R P g 19, 4;
Vite Beat, 4, 2 8q.; Brevit. v.
95 ad Helv. 5; Benef. iii. 20,
1: Hp 53,011 5%, Babd 4
74,19; 75, 18; 85, 39.°
. Cf. Baur, Drei Abhandl. p.
40 3qq.

¢ Besides the guofations in
Phil. d. G, 111 1. p. 258 8¢,
and supra, cf. Bp. 50, 4: Quid
nos decipimus? Non est exirin-
secus  malwm nmostrum : intra
nog est, in visceribus ipts sedet,
et ideo difficulter ad sanitatem
pervenimus, quia n0s egrotare
nescimus,  Ep. 28, 9: Imptium
est salutis notitia peceati (ac-
cording to Epicurns) . . . ddeo
quantum potes fe ipse coargue,
inguire inte, &e. Vita Beat. 1,
4 : One infeets another : Sana-
Bimarr, $i modo separemur a o,
Similarly, Zp. 49, 9; 7, 1; 94,
52 sqq.; 93, 20 sq.

* In the remarkable passage
which is so strikingly sugges-

tive of Christian conceptions,
Hp. 8, 1: Intellego, Lucili, nan.
emendari me tantunt, sed trans-
Fgurari. Much, indeed, is al-
ways in need of improvement :
B¢ hoe ipswm argumentwm ost in
melius  translati animi, gquod
vitia sua, que adhue igrnoerabat,
videt.  Quilmsdam agris grati-
latio fit, cum ipsi @gros se esse
senserunt. Concerning the ex-

~pression  frensfigurari  (pero-

uopdpotighar) cf, Ep. 94, 48, where
these words are quoted from
Avisto: Qui didicit ot facienda
ae vitandw percepit, nondunt
sapiens est, wisi in ca que didioit
animius &jus ransfgurarus est,
The expression therefore signi-
fies the inner trangformation of
the whole will and disposition,
as  distingmished from the
merely theoretical conviction
on the one hand, and merely
temporary and occasional im-
provement on the other.

Strictness
of Seneca’s
moral
deimands.
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too strongly impress upon us the necessity of a

_.severe self-examination and a eeaseless labour within
ourselves ;! he recommends to us what he himself

made a duty, to take precise account every evening
of the day past;® he refers us to our conscience,
from which nothing that we do can remain hidden ; ?
he reminds us of the gods, the ever present
witnesses of our words and deeds,* of the day of
death, that great judgment day when it will be
shown how much in man is genuine or false;? in
a word, he desires that we should regard the happi-
nesam_ﬁ the wise as the reward of the most unceasing
moral activity, and he consequently finds necessary,’
side by side with the uniyersal principles of virtue,
all those enquiries inte individual circumstances of
life, and those coumsels designed for special cases,
to which he himself has devoted so great a part of
his writings.”

But the more completely the individual corre-

! CL also Ep. 30, 5 2qq., 51,
6, 13 (nobis guogue malitandim
est . ., proice quecungue oo
e laniant).
# De Tra, iil. 36 ; cf p. 186, 5.
¥ Ep.28,9; 41,2 sup. p. 237,
2; Hp. 43, 4: Men live in
such a manner that searcely
anyone conld bear his whole
conduet to be made public.
Quid autem prodesi recondere
se et opulos hominwm awresgue
vitare? Bona conscientic fur-
bam advocat, mala etiam in soli-
tudine anxia atque sollicita est
. 0 te miserum, 8l contemnis
hune testem !
* Vida Beat, 20,5; Ep. 83, 1.

b Iip. 26, 4 sgq.; Phil. d. Gr.
1L i. 204, 3.

® He goes very minutely
into this in his 94th and 95th
letters, in the former proving
the indispensability of special
precepts for practical life, and
in the latter that of universal
ethical principles (deoreta). In
both he maintains that, con-
sidering the greatness of human,
corruption, and the overwhelm-\

ing influence of society, no ™

counteracting means shonld be
left unemployed ; 94, 52 sg.;
68 3yg.: 95, 14 sg9.: 29 sqq.

? Especially in the trealise
D¢ Beneficiis and in the letters,

LOVE OF MANKIND.

sponds -to_his moral destination, the more closely

" will he find himself connected with others, the more.

purely will he apprehend this relationship, and the

/& “more entirely will he extend it to all men. The

Stoic prineiples respecting the natural kinship of
mankind; and the disinterested help which we owe
to all without exception, have found in Seneca one
of their most eloquent assertors ;' in his conception
of this relation, however, the political element

. throughout recedes before the universally human

element, and the severity of the moral judge before
a loving gentleness which bears witness not only to
the benevolent disposition of the philosopher but
also to his accurate knowledge and impartial judg-
ment of human nature. TIn political life Seneca
can feel no confidence, which is not surprising con-

experiences: he finds the mass of mankind so evil
that we cannot without moral injury make ourselves
dependent on,their favours, and the condition of the
Commonwealth too hopeless for us to waste our
strength upon it ; the individual state seems to him
too small beside the great polity of mankind and of

the world, and the activity of the statesman beside
that of a teacher of the human race to allow of his con-
fining himself tothem. Those connections have for
him a far greater charm * which are based upon free

! As is shown in PRil. d. Gr.
TIL. 1. 286, 1; 287, 2; 209, 3.

= Cf. itid. TIL 1. 205 sqy. ;
Ep. 14, 4 sqq. (cf. supra, 230, T),
and, coneerning politics also, De

Clement. 1, 3, 4 sgq., where we
cannot suppose thaf  what
Seneca says of the importance
of the mler of the common-
wealth, apart from some ex-
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choice and are regulated aceording to the needs and
Te marriage
he has devoted an entire treatise,' and we have every
reason to suppose, from what we are told on the
subject that Seneca held married life, of which he
himself had full experience, in the highest estima-
tion, A taste for friendship also appears in him in
a very marked degree, and we have already seen
that he has difficulty in reconciling his need of
friendship and his noble conception of this relation
with the wise man’s suffieiency for himself? But
the real crown of his moral doctrine lies in the
univéersal love of man, the purely human interest
which bestows itself on all without distinetion, even
the meanest and most despised, which even in the
slave does not forget the man ;2 in that gentleness of
disposition which is so especially antagonistie to

anger and hatred, tyranny and cruelty,’ and which

travagances of expression, is
merely the language of a cour-
tier; it was not only quite trune
according to the existing state
of things, but doubtless his
own persenal conviction that in
the Roman empireas it was then
constitutred, the emperor (as
he says in ¢. 4) was the uniting
bond of the state; and that the
pax  Romana, the dominatio
wrbis, was linked with his pre-
servation: Olim enim it se
induit reipublice Cesar, vi se-
duci. alierwm nom possit, sine
wtrinsgue pernicie ; nam ut il
viribys opus est, ita et faie
capite. But if the republic
was abandoned, public service

must have lost its charm for
the best of them.

! For the fragments of this
treatize which, however, consist
for the most part of quotations
Irom other authors and exam-
ples of good and wicked women,
cf. Haase, iii. 428 3g9. On the

view of marriage there enun- -

ciated, cf. PRl 4. Gr. 111, 1. 293,
4 ; concerning Seneca's seconcd
;nfc (of Ll];c first we do not
now even her name) vide guy
p. 234, n. /&“‘{U
* Vide Phil, d. G III i. 289
24¢-
* Ample anthority for this is
quoted, Ihid. 111, 1.299 s¢. 286, 1.
¢ A mode of thought which

FORGIVENESS OF INJURIES.

considers nothing worthier of man and more aceord-
ing to nature, than forgiving mercy, and benevolence
that is unselfish and disseminates happiness in secret,

imitating the divine goodness towards the evil and

the good; which, mindful of human weakness, would
rather spare than punish, does not exclude even
enemies from its goodwill, and will not return even
injury with injury.! Seneca’s dissertations on these
subjects are among the most beautiful testimonies
to the purity of meoral conceptions arrived at by
classical antiquity. In their content, as has already
been shown, they entirely harmonise with the Stoie
prineiples ; but they have manifestly arisen from a
somewhat different idea of life and a milder temper

also expresses itgelf in the de- punish where it ought, the

cided repudiation of the in-
human gladiatorial shows and
in censure of the Roman lust
for war. For the same reason,
and also on account of his
passionate disposition and want
of self-control, those severe
sentences were passed upon
Alexander the Great which for-
nished such welcome material
for Seneca’s thetorie, Penef, i.
13, 3; Clement. i. 25; De Ira,
#i 17, 1, 28, 1; Nat. Qu. vi.
23, 2, et _mws@m

L Cf Hp 95, 52; Vit Beat.
24,3; De (‘lﬂm i.1, 3; DeTra,
i. 83 De Ofio, 1. 4; DgIm,n
2 Bmef iii. 18 28; De
Clem, 1. 18, 23 ii. 4 E_p. a1,
11; Vit. Beat. 24, 3. In De
Clem. ii. 4, he speaks of the
possibility of uniting mildness
with justice and the distine-
tion between this and culpable
neglect; the one does nob

other in punishing has resard
to all really available grounds
of extenuation: it desires only
to carry out complete justice,
De Clem. 1. 6; De Fra.ii. 9, 4
10, 1 sg. 28: 1ii. 27, 3 (on the
weakness of man—we shounld
not be angry with error, but
pardon it); Benef. iv. 25 sgq.
(how far, according to the
example of the Gods, should
favours be bestowed on the
ungratefnl ) ; vil. 31 sg. (vineit
malos pertinar bonitas). As the
zods, in gpite of all nnthank-
fulness, continue unweariedly
to send rain upon the worthy
and the unworthy, and patmnﬂ}
bear with the error of those
who misconceive them, so also
should we aect, and conguer in-
gratitude by benefits, as the
husbandman conguers unfruit-
ful ground by tillage; 1. e, ii.
9 sg. (hidden benents)

R
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than were found among the elder Stoics. The need
’of community is stronger with Seneca than with
" them, and though the social nature and vocation of
man is in both cases recognised with equal decision,
in the older Stoies it appears more as the fulfilment
of a duty, in Seneca more as an affair of inclination,
of human-affection, and of benevolence; and hence
he lays the chief stress on the virtues of the philan-
thropic dispesition. “How closely this softening of
the Stoic severity is connected with Seneca’s deeper

sense of human imperfection has already been in-

His veli-
gicus Lo
perament,

i

dicated.

From the same source we must also derive the
religious cast of his ethics. Here, too, he follows
throughout the common tendency of his school.!
The will of God is to him the highest law ; to obey

and to imitate that will, is the most universal com-

mand,? synonymous? with the claim of life accord-
ing to nature; he perceives in reason and conscience
the divine spirit dwelling in us;* he bases the
equality of all men on the proposition that God ean
take up hiz abode as well in the soul of a slave as
in that of a nobleman ; and the union of the in-
dividual with humanity on the thought of the god%
who, with us, belong to the universe and govern it ;

U Plil, d. Gr. I11 4, p. 130, emplum Sequi. L, e vil 31, 2;
2 The Deity here coincides ¥, Bs. 15, 4.7, Ep. 16, 5 of.

_happiness is possible.?

with Nature, and, therefore,

Benef. vi. 23, 1; Provid. 5, 8.

SEINECA’S RELIGIOUS TEMPERAMENT.

he pressingly insists on a willing and joyful ac-
quiescence in the decrees of Providence, and sees in
this disposition the most secure foundation for the
freedom and peace of mind of the wise man ;! but,

last refuge the voluntary departure from life,” and
wonld have us accustom ourselves above all to a
contempt for death, without which, he says, no
In all these utterances there
is nothing which does not flow from the true spirit
of the Stoie doctrine. Even the proposition that
no one can be. good without the assistance of the
deity is to be understood with Seneca wholly in the
sense of that system ; the divine.assistance which
he claims is no supernatural aid, but coincides with
the use of our reason and its natural powers.* If,

Y Cfdbid. IO i, p. 304, 1 fest aliquis supra fortunam nist
305, 1. ab ills adjutus exsurgere ? Tl

2 Ibid. 111 1. p. 306, 1. dat consilic magnifica et erecta.

3 Nat. Qu. vi. 32, 5: Sive- Inm wnoguogue vivorum bonorwm
Tumus esse felices, i nec ho- (quis Deusincertum est) habitat
minwm nee Deorum nee rerwm  Dews. Similarly, Ep. 73, 15:
timore verari, si despicere for-  Non sunt I fastidiosi non in-
tunam supervacua promittentem, wvidi: admittunt et adscendent-

levia minitantem, & wolwmus ibus manum porrigunt. Mirarig
tranguille degere et ipsis Dis de  hominem ad Deos ire (through

Felicitate econtroversiam agere, the elevation of the mind and

anime in expedito est habenda, will)? Deus ad homines venit,
&e. imao, quod est propius, in ho-

4 This plainly results from a  mines venit: nulle sine Deo
comparison of the passages in  mens bona est. Seming in cor-
which this proposition is ad-  poribus humanis diving dispersa
vanced, In Ep. 41, 2, after he  sunt, gue si bonus cultor ex-
has said that there dwells in eipif, similia origini prodeunt

also the will of God with the 4 Phil.d. G IIL1. p. 319, 2
laws of nature. 3"0 1L

4 Benef. iv. 25, 1: Proposi- 5 me sl e T (Rel 2005
tum et nobiz seoundwm rerum  De Ofio, 4, 1; Phil. d. &', 111,

naturam vivere et Deorum ex- 1. p, 302, 2; 296, 3.

us a divine spirit (by which
nothing else is meant but
reason and man’s conscience),
he thus proceeds: Bonus vero
vir sine Deo nemo est: an po-

et paria his, ex quibus ovia sunt,
surgunt, &c. The help of God
must, therefore, consist in this:
that an effiuence of the Deity
as Adyos emepuaruchs is combined

r 2
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therefore, Seneca’s doctrine is distinguished from
the elder Stoicism by its religious character, this must
on no account be understood to mean that he was
thereby carried into radieal deviations from the Stoic
system, but only that the importance assumed by
the religious element in relation to the philosophieal
is peculiarly characteristic of him ; his distinction
from the earlier Stoies is merely quantitative. That
the religions point of view, however, acquired with
him such great preponderance, we must attribute
partly to the practical and popular cast.of his philo-
sophy and partly to his lively sense.of human wealk-

. ness' and imperfection, which must naturally have

disposed him to point more frequently and more
emphatically to the support which the morallife of
man finds in the belief in God and his guiding
power in-the-werld, and in the human spirit. How
pure, moreover, is Seneca’s conception of religion ;
how he keeps clear, not only of the belief of the
people, but of the fallacies of Stoic orthodoxy ; how
the plurality of gods is cancelled in the unity
of the divine nature, and external worship in the
spiritual cultus of the knowledge of God, and the
imitation of his moral perfection, have already been
shown.! Here also Seneca appears as a worthy re-
presentative of Roman Stoicism, in which a purer

with a human body in the
spiritual nature of man.

! Phil.d. @ I11.1.p. 312 394, ;
315, 5; 324, 1; 826,1; 337, 3:
340 2. Even in the passaces
last guoted, soothsaying and

the power of atonements are
only defended very condition-
ally; and Seneca eclsewhere
treats such things simply =as
absurdities (Vat. Qu. iv. 4, 6).

d

- on certain points.

SENECA AND PANATIUS.

and freer view of religion had been implanted by
Pangetius in its very commencement, and which it

had constantly maintained, as is seen by the example

of a Semvola, a Varro, and a Cicero.! To Panastius,
Seneca bears great resemblance in his whole mode
of thought.
trines of their school to the practical, and seek to
make the latter as fruitful as possible by a treat-

ment generally comprehensible and an application:

to individual details: and in this endeayour they
have no seruple about recurring to other than Stoic
predecessors, or departing from the Stoic tradition
But these departures are far
more congiderable with Panstins than with Seneca ;
and on the other hand, with Seneca the ethical
base of the earlier Stoicism, confidence in the
moral power of man, is much more deeply shaken,
and the feeling of human weakness and defec-
tiveness more vivid than seems to have been
the case with Panmtius ; and while the healing
of the morally diseased human race is regarded as
the chief task of philosophy, there arises the fusion

Both postpone ihe theoretical doe- |
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of philosophy with religion and the reaction of =

ethical dualism on metaphysics, by which the later

1 Cf. Phil. d. Gr. TI1. 1. p. 340,
1, and gup. p. 49, 2; 170 29.: 176
sgy. If in the ahove sentences T
name (icero beside Scevola and
Varro, this is justified partly
by his particular connection
with the Stoiec school, and

partly by his exposition of the
Stoic theology in the second
book of the treatise Do Natura
Deorum, from which some strik-
ing passages are quoted, Phil.
& Gr. IIL 1. 311, 1; 314, 2.
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CHAPTER IX.

THE STOICS CONTINUED : MUSONIUS, EPICTETUS, MARCUS
AURELIUS.

SToIcisM maintained on the whole the same charac-
ter during the entire course of its further history,
except that the traits by which Seneca had already
diverged from the original direction of his school,

ultimately asserted themselves more strongly. The

rest of the Stoie philosophy known to us may there-
fore, be discussed more coneisely.

A younger contemporary of Seneca’s, Musonius
Rufus,! who resided in Rome in the reigns of Nero
and Vespasian,® was a distinguished teacher of philo-
sophy,® and was held in the highest estifaation on

VO Musonii Bupi Religuie
et Apophihegmata . Annot. Edid.
J. Venhuizen Peerlkamp (Har-
lem, 1822); the first 137 pages
are taken from Petri Nieuw-
landii Dissertatio de Musonio
Fufo(which appeared in 17833 ;
also, Moser, in Studien won
Danb und Creuzer, vi. T4 sqq.

2 Tag. Anwr. xiv. 59 ; xv. 71,
and elsewhere. Fide the fol-
lowing note.

® Musonius HRufus, son of
Capito (Suidas), is apparently
identical with the Cajus Mu-

sonius of whom, Pliny (Ep. iii.
11, 5, 7) makes honourable
mention. He was of good
family, originally from Etruria
(Tac. Ann. =iv. 59; Hist. iii,
81 ; Philostr. Apelion. vil. 16),
and more especially Volsinii
(Suid. of. the epigram dnfiol.
Lat. 1. 79; vol i. 67, Burm).
The year of his birth is un-
known, but as he had already
in 65 A.D. aroused the jealousy
of Nero by his fame as a
teacher of philosophy (Tae.
Ann, xv. 71) and according to

MUSONIUS RUFUS.

account of his personal character.

This philosopher

confined himself even more decidedly than Seneca

»Julian, ap. Suid. then filled a
public office, it can hardly be
supposed later than 20-30 A.D.
An adherent of the Stoicschool,
the friend of Rubellins Plautus,
with whom we find him in Asia
Minor in the year 53 A.D.
Thrasea Pxtus and Soranus,
whose death he afterwards
revenged by the jndicial prose-
cution of his accuser, the
migerable Henating Celer (Tac.
Ann. xiv. 59; Higt. iii. 81; iv,
10, 40; Hpiet, Diss. i. 1, 26)
was banished by Nero, 65 (Tac.
Ann, xv. 71; Dio Cass, lxii, 27;
Muson. ap Stob, Floril. 10, 8,
p. 75; Themist. Or. vi. 72, d.;
vii. 94, @; Sunid., Movedy and
Koprouros, instead of this, re-
presents him as put to death,
but this is a palpable error,
arising perhaps from Justin.
(Apel. 1. 8); according to
Philostratus, {. c., his place of
banishment was Gyara, which
was visited from all sides on
his account. The same author
(Apal. v. 19) and the pseudo-
Luecian in his Ners, mention
that one Musonius was em-
ployed in penal labourin the
proposed cutting of the isthmus,

Philostratus alse (i ¢ iv. 35,

"46) mentions a DBabylonian
Musonius, a wonderful philo-
sopher, whom Nero threw into
prison. But whether our Mu-
sonins is here meant, and
the BaBuvAdws of Philostratus
should he altered to Boviglwios,
or dizcarded (vide Nieuwland,
p. B0 sgq.) seems the more im-
material since these statements
are as valueless as the absurd

letters which Musonius is said
to have exchanged with Apol-
lonius. Hbw the ¢ Tyrian® Mu-
sonins is related to our philo-
sopher cannot be clearly ascer-
tainéd, as we have seen (sup.
p. 199); but they seem to be
identical. He was probably
recalled from exile by Galba
(cf. Epict. fxss, iii. 15,14 ; Tac.
Hist. iii. 81); and when the
philosophers were ordered to
leave Rome by Vespasian he
alone was excepted (Dio Cass.
1xvi. 16); according to Themist.
(Or. xiii, 173 ¢.) he had per-
sonal relations with Titus. How
long he lived we do not know;
but if he is really the person
mentioned by Pliny he must
have survived the reign of
Trajan. Nothing is related as
to any writings by him; that
which Stobmus communicates
from him seems like an account
given of his lectures by a dis-
ciple, and indicates the exis-
tence of Memorabilia, such as
those of Xenophon, or Arrian
concerning Epictetus. Suidas
(TlwAiwy) ascribes such awopry-
povstpare  Mouvcwviov to Asi-
nius Pollin, a contemporary of
Pompey. Ridiculous as this is,
it is probable that ome Pollio
had composed them ; but he is
not to be identified (as has
been done by ancient and mo-
dern writers) with Claudins
Follio, who according to Pliny
(Fp. vii. 31, 5} had written a
Liber de Vita Anni (older read-
ing Musonii) Baassi, but rather
with the grammarian Valerius
Pollio, who (Suid. 1. ¢.) lived
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to moral problems. He too starts from the general
bases of the Stoic system, and even its theoretic por-
tions were not neglected by him. Epictetus relates
that he practised his scholars in the use of logical

forms, and demanded scrupulous accuracy with v

regard to them ;' a remark as to the origin of moral
conceptions points to the Stoic theory of knowledge
and its empiricism.? He mentions in a similar
manrner certain physical doctrines; speaks of the

, unchangeable necessity of the universe, of the

ceaseless change of all things to which everything,
both in heaven and earth, is subject ; of the Tegular
transition of the four elements one into another,?
fulfilling itself through the same stages upward and
downward ; of the divine nature of the heavenly

under Hadrian, and was called
a philosopher. According to
the deseription of the younger
Pliny (Ep. iii. 11) his son-in-
law, the Artemidorus whom
Pliny so enthusiastically praises,
is to be considered his disciple.

! Digs. 1. 7, 32, When Rufus
blamed him for not knowing
how to find what was wanting
in a syllogism, he excused him-
self thus ; wh pap 750 Kemirdiop
Svémpyoa, to which the other
replied, ardpdmodov, évbdbe b
mapeAeimineroy Kamirdiwy éorw

(* here is what you have over-

looked, the chief thing ).

¢ Ap. Stob. Floril. 117, 8, 89
(Mein.): Man can attain to
virtue: ob yap érépwbéy wober
TRUTES EmoToar T4s GpeTds Exo-
uey (elx.), § ' abrijs vhs ar-
tpomeios dilcews, évTvydires dy-
Bpdmots TowiadE T, olovs Srras

atirobs Belovs wol BeoeiBels dvd-
pafoy.  There is a similar de-
claration of Seneca, Ep. 120, 4;
cf. Ep. 120, 11.

8 Stob. Floril, 108, 60. This
fragment bears with some others
(Pioril. 19, 18; 20, 60, 61;
L. ii. 356) the inseription:
Polipov &k 7@y 'Emirtdrov Tepl
¢irias.  That nothing more,
however, is meant by this thar
an account taken from Epie-
tetus (¢. e. from a lost porticn
of Arrian’s dissertations) con-
cerning an utterance of Mu-
sonins (of. Hehweichiinser on
Epictet. iii. 195) is the less
open to doubt, since Musonius
is always Rufus in Epictetus;
and a comparison of Diss, iii.
28, 29, with Gell, ¥, 4.v. 1,
shows that he is the person
intended,

HIS PRACTICAL CHARACTER.

bodies ;1 and as these are nourished by vapours, so
(in agreement with the Stoies and Heracleitus) the
soul, he says, is nourished by the evaporation of the

“blood ; the lighter and purer, therefore, our food is,

the drier and purer will be the soul.? Some other
definitions, standing in close connection with ethics
—such as those respecting the goodness and moral
perfection of God, the natural kinship of man with
God, the divine omniscience,® the divine law, the
effluence of which is moral duty,® or virtue as an
imitation of God *—we should necessarily have pre-
supposed to belong to him, even had no decided
utterances on these subjects been handed down
to us. To the popular religion he also accorded
the recognition allowed by the Stoic principles,

e et

! These are the gods for
whose nourishment the evapo-
ration from the earth and from
the waters is sufficient.

z Stob. . ¢. Concerning the
corresponding Stoie doctrines
vide Phil. d. Gv.111.1.189. 4 and
196. 2. The observation (Fioril.
79, 51, p. 94) that God has as-
signed the faculty of thought to
the best protected place in the
body,isof little importance ; this
may mean either the head or the
breast (ef. ibid. II1. 1. p. 197, 2).

3 Floril. 117, 8, p. 88. Man
alone is a plumua feav upon the
earth (similarly 17,43, p. 286); as
there is nothing higher in God
than virtue (Musonins expressly
enumerates the fonr funda-
mental virtues) as virtue alone
makes him the perfect being,
beneficent, friendly to man, and
exalted above all weaknesses,

such as we conceive Him (Lhil.
d. G 111 4, p. 140), so also for
man, virtuous conduet alone is
according to nature.

t Stob. Floril. Ewe. Jo. Dam.
il 13, 125; Bd. iv. 218 (Mein).
Musonius here infers from the
ommniscience of the gods that
they require no demonstrative
proof ; and he applies this in
the manner discussed infra,
p- 252; but the thomght of
the omniscience of God admits
of very forcible application in
the way of ethical admonition.

* Loe. ¢it. 79, 51, p. 94,

5 Cf. note 1 and Plut. De
Aere Alieno, 7, 1, p. 830, where
a capitalist says to Musonius,
who wishes o borrow money :
& Zeds & cwrip, dr ab wpi kel
(hols, ot Gavei(era, and the
other laughingly replied, edfe
Beweiler.
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. and superficial manner.
. most definitely on this subject.
- regarded as sick, from a moral point of view; in

ECLECTICIS, X

without apparently troubling himself with any
speculative justification or interpretation of it.! But
with scientific enquiry as such, with a knowledge
that carries its end and purpose in itself, Musonius
has no concern. We see this already from the fact
that among the many sayings and discussions of his
that have been preserved to us,? the theoretical doc-
trines of his school are only mentioned in a casual
But he has himself spoken
Men are to be

order to be cured they require continual medical

treatment.?  Philosophy

''In this respect, however,
fhere is little to be quoted
from these fragments. The
deity is called Zeus, and the
divine law the law of Zeus
(Florit. 79, 51, p. 94); the
stars are freated as gods (sup.
p-249,.1); and as Chrysippushad
blamed the unmarried state as
an offence against Zens Game-
lios (Phil.d. &, 111 1. 293, 2) so
Musonins urges, among other
things, against the exposure of
children, that it is a erime
against the merpdor Beol and
Zebs dudywios (Floril. 75, 15);
and in favour of marriage he
says that Hera, Eros, and
Aphrodite have it under their
protection ; while the observa-
fion : Beol yap émirpometovo iy ab-
Tou, kaBd voullovrar wap' Gvbpd-
wais, peydhor, even if we sub-
stitute wouierar and thus render
the assertion less startling, still
points the distinetion between
the popular and the philoso-
phical notion of the gods. In

must supply this need.

the same way Musonins ( Floril.
85, 20, end) argues against
luxury that it hinders the fnl-
filment of our duties; among
others, the duties connected
with service to the gods,

“ There are in all, more than
fifty of them and among these
many of considerable length;
in Venhuizen Peerlkamp’s work
they occupy 135 pages.

3 Plut. Cok. dra, 2, p. 453 :
kat uiy @y ye pepruefe Movow-
viou keAdy €v éorir, & ZdAAa, TH
deiv ael Depawevopévovs Broty robs
coleclu  péadovras. Gell. ¥.
4.5 1, 2, and nfra p. 252, 3.
This point of view, under which
the Cynics first represented
philosophy (vide Phil. d. G, I1.
i, 285, 3) becomes strikingly
prominent everywhere after the
begioming of the first century
A.D.: examples have already
come beforeus (sup. p.77, 3; 237,
2) and weshall meet with others
among Stoics, Platonists, and
Neo-Pythagoreans. .

ETHICS OF MUSONIUS.

Philosophy is the only way to virtue,' and there-
fore occupation with it is necessary for every ome,
even for women;? but conversely virtue is the
only end and content of philosophy; to philo-
sophise means to learn and to practise the principles
of conduct according to duty® A philosopher and
a righteous man are therefore synonymous;* virtue
and philosophy are only different designations for
the same thing. Butywhereas Socrates and Plato
understood this proposition in the sense that virtue
is merely the fruit of a real and fundamental know-
ledge, Musonius, on the contrary, agrees with the '

Cynics that true wisdom can be attained without &

much knowledge by means of moral endeavour.
Philosophy requires few doctrines, and may dispense
with theorems in which the Sophists take such de-
light ; what is necessary may well be learned even in
the occupations of the spade and the plough.® Virtue
is far more a thing of custom than of instruction, for

the vicious habits of men are only to be overcome by

L Stob., Fleril, 48, 67, where
we read ; Bixawos 8¢ mas by ey
Tis pi emoTduevos diaroctimy
émotdy 7f éorey but this is im-
possible  without philosophy.
Likewise inregard to swppoaivy
and the other virtues. There-
fore : wds kol The Tpiror 59-
pairo By Tis PBosheoa 1) Biava
KaA@s, € pl QIAOTOPNTELEY.

_® Floril. Jo. Damase. ii. 15,
123, 126 (iv. 212 sgq. 220 sgq.
Aein). ;

8 Foe. ¢it. ii. 13, 123, end,
p- 216: ¢rocodia kedowdyabdias
Soriv emiThidevots wal olBey Erepoy
(thus Hloril. 48, 67); L e il
13, 126, p. 221 : (yreir kal oko-

Teiy dmws Bidoovrar keAds, frep
TH PIAOTOPEY E0T; Florii 67,20,
end: o yap 83 @ihocoedelr Ere-
pov Tt dalvera by f Tb & wpéwer
Kol & Wpoa"ﬁrcel Adye pev avalnTely
Epya B mpdTTEw.

+ Floril, 79,51 : b 8¢ yeelvar
aryabby T3 didooogoy elvar TaiTéy
éori. Similarly 48, 67: the
good prince 1s necessarily a
philosopher, and the philoso-
pher is necessarily fit to be a
prince (1), (ef. sup. note 1).

5 Foe. cit. 56, 18, p. 338 3q.
Musonius here shows that the
calling of a husbandman is
best fitted for a philosopher.
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opposite habits.! The disposition to virtue, the germ
of virtue, is implanted in all men by nature ;2 if we
have before us an unspoiled pupil of a good dispo-
sition, it needs no lengthy argument to convey to
him right moral prineiples and the right estimation

of goods and evils; a few convincing proofs, indeed,

are better than many ; the main point is that the
conduet of the teacher should correspond with his
principles, and that similarly the diseiple should live
according to his conviction.? To this practical end,
then, according to Musonius, all instruction should
work. The teacher of philosophy should not pro-
duce applanse but improvement; he should ad-
minister to his hearers the moral medicine that they
require ; i’ he does this in the right way, they will
not have time to admire his discourse, they will be
completely occupied with themselves and their con-
science, with feelings of shame, repentance, and
exaltation.* In this manner Musonius himself tried
to work upon his disciples; he spoke so forcibly to
their hearts that each individual felt as if per-
sonally struck ;* he made the entrance to his school

PROBLEM OF PHILOSOPHY.

more difficult, in order to separate the stronger
natures from the weaker and more effeminate ;! he
sought to brace their force of will by the thought of

“the difficulties life would bring to them;? and we

may well believe that the influence of such instruec-
tion must have been very important and lasting on
the character of those who enjoyed it. But we cannot
expect that a philosopher who so decidedly subor-
dinated scientific problems to practical influence,
should distingnish himself by originating new
thoughts or even by the firmer establishment and
logical development of a doctrine already existing.
If, therefore, in most of the fragments of Musonius
we must acknowledge the purity of mind and cor-
rectness of moral judgment which they exhibit, we

cannot estimate their scientific value very highly.

What we mostly find in them is merely an application
of the recognised Stoical prineiples which sometimes
becomes so minute that the philosopher, after the
example of Chrysippus, does not even disdain to
give precepts on the growth of the hair and beard.?
On certain points the Stoic principles are exaggerated;
Musonius exceeds the bounds of Stoicism and ap-

! Lae. cit, 29, 78, with which
the statement of Lucius (sup.
p- 199) in the Eze. e, Jo. Dam.
1. 7, 46 (vol. iv. 169 s¢. Mein.)
entirely agrees. :

! Tdpres giioer wepivauer of-
Tws dore (v aropapTiTes kol
waADS . . . puowchy elvar froBo-
M Ti Tob dvBpdmov Yuxg wpbs
wahondyadiar kel owéppa dperiis
érdoTe Hudy éveivar, where this
is proved (ap. Stob. Eel, ii. 426
44.) by the argument that the
laws demand moral conduct

from all, and all lay claim to
the hononr of it (cf. Phil. d. G
IIL. i. 224, 2),

¢ Btob. Floril. Ewze. e Jo.
Dam. ii. 13, 125 (iv. 217 sgq.
i)

! Gell, N. 4. v. 1; Epict.
Diss, i1l 23, 29, -

> Bpiet. L e.: voryapoiv ofirws
eAeyer, dol Erooror Hudv Ka-
Bhuwevor oferlar 7i Tis more abriv
BizfeBAnrer oiitws fimrero Taw
ywouvey, olTe wpd GdlaAuiv
érifer T6 EndoTov Kakd,

prosimates partly to the simplicity of the Cynies and
partly to the asceticism of the Neo-Pythagoreans; at
other times he deduces, even from thenee, such pure

L Lge. cit. 1il. 6, 10,

2 Toc. cit. 1.9, 29: ofre kai
‘Potipos wetpdluwy e ciale .\:”yfw‘
cupBficeral oot TobTo kul TavTo
Swo Tou DeamdToy. KGueU wWphs
abroy Grokpwagévoy, ot &rbpe-
rwae Tl olv, Edv, exelvoy wopo-

keA@ (to treat this better) wape
ool abrd AaBelr Surdueros,

2 Florl. 6, 62, where Muso-
niug, like Chrysippus before him
(Athen. xiii. 565, @), expresses
himself strongly against the
cutting of the hair and beard.
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and yet humane precepts as were not universal in
the Stoic school itself. His leading thought is the
inner freedom of man. But this is linked to two con=-

ditions, (1) the right treatment of that which is in

~ our power, and (2) submission to that which is not

<7t

in our power. In our power is the use we make
of our ideas, and on this depends all virtue and
happiness. All the rest is out of our power ; that we
must, therefore, leave to the course of the universe,
and must be satisfied and happy with whatever it
brings us.! From this standpoint Musonius judges
the value of things; in harmony with his school he
declares virtue to be the only good, and wickedness
the only evil ; everything else, riches and poverty,
pleasure and pain, life and death, are indifferent ;2
he requires that we should defend ourselves against
the troubles of life, not by external means but by

GENERAL PRECEPTS.

world,! that we should neither-seek death nor shun
it.2 In order to attain this strength of mind, how-
ever, man needs not only the most continual moral

'iprae't.ie.e and the most unremitting attention to
/ himself,? but also bodily hardening.?

Musonius,
therefore, admonishes us to learn to endure bodily
exertions, deprivaticns, and hardships;® he desires
to lead us back as much as possible, in regard to
food, elothing, and domestic arrangements, to a
state of nature;® he goes further, and with Sextius
and the Neo-Pythagoreans, counsels us to avoid the

“ eating of flesh, because this is not according to

nature for man, and because, as he thinks, it en-
genders thick and cloudy evaporations which darken
the soul and weaken the power of thought.” On
the other hand he caunot agree with many of the

elevation above the external, and indifference towards
it;® that, for example, we should regard exile as no
evil, but should feel ourselves at home in the whole

! Biob, Eel ii. 356: Tav bv-
Twy T4 wer e’ nuiy fero ¢ deds
76 8 off, €4’ fuiv uiv T RdAALc-
Tov kol gwovimdraTer, & 03 kai
abThs ebdaipwr dotl, Thr xphow
TWy parTari@y. TouTo op opias
~iyrdunevoy énevfepio éorly etipoia
ebfuula elordfea, ToiTo B¢ Kat
Sty éoTi kal vomoes kal cwepo-
oitrn kol Edureca Gpetd. o b
GAAe wdvTa olk €' fuiy émoti)-
FaTo. olrovy kal WEs ouudd)-
¢ovs xph 7@ Oed yevéolor kal
TavTy GieAdyTas T8 TpdyuaTe Ty
Py €0 fuiy TdUTe TPETOV PTI-
woteirfar, T& B uh & Huw

émirpélar 7@ kbouw, kal elre
7@y waibwr 8éoiTo €lte THs wa-
Tpidos eiTe Tol oduatos elTe
dTovoly, Gopdvous mapaywpeiy,
CE, Fioril. 7, 23 (Iu.'}} EUG‘XE’PR(FE'
Tais mepoTdaeaw) s L e. 108, 60,
where from the thought of the
necessity of the course of the
world and of the change of all
things, is deduced the moral
application that the condition

-of a harmonious life is the

ExirTa Sexerbar Tavayraia.

* Floril! 28, T8, p. 15; ck
Gell. ¥ 4. xvi. 1.

¥ Sup. p. 253, 2.

i Qf, the lengthy discussion
ap. Stob. Floril. 40, 9, which
finally comes to the crmc‘luemn
that as banishment robs a man
of neither of the four prineipal
virtues, it robs him of no real
good; it cannot injure the good
man, and the bad man is in-
jnred by his wickedness and
not by banishment,

2 Of. Phil. d. Gr.111. 1. 306, 4,
5. Itisinentire agreementwith
this that Musonius (ap. Epict.
Digs. 1. 26 sg.) blames Thrasea
becanse he desired death rather
than exile ; for we should nei-
ther, he says, choose the harcer
instead of the easier, nor the
easier instead of the harder,
but rega.rd it as a duaty épreio-
far T deloperw. The story
which Tacitus (Ann. xiv. 53)
relates with a qualifying < fe-

runt'is also quite in accord-
ance with his spirit—that he
prevented Rubelliuz  Plautus
from escaping, by means of an
insurrection, the death with
which Nero threatened him.

3 CL Stob. #loril. 29, 78,and
the expression (ap. Gell. . 4.
xviil, 2, 1), remiftere animun
quasi amitiere est.

1 For the body, he says (ap.
Stob. 1. ¢.), must be made the
serviceable tool of the mind,
and with it the soul also will
be strengthened.

"% Stob. L. ¢.; Pliny, Bp. iii
11, 6, praises in Artemidorus
(aup.p.2486. 3, end),besides other
excellences, his hardiness, mo-
deration, and abstemicusness.

¢ Btob. Floril. 1, 84 ; 18, 88 ;
8, 20; B4, 23,

7 Loe. eif. 17, 43, sup. 249, 2.
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Stoies who carry the self-dependence of the wise

_man to the point of dissuading even from marriage ;
he is himself a warm advocate of a commection so

natural, and, in a moral point of view, so beneficial ;
and gives very good and wholesome precepts on the

subject.!

He sets himself still more decidedly

against the immoral courses which the elder Stoics
had not uneonditionally exeluded, for he condemned
all unchastity in or out of marriage,® as also the
custom of the repudiation and exposure of children,®
so common in antiquity, and justified even by Plato

and Aristotle.

The gentle disposition which guides
him in all this is also shown in the propesition that
it is unworthy of man to revenge injuries, partly

because such faults as a rule arise from ignorance,
partly because the wise man cannot really be injured,
and not the suffering but the doing of wrong is to

be regarded as an evil and a disgrace.!

When, how-

ever, he condemns on this principle the judieial
indictment of offences, we recognise the onesided-
ness of a standpoint where elevation above external
things has become indifference to them, and has
degenerated into a denial of their interconnection

with things within.

With Musonius is connected his famous disciple

1 Loe. oit. 67, 20; 69, 23 ; 70,
14; of, Phil. 4, G, 111, 1. 203, 2,
and sup. p.246, 8, He himself
was married, for Artemidorus
was his son-in-law (sup. p. 245,
3, cnd), and in the Program.
Anthol. Lat. i. 79 (vol. 1. 57,
Burm.) Testus Avienus calls

himself Musoni soboles, lare
eretus Volsiniensi.

2 Lae. cit. 6, 61,

& Loe 'eity 75, 155 B4, 21
cf. sup. p. 250, 1,

4 Log, ¢it. 19,16 ; 40,9 ; Sehl
2(), 61.

DATE OF EPICTETUS.

Epictetus, a Phrygian who lived in Rome under
Nero and his successors, went in the reign of
_Domitian to Nieopolis, and seems to have died in
that of Trajan.! TIn the discourses? of this philo-

sible.

! Epietetus’ native city was
Hierapolis in  Phrygia (Suid.
’Emirr.). He himself was a
slave of Epapbroditus, the
freedman of Nero (Suid., Epict.
Thge 110 X9 b IR ST 99.

. .96, 11; Gellins, &, A.ii. 18,

10; Macrob. Saf. 1. 11, 45;
Simpl. in Bpict. Enelirid. ¢. 9,
p. 102, Heins.), weak in body
and lame (Simpl. #, o¢.; ef.
Epict. Euchir. 9; Celsus, ap.
Orig. ¢. Cela. vii. T3 Suid, and
others : according to Simplicius
he was lame from his youth;
according to Suidas he became
so through sickness; according
to Celsus, through the ill-
treatment of his master, who
may inceed have used him
harshly, judging from the quo-
tation sup. p. 253, 2), and lived
in great poverty (Simpl. 7.e.and
on e. 33, 7, p. 272; Macrob. L.¢.).
While he was yet a slave he
heard DMusonius (Epict, Diss.
1.7, 32; 9, 29; JiL. 6, 10 25,
29). In the sequel he must
have beeome free. Under Do-
mitian he must have left Rome
(sup. p. 190, 1, end) with the
other philosophers (Gell. . A.
xv. 11, 5; Taeian, Peregr, 18) ;
he betook himself to Nicopolis
in Epirus (Gell. I e Suidas),
where Arrian heard him (Epict.
Diss. i1, B, 20; 1, Pref.; cf iii.
22, 52). According to Suidas
and Themistoeles (O, v. 63,
he lived until the reign of
Marcus Aurelius: this, how-
ever, is chronologically impos-

8

Fven Spartian’s state-
ment ([Hadr. 16), that Hadrian
associated with him in summa
JFamiliaritate is somewhat sus-
picious, as Hadrian’s accession
to the throne (117 A.D.) is more
than 30 years removed from
the time when Epictetus seems
to have heard DMusonius in
Rome; but the last years of
his life may nevertheless have
extended to the reign of Ha-
drian, or this emperor may have
become acquainted with him
before he came to the throne.
He himself makes mention of
Trajan (Diss. iv. 5, 17; ef. 1ii.
13, 9). The consideration in
which Epictetus was held by
his contemporaries and later
authorities is attested, among
others, by Gellivs, who calls
him (ii. 18, 10) philosophus
nobidis, and (in xviil, 194) mami-
s plilosophorum s also by Mar-
cus Aurelius (mp. éavr. 1. 7). who
thanks hiz teacher, Rusticus,
even in mature age, for having
made him acquainted with
the Memorabilia of Epictetus:
cf, likewise Lucian, Ade. Tad.
13 (who relates that an ad-
mirer of Epictetus bought his
earthenware candlestick for
3,000 drachmag); Simpl. in
Fnolir. Praf.p. 6 3. and many
others.

? These are the AwrpiBel and
the "Evyxewpldor, Arrian wrote
down the former, as he says in
the preface, after Hpictetus as
faithfully as pessible, in the
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practice
the end

ECLECTICISM.

sopher, recorded by his admirer Arrian,' the problem

of philosophy is likewise restricted to its moral

| operation. According to Epictetus, to philosophise
is to learn what to desire and what to.avoid.2 The

beginning of philosophy is the consciousness of a
man’s own weakness and need of help: he who is to
beecome good must first be convinced that he is evil.?

first instance for his own use,
and only published them when
copies of them had becun to
be taken without his co-opera-
tion. The ¢ Handbook ' he com-
piled later, partly from the
Disserfations (Simpl. in Epict.
Man. Pref.,, according to a
letter of Arrian fo Massalenus).
He also wrote about the life
and end of Epictetus (Simpl.
L. ¢.). The latter work is pro-
bably identical with the twelve
books “Ouirlar "EmikrhiTov men-
tioned by Photius (Ced. 58) 3 of
the eight books of AwrpiBal, to
which the same writer alludes,
we have still four, and of the
other numerous fragments most
are in Stobzus. T guote Ar-
rian’s writings on Epictetus
simply under Epictetus’ name.
That Epictetus himself wrote
much (Suid.) is manifestly
false.

! Flavius Arrianus (Dio Cass,
Ixix, 15, attests the name Fla-
viug) was born and grew up in
the Bithynian town of Nico-
media, where he was also priest
of Demeter and Kore (Arrian.
ap. Phot. Cod, 83). TUnder
Trajan we find him with Epic-
tetus at Nicopolis (see the two
last notes and Lucian, 4lex. 2,

and elsewhere); under Ha-

drian, in 133 A.D., as prefect of -

Cappadocia, he held the hostile
Albanians in check (Dio Cass.
L ¢.). He afterwards rose to
the comsulate (Phot. Cod. 58,
Suid. ; érip Pounior & Tois wpd-
Tois, he is called by Lucian,
Alex. 23, From this we sea
that, thongh belonging to a Ni-
comedian family(Phot. Cod. 587,
he possessed the right of Roman
citizenship, whether he himself
had received it or one of his
ancestors (probably from one
of the Flavian emperors). He
was also an Athenian eifizen,
and was named after the man
whom he imitated as anfhor
and general, Sevoddy or pos
Bevodoy (Arrian. De Venat. 1,
4,5, 6; Phot. [. ¢, Suid.). Ac-

cording to Phot. I ¢. and Suid. .

he lived till the reien of Mar-
ens Aurelius. Concerning his
writings, cf. Fabric. Biblioth.
v. 91 sgq. Harl. ; Miiller, Fragm.
Hist. Gr. 1ii. 586, The Arrian
whose meteorology is often
quoted is not the Stoic; cf.
Ideler, Awist. Meteor. i. 138,

£ Diss 1l 14, 10: ral oxebdy
TO iAogogeEly ToUT EoTy, (yTEly
TRs evlexerar amapamolirTas
dpéfer xpfiobar wal érckicer,

3 Digs, 11, 11, 1: apxh duhe-
coplas waps Thy Blpar (1ot par)

HIS DOCTRINES,

The philosopher is a physician to'whom the sick come,
and not the healthy ;' he must not only instruct
dhis scholars, but help and cure them ; of what use
is it to display his learning before them, to develop
dogmas, however true they may be, or to provoke
their applause by proofs of his cleverness? The
most necessary and important thing is rather that
he should speak to their eonsciences, that he should
bring them to the feeling of their wretchedness and
ignorance ; that he should call forth in them the
first resolve of amendment ; that he should make
them philosophers, not in their opinions, but in

ATTOMEVOLS aiTHS cuvalodncis THs
abrot  aofevelas xal &huraplas
Tept Ta dveyraia.. L. 3 (Stob.
Flowil. 1, 48) : el Bodher dyabis
eivar, wloTevoor Gre kakos e, (Of
Seneca, sup. p. 278, 2.

1 Thge 131 23,30 ;mpsftfv e’cr‘nv,
drdpes, TO TOU Guhegddov gyo-
Aetoyt ob el qofévras efehBerv,
AN dAyficarTas. Fpxedfe ap
oty tyeets, ke, CE Fp. 17 (Stob.
Fiop, iv. 94), and Musowius,
sup. p. 788, 2; T34, 5 &q.

* Digs. iii. 23, 31. Epictetus
eontinues: You come, not as
healthy people, aAN’ 6 utv duov
2iBePAnicis, 6 & ambornue Exwy,
& B¢ olpryya Exwr, 6 O€ KeiuhaA-
~@v.  elr’ éya rabicas Huly Adyw
vonudTta Kol emipamudTia,
fuels érawrécartés ue ebedinre, &
ey Tov Grow expépwy oloy elgd-
veyker, 6 8E Thy kedarhy GoalTws
Eyovoar, &o. And shall the
young men make long journeys,
leave their parents and belong-
ings, and spend their property,

s 2

- their behaviour; * in a word, that he should produce

only in order to appland thy
fine oratory ! (Similarly iii. 21,
8.) TovTo Zwkpdrys émolet ; Tobro
Ziray; robro KAedyfys. And also
(passing over other utterances),
ii. 19. Epictetus is here asked
what he thinks of the rupicdey
(Phil. d.Gr. 11.1. 230, 4), and he

-replies that he has as yet ecome

to no opinion thereupon ; but he
knows that very much has been
written about it. Has he read
the treatise of Antipater on
the subject? No; and he does
not wish to do so: what does
the reader gain from it ? ¢Ave-
poTepos EoTar kal dreatpdrepos,
9 wiy dori. Buch things are
worth just as much as the
learning of the grammarians
about Helen and the island of
Calypso. But even with ethical
doctrines it is generally the
same thing, Men relate to one
another the principles of a
Chrysippus and a Cleanthes, as
they relate a history from Iel-
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on them the deep moral impression which Epictetus
himself had received from Musonius, and his
scholars in like manner received from Epictetns.!
From this point of view Epictetus could of
course ascribe to theoretical knowledge, as such, only
a very subordinate value ; and this must especially
hold good of that part of philosophy which mani-
festly stood in the most distant conmection with
ethics, namely logic. The chief thing in philosophy is
the application of its doctrines ; next to this stands

the proof of them ; only

lanieus ; but if somebody were
to remind one of these disciples
of the philosophers during a
shipwreck or a trial before the
emperor, that death and ban-
ishment are not evils, he would
regard it as an oufrageous
mockery. Of what use, then, is
such a philosophy ? Deeds must
show to what school a man
belongs. Baf most of those
who call themselves Stoics
prove themselves to be rather®
Epicureans, or, ab the most,
Peripatetics of the laxest sort.
Srwichy Se deifaré uor, € Two
Ixere . . . Beitaré por Twvd vo-
rovyre Kol ebTuxobyTa, Kwdu-
petovre ol ebTuxeurTa, &C.
Yoy Seddrw Tis pdy dvlpdmov
Béropros Guoyvuuorioont T Oeg
.. . pd GpyaoBfvat, phn ¢leviicar
L . . Oedw €& &vfpamov emifu-
polvra yevégbur . . . Odeitare.
AN’ otk Exere. 7l olv abrols
eumalfere; &e. wal viv éyd pey
waibevThs elut fuérepost duels Bt
map' fuol wadevecfe. My pur-
pose is, amoreréour Dubs Grwhi-
TOUS, AravayKdeTOUS, ATapaToDiT-

in the third rank comes

Tous, éAevlépous, ebpoodvras, eb-
SatuovolvTas, eis Tby fedy édo-
pivras &y wovtl picpd rat peydAp.
Your purpese is to learn this.
S 7l oby alk dvierar; efwaté
wot THe aitlay. It can only lie
in you, or in me, or in both.
Ti odw; (éhere dplausid wore
TotavTy CmeBordy mopl(ew év-
Tavba: T4 pexpt wir Apauer
apkdpeda pdvoy, moTeloaTé por
ket perfe. A further example
of the manner in which Epic-

tetus admonished his pupils is

given in Diss. i. 9, 10-21.

! Concerning Musoning, wide
sup. p. 252; concerning Hpie-
tetus, Arrian, Diss. Praf. 8 sq.:
émel ial Aéywr alTds obBewds &A-
Aoy BiAos 7y épipevos, GTi uh
KToal TAS Yrduas Téy drovirTay
wpbs 7 Béariera. If his dis-
courses, a3 reported by Arrian,
did not accomplish this, &Ar’
éxetvo fuTwoay of evTuyxdvOvTES,
411, wirds dmdre EAeyer abrals,
ardyrn v TOUTO TdrXew T
Gxpodpevoy abrot, bwep Zreivos
abrhy wabety HBovAsTo.

o
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- the doctrine of proof, the scientific method, for that Cfitp,

is only necessary on account of the proof, and proofs

are only necessary on account of their application.! |

Towever useful and indispensable, therefore, logic
may be in order to protect us from fallacies, and
though accuracy and thoroughness are undoubtedly
neeessary in its pursuit,? yet logic cannot be an end
in itself; the question is not that we should be able
to explain Chrysippus and solve dialectic difficulties,
but that we should know and follow the will of

| nature, that we should attain the right in what we
.do and avoid;® the only unconditioned end is

virtue ; dialectic is a tool in its serviee,* the art of
speech is merely a subordinate help, which has
nothing to do with philosophy as such.” In accord-
ance with these principles, Epictetus seems to have
occupied himself very little with dialectic questions;
at any rate the written records of his doctrine con-
tain not a single logical or dialectical discussion.
Even the refutation of scepticism gives him little
concern ; he declares it to be the greatest stubborn-
ness to deny self-evident things; he says he has not

L Man, c. 52. Epictetus else-
where (Digs. 1il. 2; il 17; 15
8. 29 sq.). distingunishes three
problems of philosophy : the
first and most necessary is that
it should set us free from
our passions; the second, that
it should make us acguainfed
with onr duties; the third that
it should strengthen our eonvie-
tions with irrefragable proofs;

and he insiststhat we should not -

trouble ourselves about thislast
point unless we are clear abouk
the two first.

= fhse S e A0 no oI5
vide sup. p. 248, L.

® Diss. 1.4, 5 sgq.; il 17, 27
3gg.; 1t 23 ¢ 21, 1 sg4.; ii. 19
sqq. (vide previous note); c. 18,
17 sg.; Man. 46.

4 Diss. 1.7, 1; Man. 52,

5 Digs. 1. 8, 4 sqg.; i1 23,
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time to contend with such ohjeetions; for his
part he has never taken hold of a broom when he
wished to take up a loaf of bread; he finds that
the sceptics themselves act in the same way,
and put food into the mouth and not into the eye ;!
finally he encounters them with the old reproach
that they cannot deny the possibility of know-
ledge without maintaining its impossibility.? Of
the proper signification of scepticism and of the
necessity of its scientifie refutation he has no idea.

He is just as little concerned about the investiga~ -
 tions of matural philosophy; indeed, he expressly

agrees with the saying of Socrates, that enquiry
into the ultimate constituents and causes of things
passes our understanding, and could have no value
in any case® If, therefore, he generally presup-
poses the Stoic theory of the universe, he not only

' institutes no independent inquiries in that sphere,

but even in the doctrines of his school there are
very few points—only the universal bases of the
Stoic conception of the world, and especially the

theological definitions—which attract his attention. .
, He is full of the thought of God, who knows our

v Diss. 1. 5; 2T, 1B sgq.; ii.
20, 28.

2 Digs. il 20, 1 sgq.

3 Fr. 5 (Stob. Flor. 80, 14) :
i por péder, onol, wérepor ek
ardpwy, 9 €E dpowpepdy, 3 én
TUpYs kal yijs cuvérTare & GrTa;
ol yap aprel pabely Ty obclay
7o dyalod kal kakob, &c. To D
fwep dGuas yelpew éGr; driva
TUXUY MEY GRGTEANTTE €oTiv Gy-

Opamivy yyduy e B wal Td ud-
AtoTa Bely Tis elvar KaTaAnmTa,
GAN' oy Tl Bpedos woTarngidy-
7oy, &c. This discussion pro-
fesses to be a commentary on
the Bocratic theory, as we see
by the word ¢mol, which is
afterwards repeated; but it is

nevertheless nnmistakable that
same

Hpictetus adopts the
standpoint himself, |

GOD AND THE WORLD.

words and intentions, from whom comes all good,
in whose service the philosopher stands, without
whose commission he may not go to his work, whom
he should have always before his eyes.! He proves
the guidance of Providence by tbe unity, order, and
interconnection of the universe;? he praises the
paternal care of God for men, the moral perfect‘ion
which makes Him a pattern for us. He recognises
in the world the work of God, who has ordered all
for the best : has made the whole perfect and fault-
less and formed all its parts to correspond with the
necessity of the whole, has destined all men to happi-
ness and furnished them with the conditions of it; *
he extols, in the spirit of his school, the adaptation
of means to ends in the universe, which he says
meets us so clearly at every step that our whole lifc?
should be an unceasing song of praise to the Deity ;°
and, like his school, hie condescends to point out
this adaptation even in the smallest and most ex-

"/ ternal things;® he does not allow himself to be dis-

turbed in his faith even by the apparent evils and
injustices in the world, having learned from the
Stoa to reconcile these also with the perfection of
God and his works? This belief in Providence,
however, Epictetus, in the true fashion of the
Stoics, always refers primarily to the umiverse,

+ Digs iv. T, 6 iii. 24, 2 s9.

5 Digs. 1. 16.

s Cf. Diss. i. 18,9 sgg. and
Phil. d. Gr. 1L i, 172, end.

* Ibid. L3, 175, 45 178, 2;
and infra, p. 271, 1.

I T shall recur to this later
on. Meanwhile, ¢f. Diss. 22,
ooa3 58 2] 18y B4, 11,
18,19; 19, 29; 1. 16.

2 Diss. i. 14, 16; Man. 31, 1.

3 Pligs. i. 6, 40; 9, T; il 14,
11 sqy.
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and to the individual only so far aseis determined

by the interdependence of the whole; when he
* counsels submission to the will of God, this coin-
cides, in his sense with the demand that man

should conform to the order of nature.! Things, he
says, with Musonius, cannot happen otherwise than
as they do happen ; we cannot withdraw ourselves
from under the law of change to which the heavenly
bodies and the elements are subject;? against the
universal order which all things serve and obey we
ought not to rebel® So also he expressly mentions
the doctrine which most strongly asserts that

. nothing individual is more than a transient moment

i the flux of the whole—the doctrine of the con-
flagration of the world.* And as the religions
conviction of Epictetus allies itself on this side

- to physics, so on the other side it allies itself,

like Stoicism, to the popular religion. Stoic
pantheism with him also includes polytheism ;
the derived divine natures are to be distinguished
from the primal divine nature;® and if all things

! Diss. 1,12, 15 3g. 28 3q.;
il 5, 24 sgq.; 6, 9 897,

T, METE TEY JAwy ral uis cup-
Biourdy,

* Inthe fragment mentioned
sup. p. 248, 3, which begins thus:
b1 rowdTy 7 Tob kbapoy piois
wal Eort kol Eorar kel oly oidy
7€ EAAws ylyveatar T yiyviueva,
B &s viv Eyer,

3 . 136 (Stob, Floril, 108,
66: mwdvra Orakoder TG rboug
ial imnperei—earth, sea, stars,
plants, animals, our own bodies.
Our judgment alone cannot
be set up in opposition to it.
wed yip lexupds éori kal kpeloowy,

With Epictetus also,
as with his whole school, God
coincides with the universe.

* Driss. i1l 13, 4 sgq., where,
as in Ben. Ep. 9, 16, the con-
dition of Zeus after the
universal conflagration is de-
seribed,

° Hence he says in fhiss. iv.
12, 11: éyd & Exyw 7lv pe et
apeoicew, Tl bmorerdyful, v
melberfar: TG Bed kol Tois yer’
Enelvoy (it 17, 25): =g A, , .

2

kol Buewoy dmip fudy BeBothey-

A

SOOTHSAYING.

are full of divine powers, so are they full of gods
and dzemons.! The beneficence of these gods we con-
tinually enjoy in all that we receive from nature and
from other men ; to deny them is the more unjusti-
flable, the greater is the injury that we thereby
cause to so many.? Yet the relation of Epictetus
to the popular religion is, on the whole, very in-
‘dependent ; accordingly he seldom mentions the
popular geds, and then only casually, without further
committing himself to the allegorical interpretations
of his school, but prefers to speak in a general
manner of the gods or the deity, or even of Zeus;
he retains indeed, with Socrates, the principle of
honouring the gods according to our power, after
the manner of antiquity,® but he also knows very
well that the true service of God consists in know-
ledge and virtue ; * the fables about the underworld,
the worship of hostile beings he blames;?® and if
he does not attack the belief in scothsaying, he
demands that men should be able to dispense with
prophecy, that they should make use of it without
fear and desire, being previously in harmony
with the result, and should not first enquire of the

Tols BAXows Beots, and iil. 13, 4
s.), besides Zeus, Here, Athene,
Apollo, and, generally speaking,
the gods, who do not survive
the conflagration of the world.

L Diss. 1ii. 18, 15 : wdrra feap
peoTe kal Sarpdrwy,

¢ Loo. cit. 1. 20, 32 299,
where, as examples of gods the
denial of whom is censured by
Kuripides, Demeler, Kore, and

Pluto are named ; but the Stoic
unmistakably reserves to him-
self the traditional interpreta-
tion of these gods in the gu-
otichs Adyos.

s Man. 31, 5.

* Mun. 31, 1; ef. Diss. 3. 18,
19; Pkil. d. G, I11.4. 311, 1.

& Dhigs. iil. 18, 15; 1. 19, 6;
22, 16.

CriAp,
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cmsr  soothsayer, where the fulfilment of a duty is in freedom of the will discussed with any exactitude ;  CHAP,
IX.  guestion! S =

Man a;«, To Epictetus the belief in the kinship of the depart from the fatalism of his school! since he

o Gog hUMAn spirit to God'is of the highest value ; man f constantly insists that all faults are involuntary

Jrom God.

“should be aware of his higher nature; he should

regard himself as a son of God, as a part and
emanation of the deity, in order to gain from this
thought the feeling of his dignity, of his moral
responsibility, his independence of all things ex-
ternal, brotherly love to his fellow men, and the
consciousness of his citizenship in the universe;?

and in the same sense Epictetus, after the manner

of his school, elso employs the conception of demons,
understanding by them merely the divine in man.?
On the other hand we vainly seek in him for more
minute anthropological enquiries ; even the question
of immortality is only mentioned ecasually, and if
from his ntterances on the subject we gather that
(departing from the Stoic dogma) he disbelieved
in a personal existence after death, utterances of
his are also to be found which logically lead to
the opposite theory.! Nor is the question of the

U Diss. ii. T; Man. 32. from the commencement, alien

and merely a eonsequence of incorrect notions, for
it is impossible not to desire what a man holds

e

2 Dies, 135 6. Qe 12,26
ggg.; ¢ 13, 835 e 14, b5 8qq.; ii.
8§11 sqq.; iv.7, 7 sq.; ef, Phil.
4. Gr. 1L i. p. 200, 2,

3 Digs.i. 14,12 sqq.; cf, Phil,
&. G TIL & p. 819, 2.

i Hpictetus’ view of the des-
tiny of the soul after death is
not easy to state. On the one
hand he treats the soul (this
aspect will be spoken of again
later on) as an essence which is,

to the body, longs to leave it
and fo return to its original
state. Thus in Fr. 176 (ap M.
Aurel. iv. 41): uxdpoy el, Ba-
erdfor vekpdw ; of. Diss. il 19,
27: & 76 cwpariy Tolte T6
verpd, I e 1. 19, 9; but espe-
cially fiss. i. 9, 10 syg. He
thought that they (he here says
to his dimi}ales) émiyvirTes Thy
Tpds Tovs Beovs guyyéreios, ral fre
Seoud Twa TabTa wpognpTiweta

Th ocGue kol Thy wrtiicw alTob
. .. would wish to shake off
this burden, ol émefelr wpbs
Tabs guyyevets, that they would
say tohim, etwért dvexducta pera
700 owuatiov TolrTou Gedeucvor
. .0l , , . CUYYEVETS TIVES TOU
Bcol éouer katcelber EAnALlcuey,
Gpes Npds dmeabely Ber dAngri-
copuer tpes Avffrval Tore Tioy dea-
par roltey, that he, for lis
part, would have to remind

them that they must await the.

call of God, and when that
came to them, he should have
to say, rdr’ dmoAdesle mphs abriy,
According to these utterances
we should have supposed that
Epictetus believed with FPlato
and the majority of the Stoics,
that the soml after death was
transferred to a better life
with God. Other passages, how-

ever, render it doubtful whether .

he meant by this a personal
existence. He says (Diss. il
13, 14), when God no longer
grants to a man his subsistence
in life, we shonld regard this
as if He opened the door and
called to him to come; and to
the question ¢ whither !’ this is
the answer : eis obber Gewdr, GAN
80sy eyevon, eisTh Giha kol cuyye-
v7, eisTa orovyeia. Goov qy dv ool
avpbs, eis wop Hreteir Soov {r -
Blou, eis yhday doar wreyperiov,
els mrevpdTior Gooy dariov, eis

dSdreov. What becomes of the
soul we do not learn ; but as, on
the supposition of its personal
continuance, this was to be
said before all things, we can
only conclude that Epictetus
made the scul also pass into
the elements, fire and air;
among the Stoies the soul was
universally described as Pneu-
ma or as fire, and Epictetus
would not herein have diverged
from his school; the faculty of
sight, accorcing to the Stoic
doctrine an emanation of the
Ayeworikor, 18 expressly de-
seribed in Fhss. il 28,3, asa
Pneuma inherent in the eye.
The same theory results from
Digs. iii. 24, 93 7ovro Bavaros,
perafordy peilwr, o ék Tob yov
ivros eis 7O i oy, @AM eis TO
viy pi O oOKRET: oDy Ecomon;
o Eay, &AN ¥ANo Ti, 0D ybv 6
kooues xpeiay €xe, Here the
continued existence of man is
certainly asserted, but it is
not a personal existence ; it is
merely a continuance of his
substance ; he beconies #Ako Ti,
another individual.

1 It is also plain from this
that Hpictetus places the su-
pericrity  of man over the
animals not in free will but in
conseciousness (the 8tvauts rapa-
rodovlyricy) ; Diss. 1.6, 12 sqg.3
. 8, 4 sg9.
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to be a good! How this fatalism is to be combined
with moral precepts and exigencies is nowhere
indicated by our philosopher.

But even in ethics we must not expect from

~ Epictetus any more searching investigation. He

Ethies |4
based on
immediale
CONSOLOUS
A58,

" who confines himself in philosophy to the practically

useful, and carries on theoretic enquiry only as an

accessory and means to this, is necessarily, even in ©

his moral doctrine, devoid of any proper scientific
foundation and mode of treatment; it only remains
for himg therefore, to found that doctrine, in the
last resort, upon immediate consciousness.  Thus
Epictetus, like his teacher Musonius, assures us that

. the universal moral conceptions and. principles are
! innate in all men, and that all are agreed about, them ;

the strife relates merely to their application in
given cases. Philosophy has only to develop

; these natural conceptions and teach us to include

the individual rightly under them: for instance,
under the idea of good we are not to place pleasure
or riches, and so forth. Here it is indeed acknow-
ledged that the inmate ideas do not suffice for
themselves alone; and that in their application
deceptive opinion is intermingled ;® but since, as
Epictetus believes, there is no strife concerning
the universal conceptions, he hopes to put an end

! Digs i, 18, 1-T; 28, 1-10; of cur free will; for the Stoics,

il 26; &L 8, 2; il 7, 15, 1t
forms no contradietion to the
above when Epicletus says
again (I, 180; ap. Gell. xix.
1) that acquiescence isan affair

notwithstanding their fatalism,
maintained the same,

? Diss, i. 22, 1 s¢. 93 1, 11
R byl

S

TRUE WISDOM.

to the discord of moral presentations in the simple
Socratic manner, starting from that which is
universally acknowledged, by means of short dia-
lectic diseussions;' the scholastic argumentations,
the systematic treatment of ethics, seem to him,
not, indeed, worthless, so far as they serve to
confirm our convietion, but at the same time not
“indispensable.

If we would enter somewhat more closely into
the content of Epictetus’ ethical doctrine, we may
point out, as its fundamental feature, the endeavour
to make man free and happy by restriction to his
moral nature; from which proceeds the double
demand to bear all external events with unconditional
submigsion, and to renounce all appetites and wishes
directed towards the external. This, according to
Epictetus, is the commencement and sum of all
wisdom—that we should know how to discriminate
what is in our power and what is not in our
power;® he is a born philosopher who desires
absolutely nothing but to live free and mot to be
afraid of any event that may happen.? Only one
thing is in our power—namely, our will, or what
is the same, the employment of our notions and
ideas ; everything else, whatever it may be called,
is for us an external, a thing that is not in our
power.! Only this should have, therefore, any

Y Loc. eit. especially ii, 11,
and ii. 12, 5 sq.

2 Cf. sup. p. 261, 1.

& Man. 1. 1; 48, 1; Diss. i.
1; 21, 22, 9 sq.; cf. what is

quoted by Musonius from the
mouth of Epictetns, sup. p.
254, 1.

4 Digs, 1, 17, 29; cf 1, 4, 18.
Cf. sup. note 3, and Man.
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value for us, only in it should we seek goods and
evils, happiness and unhappiness ;! and this we can

* do, for things external do not concern ourselves ;2 our.

will, our proper essential nature, nothing in the
world, not even the deity, ean coerce;? only on the
will depends our happiness ; it is not external things
as such that make us happy, but only our concep-
tions of things; and the question is not how our
external circumstances are shaped, but whether we
know how to govern and employ our netions.* So
long as we desire or avoid anything external to our-
selves we depend upon fortune ; if we have per-
ceived what is ours and what is .not, we restrict
ourselves with our wishes to our own rational nature,
we direct our efforts and counter efforts,® to nothing
which does not depend on ourselves: then we are
free and happy, and no fate can have any hold upon
us; happen what will, it can never affect us and
that on which our well-being depends® And the
more completely we have made ourselves thus
independent in our minds of the external, the

6; Dhes. 1. 25,1; 12, 34; ii. B,

sq.3 il 3, 1; 14 sgg.; iv. 1,
100, &e.

! Fide preceding note and
Man. 19 ; Diss. iil. 22, 38 sqq. ;
i, 1, 4; 1. 20, T &e.

® Disp. 1. 1, 2V agq.; 6.18,17;
29, 24 ; ii. 5, 4; Man. &, 9, and
elsewhere.

T Digs ity BB 2T Ak
93, 19 iii. 3, 10,

+ Mam, 5, 16, 20; Diss, 1.1,
Tsgg; i 1, 45 e 16, 24 il
3, 18; 26, 34 sg. and elsewhere,

Pl d. G, I11. 1. p. 224, 1.

¢ Man.1, 2, 19; Diss. 1.1, 7
8qq.; 21 sgg.;c. 18,17; 19,7 ;
22, 10 sgq.; 25,1 sgq.; 1.1, 4;
5, 4; 23, 16 sgg.; iil. 22, 38;
iv. 4, 28 ef pass.; Gell. &, 4.
xvil, 19, 5, where there is a
ruotation from Epictetus to the
effect that the worst vices are
impatience towards the faults
of others, and intemperance in
enjoyments and in all things;
the art of living happily and
without fanlts i3 contained in
two words, avéyev and aréyov.

~
i

COURSE OF THE UNIVERSE.

clearer it will become that all* that happens is
necessary in the interdependence of things, and so
far according to nature we shall acknowledge that
to each event a moral activity may be linked,
and that even misfortune may be used as a means
of training ; we shall for this reason submit un-
conditionally to our destiny and hold what God
wills ‘to be better than what we will, and feel
ourselves free precisely herein, that we are satisfied
with all as it is and happens ; the course of the
universe will correspond with our wishes, because we
have received it unaltered into our wills.! Even
the hardest experiences will not disturb the wise
man in this temper; not only his property, his
person, his health, and life, but even his friends, his
belongings, his fatherland, he will consider as some-
thing that is merely lent, and not given, to him,
and the loss of which does not affect his inner
nature ;2 and as little will he permit himself to be
troubled by the faults of others in his peace of
mind ; he will not expect that those belonging to
him should be free from faults ; * he will not require

1 Phil. 4. G 1111, p. 303, 1;
304, 1; Man. 8, 10, 63; Diss.i. 6,
37 sgq.; 12, 4 ¢99. 3 24,1 11, 5,
24 s9q.; 6, 10; 10, 4 375 16, 42
sgg.; iii. 20; IV.i.99,131; 7,20,
and elsewhere. Itis consistent
with this principle that Hpic-
tetus, who with his school re-
garded suicide as the refuge
kept open in the last resort,
only allows it when circum-
stances nnequivocally demand
it (zide Diss. 1. 24, 20; 9, 16;

ii. 15, 4 zgq.: 6, 22; il 24, 95
S,

: Man, % 1:e 83c 11 e
14; Diss. 1. 15; 22,10; iii, 3,
5, and elsewhere,

4 Man. 12; 1, 14. Still Iess
can natural compassion as to the
external misfortunes of other
men be permitted, though Epic-
tetus is human and incon-
sistent enough to allow the ex-
pression. of sympathy (Man,
16)
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that no wrong should be committed against himself:
he holds the greatest criminal to be merely an

~unhappy and deluded man with whom he dares not

be angry,! for he finds that all about which most men

excite themselves,is grounded in the nature of things. .

Thus does man win freedom here by withdrawing
with his will and endeavour absolutely into himself,
while he accepts on the contrary all external events
with perfect resignation as an unavoidable destiny.
We cannot deny that these prineiples on the
whole:are Stoie, but at the same time we cannot

_help fecling that the spirit which pervades the

morality of Epictetus is not quite the same as that

of the earlier Stoicizm.

On the ome hand our

philosopher inclines to Cynicism, when, as we have
seen, he speaks disparagingly of theoretic science ;
when he carries his indifference to the external and
submission to the course of the world so far that
the distinction of that which is according to nature
and contrary to it, that which is desirable and ob-
jectionable—which was the doctrine chiefly dis-
tinguishing the Stoic morality from the Cynic—for

9

him almost entirely loses its meaning ;? when he

¥ Diss. 1. 18; c. 28.

? That distinetion, he says in
Digs. ii. 5, 24 s¢., only holds
good 5o far as man is regarded
for himself irrespective of his
place in the intereconnection of
nature ; 7iel; dvlpwmos, e piv
s bmwdduToy aicorels, kaTd dlow
dorl (o wéxpt yipws, TAOUTEDY,
tyratven: el 3 bs Bvfpwmor axo-
Tels kal wépos BAov Twds, OO

detvo 70 UAow vir pér corvoriioat
raffrer, vy Bt TAeloal Kol Kirdu-
vetral, vby & awopnPivan, wph
&pas § Eorww Bre dmoboavelv. =l
o0y GYQVOKTELS ; . . . GblwaTov
¥ép év TowdrTe cduari, & ToliTe
TE WEpIEXOVTL, TOUTOLS Tols ou-
(@i, wit cupmiTTer EAlots BAAG
TowbTe.  oby oty Epyow, €A
Eovra clmely & B¢l Swlerlo TaiTa
s émiBdAAer. What falls to a

CYNIC TENDENCIES.

finds it dignified to disdain even those external

- goods which fate offers us without our co-operation ;2

when in his exaltation above mental emotions he
advanees to insensibility ;2 when he forbids us to
feel compassion and sympathy for our fellow-crea-
tures, at auny rate in regard to their outward con-
dition;* when he believes that the perfected wise
man will keep himself from  marriage and the

| begetting of children in the ordinary condition of

human society, becanse they withdraw him from
his higher vocation, make him dependent on other
men and their necessities, and have no wyalue for
a teacher of humanity, as compared with his

man as his lot (as was said in
e 3; cf. c. 6, 1) is immaterial :
7§ megdvme 8 emipeAds ral Tex-
riews ypiiobar, TotTo fion Euow
Epyor éoriv. Tn such observations
Epictetus to a certain extent is
anticipated by Chrysippus, from
whom he quotes these words
(Piss. i1, 6, 9): péxpis &y EdnAd
pot ) 6 &Eqs, ael Tav eldueoTé-
puv Exouar wpbs TO Tuyxdvew
To¥ KeT& QUor alTds Ydp i 6
feds 7@y  TowlTwr ErAexTikdy
émoinger. €l B¢ e e Irevo-

cety  por  kablefuaprac ¥iv, ral-

dpuwy Gy én alrd. xal yap &
wobs, el dpévas elyer, dpua bv
émi 70 apiovofee.  In a system
50 strictly fatalistic as that of
the Stoics, only a relative value
could be allowed to the oppo-
sition of ¢ contrary to nature’
and ‘according to nature’; from
the standpoint of the whole, all
that happens appears according
to nature, because necessary.
But as the ancient Stoics were

not deterred from action by
their fatalism, neither did they
allow it to interfere with their
conviction of the different rela-
tive values of things ; withont
which no choice among them,
apd consequently no action,
would be possible (Cic. #in. iii.
15, 50). If that conclusion is
more prominentin Epictetus, so
that he approximates to the
complete indifference of Aristo
and the Cynics, this only shows

the whole character of his ethi- -

cal theory of life, in which the
Stoie withdrawal from the ex-

ternal world becomes total in-+

difference to that world, and
submission to destiny becomes
inactive sufferance, or tendstoit.

1 Mam. 15.

¢ Diss. 1il. 12, 10. Accunstom
thyself to bear injuries: ¢
obitw wpofficn, W wkhy wAhEy oé
Tis elwns abrds wpbs abrdy T
Sokor ardpidyTas mepiethndévas,

3 Vide sup. p. 271, 3.
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spiritual posterity ;! when he dissnades us from
IX.

" taking part in political life, because for him every
His gentle human community in comparison with the great

@isposi- gtate of the universe is too small ;2 when, finally, he

accuses them, who is mnot irritated even by the Cuae.
greatest wrong, but prefers to exense it as an invo- -
luntary error! When our connection with other gniversal

men and the duties arising from it is in question, Tove of

mankind.

develops his philosophic ideal under the name and .

in the form of Cynicism.*> But, on the other hand,
there unguestionably reigns in Epictetus a milder

/and gentler temper than in the older Stoa: the

philosopher does not oppose himself to the unphilo-
sophical world with that haughty self-confidence
which challenges it to battle ; resignation to the un-
avoidable is his first principle. He comes forward
not as the angry preacher of morals who reproves
the perversity of men in the bitter tone of the
well-known Stoic propositions about fools, but as
the loving physician who desires indeed to heal
their diseases, but rather sympathises with than

1 Diss. i1l 22,67 sgq. ; ek Phil.
d. G IIL1.296, Epictetus him-
self was unmarried (Lucian,
Demon. 55; cf. Simpl. in Epiet.
Enehir.c.833,7,p.272). Iniii 7,
19 ;1. 23,4 8g. he reproaches the
Epicureans that their repudia-
tion of marriage and of po-
litieal life undermines human
society, and in Lucian (4 ¢.) he
admonishes Demonax the Cynic
to found a family, mpérew ~yip
wal TobTo uAcodpy dvlpl Erepov
avd® alTob kaTaliwely T Pvoe
(to which Demonax replied :
“Very good | Gtive me then one
of your danghters |'). Buf this
is only the same contradiction
which we might everywhere
find in the Stoic treatment of
these questions. The principle

of life according to nature and
the necessity of human snciety
demand family life; the inde-
pendence ang self-sufficingmess
of the wise man forbid it.
With Epictetus, however, the

latter point of view manifestly »

predominates, and thus there
results a doctrine simijlar to
that which prevailed at this
time, and subsquently in the
Catholic Church: marriaze is
recommended, but celibacy is
considered better and higher,
and is advised forall those who
profess to be teachers in the
service of God.

2 Phil. d. Gr. TIL 1. 296, 8.

? Vide Digs. 11, 22 ; iv. 8, 30;
i. 24, 6.

Epictetus represents these relations chiefly from
the emotional side, as an affair of the affectionate
temperament : we should fulfil our duties to the

gods, to those belonging to us, and to our fellow- *

citizens, for we ought not to be without feeling,
as if we were made of stone ;? we should treat all
men, even if they are our slaves, as brothers, for
they all descend equally from God;? even to those
who ill-treat us we ought not to refuse the love of

TAVELS .

! Vide, besides the passages
quoted sup. p. 259, 1,the guota-
tions p. 268, 1; for example
(i. 18, 8): v &rc woANols yaAe-
walvoper ; khéxTal, gmaly, eirl kal
Awmolvrer. 7l ori Td kAémral
kel Aomobirar; memAdymprar wepl
dyaday wol waxwy. yehewalvew
oby 8¢l adrois §) eheely adrobs;
Thereis no oreater unhappiness
than to be in error concerning
the most important questions,
and not to have a rightly con-
stituted will; why be angry
with those who have this un-
happiness! We should rather
compassionate  them.  And
finally, we are only angry with
them hecause we cannot free
ourselves from dependence
on the things of which they
deprive us: ph Batuale cov 7a
iuaTia kol TG KAéTTY 0 yahera-
veis' pn Galpale Th wdAdos ris
yuvatihs Kal TE worxd o xaAe-
. méxpr & Gr TabTa

Bavud(ys, oceavrd yaAéTawe paA-
Xow 4 dielvors,

t Diss. iii, 2, 4. "The first is
being without passions or affec-
tions; the second is the fulfil-
ment of duty: od Jef ydp ue
elvar dmadi &s dvbpidvra, &o.

4 Diss, 1. 13, where Epictetus
exclaims to the master who is
violent towards his slaves: év-
dpdmoBor, otk avéin Tol &deAdob
7ol gavrod bs Exer Thr Ala wps-
yovor, Gamwep vibs éx Tav alTav
oweppdTay yéyore kal Ths adThs
Bywber kataBoAiis: . . . oD meu-
vigy Tis € kal tihwr Gpyers; Gt
cuyyevar, it adeAgdy Ploe, it
700 As amoydver; . . . bpds
wol BAémers; Ori eis Tols Tadar-
wdpovs TolTovs vduous Tovs Taw
verpdy; eis 8¢ Tovs Ta@v Beaw ob
Blérees ; of. Sen. Benef. iii. 18-
26; De Clement. 1. 18,2 ; Fp.
31, 11; Vat. Beat. 24, 3: Mu-
sonius ap. Stob. Floril. 40, 9 ;
Ep, 44; Digs. i, 22, 83; 1. 9.

T 2
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a father or a brother.!

How this disposition is con-

nected with the religious temperament of Epictetus
and how from this starting-point a divergence from
the older Stoicism is inevitable, even in the theo-

retical part of philosophy, will be discussed further -

on.

The greatest admirer of Epictetus was Marcus
Aurelius Antoninus,® and in his apprehension of

1 Disgs. iii. 22, 54: daiperfor
el wirbr(the Cynic, the truly
wise man) &s dvor kel Bapd-
pevoy Gikely airods Tobs Soipor-
ras, s woTépn TdrTey, @S aieAdiy;
of. Fyr, 703 ap. Stob. Flaril. 20,
61 : and econcerning other Cy-
nies who express themsglves in
the same manner, Phil, d. &r.
1114, 299, 4.

2 3], Annins Verus (for so he
was originally called)was born
on the 25th of April, 121 A.D.,
in Rome (Capitolin. Adnt. Philos.
1), where his family, which had
emigrated with his great grand-
father out of Spain, had at-
tained a high rank (L o).
His careful education was for-
warded by his own anxiety to
learn; philosophy very early
attracted him, and already in
his twelth year he assnmed the
garb of a philosopher and pre-
soribed’to himself abstinences
which he only curtailed at the
entreaties of his mother (I. e
c. 2). His teachers he loaded
with proofs of his gratitude
and respect, even when he
became Emperor (L e, c. 3; cf.
Amnt. Pi. 10; Philostr. V. Soph.
ii. 9; and Dio Cass. lIzxi. 1,
who relate the same of Sextus
as Capitolinus relates of Apol-

lonius ; of. sup. p. 197, note).
The philosophers whose in-
structions he aitended were,
besides the above mentioned,
Stoies (L ¢.); Bextus, the Pla-
tonist, of Chaeronea, nephew of
Plutarch (M. Aurel.i.9; Capitol.
3 Dic and Philostr. 1. e.; Eu-
trop. viil, 12; Buid. Mdpe);
Alexander (M. Aurel, i 12;
Philostr, 7. Soph. ii. 5, 2 sq.),
but this last only at a later
period ; and Clandins Severus,
the Peripatetic (Capitol. 3).
Among the earlier philosophers
none made a deeper impression
upon him than Epictetus, as
we have already seen (sup. p.
738, 1: aceording to M. Aur. i.
7. Adopted by order of Hadrian
(concerning his predilection for
him, wide Capitol. 1. 4; Tho
Cass. Ixix. 15) by Antoninus
Pius, he took the name of Mar-
cus Aurelius after he had borne
that of his maternal grand-
father Catilins for a while. On
his accession to the throne the
surname of Antoninus was also
added (Capitol. 1L &5, 7: Dio
Cass. £, 0.}, His later life be-
langs to Roman imperial his-
tory, which exhibits to us on
the throne of the Cmsars many
more powerful prinees, but

MARCUS AURELIUS.

Stoicism, as well as in his whole mode of thought,

he approximates very closely to him.

Like Epie-

tetus he generally presupposes the Stoic doetrine,
but only those determinations of it which stand in
close relation to the moral angd veligious life possess

any interest for him.

He does not feel called upon

to be a dialectician or a physicist;! and though he
admits the value of these sciences in general,? he is

none of nobler and purer cha-
racter, no man of gentler dis-
position, stricter conscientions-
ness, and faithfulness to duty.
T refer, therefore, to Dio Cassius
(B. lxxi), Capitolinns (duf.
Philos,; Ant. Pius. Ver. Imp.),
Vuleatins (Avid. Cass.), and the
well-known authorities for that
part of Roman history; and in
this place will only shortly
mention the rare and peeculiar
relation in which Marcus Aure-
lius as Cmsar and actoal co-
regent stood to his equally
excellent father-in law and
adopted father (136-161), to
whom he himself (1. 16 : vi. 30)
in his meditations has raised so
beautiful a monument. His
own reign was disturbed by
great public misfortunes (fa-
mine and plague in Rome, 165,
6 A.D.), difficult wars (with the
Parthians in 162 A.D., the Mar-
comanni, 166 s¢¢. and 178 sg¢.),
dangerous insurrections (the
Bucoliin Egypt in 170; Avidius
Cassius in Syria, 175) ; and em-
bittered by the indolence of his
colleague Verus(died 172 4.D.),
the immorality of his wife
Faustina, and the wickedness
and excesses of his son Com-
modus. On the 17th of March

180 4.p, Marcus Aurelins died
it Vienpa during the expedi-
tion against the Marcomanni;
aACording to Dio Cass. e. 83, of
POlson, which his son hud
Calsed to be administered to
U, A monument of his cha-
IaCter and his philosophy re-
Maing in the aphoristic memo-
Tanda, chiefly written in his
later years, which in the MSS.
’?ear the title els favrdv or kel
f@ryy, bhut are also guoted
Ander gther designations (Bach,
P- 8). More recent monographs
COheerning him are the follow-
g N. Bach, De Mare. Aur.
-4_7#-?50?:. Leipzig, 1826; Dirgens,
Yide sup. p. 202, 1; Zeller, Vortr,
Uit Abhandil. 1. 89 sqg.; Cless
Y. dureliug  Selbstgespriche
tibers, ynd erliut. Stuttgard,
1866, And others in Ueherweg,
Erundy, i, 223.
Y ovii 672 wel ph, Bre dmfame
Kes Fiaperntikds kul puochs Eveo-
QL. Ben TovTo amoyris, kal Ael-
Bepos kol widfuwr kal Kowwricds
ral ebmeibs Bed.

* 80 he says in ¥iii. 13, in
aZreement with the Stoie triple
division of philosophy: &:-
VERGic gal émi wdoys, el oldy TE,
Pavragins guriohoyeiy, wadodo-
Yeir, GinheTiketreotar.
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ECLECTICISM.

nevertheless of opinion that a man may attain his

proper destination without much knowledge.! The
important thing is not that he should search out all
things above and beneath the earth, but that he
should commune with the demon within him and
serve him in sincerity ;* the greater are the diffi-
culties which oppose themselves to the investigation

_of the Real, the more should a man hold to that

which in the changefulness of things and of opinions
can alone give us calm‘to the conviction that
nothing can happen to us which is not aceording to
the nature of the universe, and that none can oblige
us to act against our conscience.® It is only with
these practical convictions, therefore, that he is
concerned in his study of philosophy.

Philosophy
- must give us a fixed support in the flux of pheno-

PROBLEM OF PHILOSOPHY,

mena, and supply a defence against the vanity of
all finite things. ¢What is human life?’ he asks.
A dream and an exhalation, a strife and a wandering
in a strange land. Only one thing can guide us
through it—namely, philosophy. This consists in
our keeping the demon within us pure and clear,
exalted above pleasure and pain, independent of the
conduct of others; in our receiving all that happens
to us as sent by God, and awaiting the natural end
of our existence with cheerfulness and courage.'
The problem-of philosophy lies, therefore, in the
forming of a man’s character and the calming of
his mind ; only according to their relation to this
problem is the value of scientific enquiries and
dogmas to be estiffated. _

For this purpose there are three points in the
theoretical portion of the Stoie system which are

\ Vide 277, 1;ef.i. 17, where
he reckons among the bene-
fits of the gods that he did
not- make greater progress in
oratory and poetry and such
studies which otherwise might
have exclusively occupied him,
and that when he applied him-
self to philosophy he refrained
fram amoxafloa: éml Tobs ovy-
ypagels, % ovAiopopods Gva-
Ater, i mept T8 peTewpoloyuce:
rataylveatar.

231 18; ef. 1. 2, 3: lges 7o
BiBAla . . ., T B¢ TEY PiBAiwy
Bokay filpor.

v, 10: 7& pev wpdymara év
Towlry Tpdmoy Twd éyraiinje
éoTiv, EoTe diroodpois ol GAL
yous, oiBe Tals TuyeUow, Edofe
ToyTETary  GRGTIANTTE  Elvas.
TANY abTols ye Tols ETwikels

SvokoTdAyTTe Sokel kul Taow 4
NeTépr CuYRATEDETIS PETATTW T
wou yap & Guerdrrwres; If we
go further with external thines,
they are all transitory and
worthless; if we consider men,
even the best are scarcely en-
durable : év TowdTy efv (g
kal piime kel Togairy ploer . . .
7l wor" fo7l Th EeTiumbival, 3 Td
GAws orovdacfiiva: Surdueroy emi-
vo@. It only remains to await
in peace his natural dissolu-
tion, but until then ~otros
uovors wpocavawaliectar vl wep
7, Bre ol8ty cuuBfoeTal pot, B
ovx! ket THr T SAwr dlou
éoriy évépe Be, Bri éfeari pou
undey mpdooew wapk Thr fuby
Oebr ol Bafuova. obBels ~ap &
Gvaykdowy TabToy TapeBhyas.

" chiefly important in the eyes of our philosopher.
- First, the doctrine of the flux of all things, of the
‘decay of all existence, of the rotation of becoming

and passing away, in which nothing individual has

1l 17: 7ot avbpwrivov Blov
§ utv ypdves oriyud’ 3 8¢ ovola
péoveoa, kc. ouvyedvri B¢ eimeiy,
TAYTE, T MY TOU TOURTOS To-
Tapds, T& B THs Quxds dverpos
xal TUgos. & B¢ Blos miAeuos
wal Eévou émiBmular f dorepodpnple
8¢ Ay, 7l ofv T mapawéubar
Bupducror ; By kol pdvoy, gihoao-
¢lo. ToiTo B¢ év 76 Tpely Th¥
Evlov Buipova ariBpictor rkal
s, &o. Eru 8t T ocuuBai-
voyTa kel amovepducra dexdueror,

ds érelféy woller €pxdueva, GBew
avros aber éml waci Be Tov Od-
varoy TAew 7§ yrdun Tepipivovra,
@s oDdEr BANO §) Alow Taw
crovyelwy, € Gv ExaoTov (Gow
ovykpiverar. Similar utterances
concerning the wvanity and
transitoriness of life and
the worthlessness of every-
thing external are to found in
i. 12, 15: iv. 8 (6 wdopos dA-
Aviwris® & Blos dmdAmus); 1v.
48;: v. 33; vi. 36 et pass.
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ECLECTICISM,

permanence,! but all returns in course of time;? of
the ceaseless transmutation to which even the ele-
ments are subject ;* of the change which conducts
even the universe to its future dissolution.* With
these doctrines he couples these reflections : what an
unimportant part of the whole, what a transitory
phenomenon in the stream of universal life, is each
individual ;° how wrong it is to set our hearts upon
the perishable, to desire it as a good, or to fear it
as an evil ;° how little we ought to disturb ourselves
if we form no exception to the law which holds
good, and must hold good, for all parts of the
world, if we too are hastening to our dissolution.”
But the more lively is his consciousness of the
changeableness of all the finite, the greater is

. the importance he attaches to the convietion that
| this change is governed by a higher law and sub-
v serves the end of the highest reason; and this is

the conclusion of those propositions on the deity
and providence, and on the unity and perfection of
the world, to which Marcus Aurelius so often recurs.
The belief in the gods is so indispensable to man
that it would not be worth while to live in a world
without gods;® and just as little can we doubt that

' iv. 36,435 v. 13, 23; viil. know of the existence of the
6 ; ix. 19, 28 e pass. gods whom we do not see,
i, 14 ; viil, 6. Marcus Aurelius answers (xii.
i, 17, end; iv. 46. 28): We believe in them he-
v. 13, 32. cause we experience the effects
5 v 235 ix. 82, of their power; but that we
°iv.42;v. 23 vi. 15;ix. 28. do not see them is not guite
7 il 17, end; vili, 18; 2. 7, true, for they (i.e. a portion
ol; xif. 21. of them, the stars)are visible ;
® i 11, If we ask how we and we believe in our souls

B

ORDER OF THE WORLD.

the Divine Providence embraces all things and has
ordered all things in the most perfect and beneficent
manner ;' whether this care extends to the indi-
vidual immediately as such, or is related to him by
means of the general interdependence of nature.?
The same divine spirit permeates all things ; as the
substance of the world is one, so 1s its soul ;® it is
one rational and efficient force which goes through all
things, bears in itself the germs of all things, and
brings forth all things in fixed and regular succes-
sion,* The world, therefore, forms a well-ordered
living whole, the parts of! which are maintained in
harmony and interconnection by an internal bond,”
and all in it is regulated for the best, the fairest

and the most appropriate
for the sake of the better,

without seeing them (cf.
Nenoph. Mem. 3, 14).

1ii. 3: 7a Tdv Gedv mpovolas
pegra (Xil. 5); mdrre Kuhds kel
dihavlpdmws Blartiovres of feol
(ii. 4,11 ; vi. 44, &ec.).

* Mareus Aurelius allows us
to choose between these two
theories, whereas he repudiates
the third—that the gods do
not trouble themselves about
anything—as wicked and sub-
versive of all religion ; though
even were it the case he holds
that man could still take care
of himself and his true welfare
(vi- 44 : wide Plid. d. G, 1L i,
163, 3, Bimilarly ix. 23: #ra
€4’ ExaoTor dpud f Tol GAov Bud-
vota, then be satisfied with it ;

ends; the worse is m_ade
and the irrational for the

érakorotneow . . . TH Bt HAow,
eite Oebs, b €yer mdvra efre T
i, u kai ob eixd. Therefore,
iil. 11, 8w 8 ég érdorov Aé-
Yelr TolTo pey wapl Beab Hrer
TouTa 8t kate THr cUAAnEw kal
THY  CUMUPUOUEIY  olykAmaty,
&c. The same distinction be-
tween indirect and direct di-
vine ecausation, between God
and destiny, we find Phil. 4. Gr.
TIL. 1. 148, 2; 339, 1.

® xii, 30; ix. 8; iv. 40; Phil,
a. Gy 111, 1. 200, 2; 140.

+ Thid. T11.4.159, 2, 3: v. 32 :
oy it Tiis olioias Sthkorra Adyoy
ket Sik wayTds ToU aléwes waTd
TEPLIBOUS TETOYMEVTS 0IKOVOLOTITE
TO TN,

> 1v. 40 ; Phil. 4. G TIL. i.

A &waf Bpunce, T4 8¢ Aok kar . 140; 169, 1, 2.
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sake of the rational.! Even that which seems to us
burdensome and purposeless has its good end for
the economy of the whole ; even the evils which
seem to conflict with the divine goodness and
wisdom are in part merely the inevitable reverse side
of the good, and in part things by which the inner
nature and true happiness of man are untouched.?
And not content with recognising in the usual
course of things the traces of Divine Providence, An-
toninus, in the spirit of his school, does not deny

| even the extraordinary revelations of God in dreams
land auguries

23 of which he believes himself to have
had experience ;* on the relation of these revela-
tions to the course and connection of nature’ he
says, however, little -as concerning the relation of

FUTURE EXISTENCE.

sages he altogether repudiates the superstition of
his age.! The primal revelation of God he con-
siders to be the human spirit itself, as a part and
emanation of the Deity,—the demon within us,
on which alone our happiness and unhappiness

' depends ; and this doctrine of the kinship of man
' to God is the third of the points which determine

his view of the universe? He diverges, however,
from the Stoie doetrine of man’s existence after death

by the theory that the souls, some time after the se-

paration from the body, return into the world soul or
the Deity, as the body returns into the elements.?
The central point, however, of the philosophy of

persecutions of the Christians referred fo in iv. 14 : éuuméorns

his gods to the popular deities;® and in other pas-

v Loc. ecit. 170, 1; v. 16, 80
and elsewhere.

2 Phil. d. Gr 1111, p. 174, 2
176,276, 35 177, 15 178, 1, 23
ii. 11 : 7ofs pér kar &rffeiav
raxots e uh weperlory 6 Gvbpa-
o5, én° alTd TO Way Ebevro TAY
& Aowwar e T kexbr By Kol
TovT0 Gy mpoidovTo, ira émh
wap-r'.-;l T [N wepm[ﬁ"rﬂv wlTig: )
08 xelpw ui wouel drbpamor, Tas
&v Tovro Bloy dvbpdmov xeipw
wojeetey ; Tii, 5, and elsewhere.

3 jx. 27. Even to the wicked
we must be friendly: kal of
Oeol B¢ wavrolws abrols Bogboio,
8¢ ovelpwy, Bia payTey.

4 1. 17, where the Bonffuara
8¢ brelpwy are mentioned which
were imparted to himself,
among other things, against
blood-spitting and giddiness.

3 Which had occupied the

old Stoics so greatly (Phil. 4.
G TI1. i. 339 s9.).

¢ Marcus Aurelius always
speaks in a general manner of
the Beol or the Bebs, for whom
he often substitutes *Zeus’;
in regard to the popular deities
he doubtless followed, as Epic-
tetus did, the universal theories
of his school, but held to the
existing public worship the
more steadily, since for him as
head of the Roman state it was
a political necessity ; and thus
we can understand how Chris-
tianity appeared to him as re-
bellion against the laws of the
State, and the constancy of
the Christian martyrs as a
wanton defiance (¢uAh Topa-
Tafis, xi. 3), which must be
crushed by severity. Under his
reign, as is well known, great

took place (Zeller, Fortr. und
Abkandl. 1. 106 sqq.)

1 In i. 6, he says in praise of
Diognetns that he owes to him
O @mioTHTIRbY TOIS OTd TEY Te-
paTevopévey kol yofTwy mwepl
érploy kai wepl Sauivay amo-
TOUTTS kol TEY TowhTwY Aeyoé-
PaLs.

2 0f. on this subject, to
which he often recurs, the
quotations, Phil. d. Gr. 1L i
p. 200, 2; 319, 2.

$ Mare.Aur.ii. 17; 11 3:iv. 14,
21 ;v. 4, 13 vii. 32; viii. 25, 58.
The most striking of these pas-
sages isiv. 21. Asbodies which
are buried last for a time, but
then decay, obrws af eis 7w
albépa  pebiorduerar Yuyal, émi
Tocby cuplelvaoal, peTaBdAAount
kal xéovra kal ébdmrovran, els
oy T dAwy omeppaTikhy Adyay
GrodauBavouevas, Kal TovTow TOV

' rpémor ydpav Tais mpogouvotii(o-

pérars mapéxovor. The same is

“roy by,

(=év i BAg dméoTns) ds pépos.
evapariclney 6 yewwdoarTy
pdAdoy B¢ avaAnghon eis Tiv
Adyor auvToU TOr OTepuaTIKiY
rare peraBorny s v. 13: & ai-
TidBovs kal TAkoD cUrEETTIL
obBéTepor B¢ TolTwy eis TO uy by
pBapirerar Gomep obE €k Tab ph
trros tweorn, &e. COFf. further
xii. 5; bhow iz it consistent
with the divine justice that
even the most plous persons
die, in order not to return
(émebay &mal amofdvawot unkére
aifs ylverfoi, AN els 7O war-
TeAds :’mscrﬁ'rme’m:) ? to which
the answer is not that the pre-
supposition is lelbe but rather
TaiTo B¢ e"m:p kel oiiTes Exer, e
Tgbt 67y, e @s (thizs is to be
omitted, or else to be replaced
bF mws) érépws e EBer, émoln-
Also ii. 17, end; v. 83
Witk 18 ax. 32 i E Sl vy
3 xii 1,.21,31
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Antoninus lies, as has been said, in the moral life of
mau, and here his likeness to Epictetus comes out. most
strongly ; but the difference of their nationality and
social position made it inevitable that the Roman
emperor should display in his theory of the world a
stronger character and maintain the duties of the

“ individual towards society more emphatically than

the Phrygian freedman. For the rest, we find with
him also that the fundamental determinations of
his ethics are the dependence-of man upon himself,
resignation to the will of God, and the warmest and
most boundless love of man.! ¢ Why dost thou dis-
turb thyself about others?’ he says to man; retire
into thyself ; only within dost thou find rest and
wellbeing ; reflect upon thyself; be careful of the
demon within thee; loose thy true self from all
that clings to it in a merely external fashion ; con-
sider that nothing external can affect thy soul,
that it is merely thy presentations which trouble

) thee, that nothing can injure thee if thou dost

not think it injures thee; consider that all is
changeable and futile, that only within thee streams

in effect asserted in v. 33 ; the
essential thing is feots wer oé-

! Marcus Aurelius himself
often brings forward these

PHILOSOPHY OF LIFE.

an inexhaustible fountain of happiness; that the
passionless reason is the only citadel in which man
must take refuge if he would be invineible.! His
rational activity is the only thing in which a being
endowed with reason has to seek his happiness and
his goods ; ? everything else, all that does not stand
in connection with the meral constitution of man,
is neither a good nor an evil’® He who confines
himself to his internal nature, and has freed him-
self from all things external, in him every wish and
every appetite is extinguished, he is every moment
satisfied with the present, he accommodates himself
with unconditional submission to the course of the
universe ; he helieves that nothing happens except
the will of God; that that which advantages the
whole and lies in its nature must be the best for
him also; that nothing can happen to a man
which he cannot make into material for a rational
activity.* For himself he knows no higher task
than to follow the law of the whole, to honour the
god in his bosom by strict morality, to fill his place®
at every moment as a man (and as a Roman, adds
the imperial philosopher), and to look forward to the
end of his life, be it sooner or later, with the serene

virtues, sometimes all three,
sometimes only two of them, as
the chief point. So in the pas-
sagequoted sup.p, 278,3; 279, 1,
he mentions purity and freedom
of the inner life, and submis-
sion to the course ¢f the uni-
verse, iil. 4 ; and together with
these a recollection of the kin-
ghip of all men and the duty
of caring for all. The same is

Bew wul elpnuely, dvpdmovs §&
eb woely, kol Gveyecbar olrar
kel Gwéxeofou (ef. p. 270, 6).
dro Gc exrds Opwy ToU ipeablov
kol 7ot wrewuariov, TalTa ueu-
pofe. wiTe oo brTa, wiTe &l
gol, But as he does not at-
tempt any systematic enume-
ration, we cannot expect any
consistency from him in this
respect.

'35 19; 1L 4, 12 iv. 3, 7,
8, 18: v. 19, 34; vii 28, 59;
viil. 48 ; xii, 3 et passim.

* Phit. d. Gr, TIL i, p. 210,
2, 3; 212, 4

s Tp. IIL i. 216, 13 218, 1;
viii. 10; iv, 59
4 x 1; i 12; il 8,16 iv.
93,49 vi. 45; = 63 viil. T, 35
et passim. CE Plil. d. Gr, 11T,

Lp 177,2;178,1. Hence the
principle (x. 40; cf. v, 7) that
men should not ask external
prosperity from God, but only
the disposition which neither
desires nor fears what is ex-
ternal.

° ii. 5, 6,18, 16, 17; iii. 5,
16, &c. :
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cheerfulness which is simply content with the
thought of that which is according to nature.! But
how can man feel himself part of the world, and

subordinate himself to the law of the universe
without at the same time regarding himself as a

member of humanity and finding in work for hu-

* manity his worthiest task ? ? and how can he do this

if he does not bestow upon his more immediate
fatherland all the attention which his position
demands of him ??® Not even the unworthy mem-
bers of human society are excluded by Antoninus
from his love.
love even the weak and erring, to take interest even

- in the ungrateful and hostile; he bids us consider

that all men are our kindred, that in all the same

/ divine spirit dwells ; that we cannot expeet to find

no wickedness in the world, but that even the
sinning sin only involuntarily and because they do
not perceive what is really best for them; that he
who does wrong harms only himself; our own
essential nature can be harmed by no action of
another’s wrongdoing ; he requires, therefore, that
we should be hindered by nothing in doing good,
that we should either teach men or bear with them,
and instead of being angry or surprised at their

faults, should only compassionate and forgive them.?
We know how consistently Antoninus himself acted -

! For further details cf. Phil.
4. Gr. 111 1, p. 286, p. 801 #q.

Gihety kal Tols wraforTas, &o.:
Lo o201 16; 1y 11,
¢ It. p. 297, 2, 3. &e.; iv. 33 v. 25; vill. 8, 14,
s Tp. 101 i. 997, 92, 3. 59; ix. 4, 42; xi. 18; xil. 12,
1 vii, 22: ¥wr avbpdmov 7o - et passin. ;

He reminds us that it befits man to

CHARACTER OF LATER STOICISH.

up to these precepts.! From his life, as from his
words, there comes to us a nobility of soul, a purity
of mind, a conscientiousness, a loyalty to duty.?a
mildness, a piety, and love of man which in that cen-
tury, and on the Roman imperial throne, we must
doubly admire. That the Stoic philosophy in times
of the deepest degradation of morals could form a
Musonius, an Epictetus, a Marcus Aurelins, will
always redound to its imperishable glory. But it
made no scientific progress through these men ; and
though the severity.of the-Stoic moral doctrine was

- modified-by them, though the feelings of benevo-

lence and self-sacrificing love to man attained with
them a strength and reality which we do not find in
the ancient Stoicism, yet this gain, great as it is in
itself, cannot compensate for the want of a more
methodical and-exhaustive philosophic enquiry.?

! Zeller, Vortr. und Ablandl. mand for strict self-examina-
1,96 5.5 98 5.5 101 5q. tion.

® Asis seen, for example,in  -* Tn regard to the anthropo-
his repeated expressions of dis- logy and theology of Marcus

satisfaction with himself (iv. Aurelivs, something further
37; v.5; x B8) and in his de- will be said later on.

o
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CHAPTER X.
THE CYNICS OF THE IMPERIAL ERA.

Froo this later Stoicism the contemporary Cynicism
is only distinguished by the onesidedness and

‘ thoroughness with which it followed the same

direction. Stoieism had originally formed itself out
of Cynicism, for the Cynic doctrine of the independ-
ence_of the virtuous will had furnished the. basig

of a more comprehensive and secientific view of

the world, and in consequence of this was itself
placed in a truer relation with the claims of
nature and of human life. If this theoretic basis
of morality were neglected, Stoicism reverted to
the standpoint of Cynicism, the individual was
restricted for his moral activity to_himself and his
personal endeavour after virtue: instead of.creating
the rules of his conduet from his knowledge of the
nature of things and of men, he was obliged to resort
to his immediate consciousness, his personal tact
and moral impulse ; philosophy, instead of a science,
and a rule of life founded upon seience, became a
mere determination of character, if not an entirely
external form, and it was inevitable that in this one-
sided subjective acceptation it should not seldom be

LATER CYNICS.

at strife with general custom and even with legiti-
mate moral claims. We may observe this tendency
of Stoicism towards Cynicism in the later Stoics,
especially in Musonius and Epictetus; indeed, the
latter expressly designates and deseribes the trae
philosopher as a Cynic. On the same road we also
encounter the school of the Sextii, though these,
so far as we know, did not call themselves Cymnies ;
and it is undeniable that the conditions which dis-
tinguish the last century of the Roman Republic
and the first of the Imperial Government—the
universal immorality and luxury, and the pressure
weighing upon all—gave a sufficient opening for
meeting the distress and corruption:of the time in
the same way as had been done under analogous but
much more mitigated circumstances by Diogenes
and Crates.! Soon after the beginning of the
Christian era we again hear of the Cymics, and
under that name is united a numerous host, partly

, of genuine, partly of merely nominal philosophers,

who, with open contempt for all purely scientific
activity, set, before them as their only task the

liberation of man from unnecessary wants, idle

endeavours, and disturbing mental emotions; who
herein far more than the Stoics set themselves
definitely in opposition, even by their dress and

- mode of life, to the mass of men and their customs,

and came forward as professed preachers of morals
and moral overseers over the rest. That under this

! Cf. Bernays, Lucian wnd die Kyniker, 27 ag.
0]
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that a great part, perhaps the greater part, of these

aneient. mendicant monks, through their obtrusi
ness, shamelessness, and charlatanism, throngh their
coarse and rude behaviour, through their extortions
and impositions, and, despite their beggarly life, even
through their covetousness, brought the name of
philosophy into contempt, is undeniable, and may be
proved from Lucian alone;! but we shall find that the
new Cynical school, like its predecessor, had never-

theless a nucleus worthy of esteem.

But even the

better Cynies are of little importance in a scientific

point of view.

! Bg. De morte Peregrini;
Piseat, 41 sq. 48; Symp. 11 5q.;
Flugit. 163 also Nigr. 24. Simi-
lar complaints had been raised
by others. Bemeca warns his
Luciling (Fp. b, 1) against the
strange manner of life of those
gui mon proficere sed conspici
cupiunt, against the ewlius as-
per, the infonsum eaput, the
negligentior barba, the indictum
argento odium, the eubile humi
positum, et guicquid alivd am-
bitio perversa via sequitur, all
traits of the new Cynicism;
and there is also reference to
it, no doubt, in Ep. 14, 14 (cf.
103, 5) : non conturbalit sapicns
publicos mores nee popuium in
sé vite novitate conpertet. Epic-
tetus also (iii, 22, 50) sharply
diseriminates between the in-
ner freedom and the outer
moral qualities of the true
Cynic; and that which many
substitute for these: mnpiBuor
kal Aoy wal ywdfor meydhar
raTapayeny way b dyr 8ds, 7 avo-
énoavploar, §) Tols dwayr@at Aoi-

Bopelv Gicalpws, 3 kaAdy Tov duoy
Becvder, &ec.; and about fhe
same period Dio Chrysost. (Or.
34, p. 33 B.) says, with refe-
rence to the philosophic dress,
he knows well that those who
are seen in it call themselves

Cynics and regard themselves

as umwoufvovs Twas GvBpdwous
ral  ToAamrdpovs, The com-
plaints of Lucian are echoed
by his contemporary Aristides,
the rhetorician (De Quatuore.
p. 397 sgg.; Dind. of. Bernays,
Lucian und die Kyn. p. 38,
100 8gg.). Fromn these passages,
to which may be added Lucian,
Dial. Mort. 1, 1, 23 Galen,
Dign. An. Pece. 3, vol. v. 71,
we see also wherein the external
tokens of the Cynic life con-
sisted : in the mantle, often very
ragged, worn by these philoso-
phers, the wunent beard and
hair, the staff and wallet, and
the whole rough mendicant
life, the ideals of which were
a Crates and a Diogenes,

DEMETRIUS,

The first philosophers who assumed the Cynics’
name and mode of life are to be met with about the
middle, and before the middle, of the first Christian
century,' and the most prominent man of the school
at this date appears to have been Demetrius, the friend
of Seneca and of Thrasea Pwtus.? Greatly, how-

! Cicero always treats Cynie-
ism asa phenomenon belonging
to the past; yet the passage in
OFF. 1. 41, 148 ( Cynicorum vero
vatio tote est ejiviendws ; est
R intmica verecundie) seems
to be aimed against panegy-
rists of the Cynic life. Some-
what later Brutus (Plut. Brut.
34) names M. Favonius (who
is mentioned, sup. p. 74, foot,
among the Stoics) with expres-
sions descriptive of the Cynics
(emhorbur and devdordwr), bub
we cannot certainly infer from
this that there was a Cynic
school. Under Augustus is said
to have lived that Menippus
who plays so great a part in
Lucian (Sehol. in Lwe. Piscat.

26; iv. 97 Jac.), and he is also
said to have been identical
with Menippus the Lycian,
whose adventures witha Lamia
are related by Philostratus
(Apoll. iv. 25), while at the
same time he calls him a dis-
ciple of Demetrius the Cynic
(fhid. iv. 39; v. 43). Of these
statements not enly is the
second manifestly false (irre-
spective of the Lamia); for
Demetrins did nof live in the
reign of Augustus, even sup-
posing that he had a diseiple
called Demetrius; but the first
is also untruoe, though it was
formerly universally accepted.

The Menippus to whom Lueian
in the Inaromenippus and a
great portion of the Dialogues
of the Dead has given the chief
rdles, is unmistakably the
Cynic of the third century
B.¢., famous for his Satires,
who had already written a
Néivia (Diog. vi. 101); Lucian
(Aecus. 33) also calls him Mep-
TGS TS TV ToAady Rurdy
fdde fAanTieds ; treats him as
a contemporary of the events
of the third century ( fearomen.
15), and mentions his having
killed himself (Dial. Mori. 10,
11), of. Part IL g; 246, 3.
The supposed contemporary of
Aungustus seems to have arisen
out of an arbitrary combina-
tion of this Menippus with
the Menippus of Philostratus,
who was, moreover, assigned
much too early a date. The
first Cynics capable of histori-
cal proof will be named in the
following note,

? This eontemporary of Se-
neca, who often mentions him,
was, according to Benef. vil.
11, already in Rome under
Caligula, and was offered by
the Emperor a gift of 200,000
sesterces, which, however, he
declined. We find him in Bome
under Nero (Sen, Beref. vil
1,858, 2; Hp. 67, 14; 91, 19),
The utterances of Seneca on

T2
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ever, as this philosopher is admired by Seneca,' and

his poverty and his manner of
life ( Vit. Beat. 183) date from
this time (hog pauperiorem
quam ceteros Cyuicos, quod, cun
sibi interdiwertt habere, inter-
diwit et pescere), Ep. 20,9 (ego
corte aliter audio, que dicit
Demetrius noster, cum illum
widi nudum, quanio minus,
guam in Stramentis, inenbat-
{em), fp. 62, 3 (he lives, non
tamguam contempserit omaid,
sed tamguam alits habenda per-
miserit), 2lso the word of Epic-
tetns (Diss. 1. 25, 22), and the
anecdote in ILuecian, Seliator,
65. When Thrasea Patus was
put to death (67 A.D.), whose
jntimate friend he was, he
raised his voice in opposition
(Tac. Ann. xvi. 3¢ s¢.), and
still more to his own disadvan-
tage, after the accession of
Vespasian' undertock the de-
fence of Egnatius Celer (Tac.

_ Hist.iv. 40; cf. Ann. xvi. 32).

On account of his injurious
expressions concerning Ves-
pasian be was banished (71
A.D.) to an island, but his con-
tinued insults were not further
punished (Dio Cass. lxvi. 13;
Sueton. Vesp. 13). In Tmcian,
Adv. Ind. 19, he appears in
Corinth ; in Philostratus, Apall.
iv. 25; v. 19, we meet with
him in the reign of Nero at
Athens and Corinth; subse-
quently he was recornmended
by Apcllonius of Tyana to
Titus (vi. 31), and in the reign
of Domitian was still in the
company of that necromancer
(vii.42 ; viii. 10 8g4.); but these
statements are untrustworthy.
Heisdeseribed bymostof those

advantageously as his freedom from wants contrasts

who mention him, as a Gynic.
Nothing is known as to'any
writings left by him. Accord-
ing to Kunap. V. Sopk. Proem.
p. 6, Musonins and Clarneades
were, as well as Menippus,
contemporary with Demetrius.
Two of these names, however
(Menippus and Musonius), he
doubtless merely takes from
Philostratus (vide sup. pp. 291,
17 246, 8), and we know not
how much of what Philostratns
says has any*historical fonnda-
tion ; as to Carneades we can
form no judement, as he is

mentioned nowhere else. Bub -

that there were other Cynics
in Rome at the time of De-
metrius is plain from the fore-
coing statements, and the
quotations (p. 280, 1) from
Heneca. Ome of these Cynies,
by name Isodorus, who on ac-
comnt of his biting words had
been exiled by Nero from
Italy, is mentioned by Sueton.
(Nera, 39).

! Bepef. vii. 1, 3, he calls
him: Vir meo judicio magnics
etiamsi mawimis comparetur ;
and in 7, ¢ 8, 2, hesays of him
Quem, mili videtwr rerum nd-
tura nostris tulisse temporibus,
ut ostenderet, nee illum @ wobis
corruwmpi nee nos ab illa coTrig
posse, virum exacte, licet neget
ipse, sapientie, ke, CL Hp. 62,
According to Philostr. Apoll. iv.
95, Favorinus had also greatly
praized him. He appears in a
Jess hrilliant light -in what
has just been guoted from
Tacitns, Dio Cassius, and Sue-
fonius.

DEMETRIUS.

with the luxury of the Roman world, his philosophic

" value cannot be estimated very highly. At any
" yate, there have come down to us no remarkable

thoughts of his, and the meagreness of the tradition
renders it probable that none of any importance
were known, He recommends his scholars not to
trouble themselves with much knowledge, but to
exercise themselves in a few rules of life for practical

“ use ;! he appeals with impressive eloquence to their

moral consciousness;? he expresses with cynical
rudeness_his_contémptuous opinion of others;® he
opposes himself with bitter scorn to the threats of
the despot';* he welcomes outward misfortunes as
a means of moral training, and resigns himself
willingly and joyfully to the will of God.” In all
this there is nothing that a Stoie might not also

' have said ; and even his light estimation of learning

and knowledge Demetrius shares, at any rate, with
the Stoicism of his time. The peculiarity of his
Cynicism therefore lies only in the severity with
which he stamps his principles on his life.

! Sen. Benef. vil 1, 3 &
What follows, however, from
§ 5 onwards, is, as well as ¢. 9,
10, Seneca’s own dissertation,

2In 7. ¢ 8, 2: He was elo-
guentie ejus, que res fortissimas
deceat, non concinnate nec i
werba  sollicite, sed ingenti
animo, prout inpetus tulit, res
SUas Prosequentis.

5 (f. Lucian, Ade. Indoct. 19,
where he takes the book out of
the hand of a bad reader, and
tears it in pieces. Further, his
previously mentioned utter-

ances econcerning Vespasian,
and Sen. Ep. 91, Y, who quotes
from him : Eodem loco sibi esse
voces Tmperitorum, que venire
redditos cvepitus.  * Quid enim,
inguit, mea refert, sursum isti
an deorsum sonent 77 If Seneca
applies the word eleganter to
these words, this is a matter
of taste.

4 In Epikt. Diss. 1. 25, 22, he
says to Nero: ameidels uot fdva-
Tay, aol 8 4 ¢lois,

s Sen. Provid. 3, 3; 5; 5;
Ep. 67, 14.
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Of the Cynics of the period immediately follow- -
_ ing,' some details have come down to us respecting

(Enomaus of Gadara, who is said to have lived under

! Besides the Cynics men-
tioned supra, p. 291, 2, the fol-
lowing names are connected
with this school, of which, how-
ever, our knowledge is very im-
perfect. Under Vespasian lived
Diogenes and Heras, of
whom, on account of their
abuse of the imperial family,
the former was sconrged and
the latter beheaded (Dio Cass.
lzvi. 15); and probably also
Hostilius (L e. 13), who was
banished with Demetrius,
Under Domitian or Trajan we
must place Didymus with
the surname of Planetiades (if
he was an historical person), in
whose mouth Plutarch, De Def.
Orae. c. T, 413, puts a sarcasm
against the oracle; under Ha-
drian, besides (Enomaus (vide
infra), perhaps that Deme-
trins of whom it is related
(Lueian, Tox. 27 59¢.) that he
came to Alexandria to devote
himself under the guidance of
a certain Rhodius (or of a
Rhodian?) to the Cynic philo-
sophy, that he tended his
unjustly-accused friend Anti-
philus with the greatest self-
denial in prison, and finally ac-
cused himself in order to share
his fate. When their inno-
cenee was bronght to light he
gave over tohis friend the con-
siderable compensation which
he received, and himself went
to India to the Brahmans, The
historical truth of this occur-
rerice, however, is as little cer-
tain as the anthenticity of the
treatise which affirms it; and

even were it otherwise, the

time when Demetrius lived
can only be approxzimately con-
cluded from e. 34&.  Agatho-
bulus in Egypt (Lucian, De-
mon. 3; Peregrin. 17) must
also be counted among the
Cynics of this period. Under
Antoninus Pius and his sue-
cessor lived Demonax, Pere-
grinus, and his pupil Thea-
genes, of whom we shall
speak later on: also Honora-
tus (Luc. Demon. 19, where it
is related of him that he was
clothed in a bearskin, and that

Demonax, therefore, called him -

*Apkegitaos) and Herophilus
(Tearomen. 16) seem to be his-
torical persons, Crato, on the
contrary (Luc. De Sultat.i. sgq.)
imaginary, To the period of
Antoninus  likewise belongs
Pancrating, who lived in
Athens and in Corinth (Phi-
lostr. V. Soph. i. 23, 1), and
Crescens, the acenser of Jus-
tin the Martyr (Justin. 4pel.
i, 3; Tatian, dde. Gent. 19;

‘Eus. Hist. Feol. iv. 18, &e.);

to the period of Severns, An-
tiochus, the Cilician, whom
that emperor esteemed because
he set his soldiers an example
of endurance (Dio Cass. Ixxvii.
19; cf. Bernays, Lucian wund
die Kyn. 30). After this time
there is a gap in our knowledge
of the Cynic philosophers ex-
tending over a hundred and
fifty years, but the continuance
of the school is beyond guestion.
When Asclepiades lived,
who, according to Tertullian,

ENOMATUS.

the reign of Hadrian.!

Julian reproaches him for

destroying in his writings the fear of the gods, for
despising human reason, and trampling under foot *
all laws, human and divine ; his tragedies, he says,
are beyond all description shameful and prepos-
terous ;¥ and if in this verdiet the horror of the
pious emperor for the despiser of the popular
religion hds perhaps no small share, we must still
suppose that (Enomaus must have departed in a
striking manner from the prevailing customs and

mode of thought.

In the lengthy fragments from

his treatise against the ¢Jugglers,’* which Eusebius
has preserved for us,” we find a polemic as violent as
it is outspoken against the heathen oracles, in the

Ad Nat.ii. 14, travelled throngh
distant lands with a cow; or
Sphodrias, who is quoted by
Athen. iv. 162 &, with a réyuy
épwruch; or the Cynics named
ap. Phot. Cod. 167, p. 114, b 28,
among the anthorities of Bto-
beus—viz., Hegesianax, Po-
lyzelus, Xanthippus,
Theomnestus—we do not
know.

1 Heis placed in that period
by Syncellus, p. 349 B. The
statement, of Suidas, Oivdéu, that
he was 3 little older than Por-
phyty, is perhaps inferred from
the circumstance that Eusebius
(with whose more definite ac-
count, however, Syncellus was
acquainted) Prep. v, v. 19
$44., discusses him immediately
before Porphyry, and calls him
(c. 18, 3) 7is Tov yéwv.,

* QOrat. vii, p. 209 B. Spanh,
of. vi. 199 A.

3 Loc. ¢it.p. 210 D, When
Snidas, Awypévns 4 Oivdp. calls
(Enomaus a writer of tragedies,
whose name was also Diogenes,
and who lived in Athens after
the fall of the Thirty Tyrants,
this statement seems to be
founded oo & confused recol-
lection of this passage, where
tragedies are mentioned, dedi-
cated to Diogenes or to his
disciple Philistus (Philiseus,

vol. il. @, 244, 2), and
then tragedies of (Enomaus are
spoken of.

* The title of this book runs
thus, according to Eus. Prap.
Fp, v, 18, 3; 21, 4; vi. 6,52;
Theod. Cur. Gree. Affect. (par.
1642) vi., p. 561 : yonTwr Qwpd,
named less acourately by Julian
vii. 209, B : 70 katé xpnornpiwy.

8 Prap. Evang. v. c. 19-36,
vi. 6.

P
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Ciap,

bearing Lucian’s name,! is much more distinguished 2

~ by his character than by his science.” From (Eno-
maus he differs chiefly in that he tried to mitigate
~ of the Stoics, and exalts in its stead free-will as the the severities of the Cynic mode of t]l:u::ught-', and to
<% rudder and foundation of human life, declaring it to reconcile it with life and.its necesmt-les_; in other
be as much an incontrovertible fact of consciousness i | respects he is considerably in harj:nony with it. :&s

as our existence itself, and expounding the irrecon-" (Enomaus had neither held strictly to a definite
 cilability of foreknowledge with freedom, and of . system nor troubled himself at all aboufb any scien-
fatality with moral responsibility.? In these utter- tific knowledge, so Demonax, 'accor.dmg to' 'the
ances we recognise the self-dependence of the man assurance of his biographer,.a cm?ned his eclectlclism

~ who, in spite of his Cynicism, would be a follower , to such an extent that it is difficult to say which
; " neither of Antisthenes nor of Diogenes;?® but he . of his philosophical predecessors he prefefrred.
" was doubtless neither inclined nor adapted for any. ~ He himself, to all outward appearance, I{md&lmEd
deeper study of philosophic questions, himself a Cynie, without, howevelr, ap.provmg of the
The famous Demonax® also, who was highly exaggerations of the party; but in }:;15 own charac-
esteemed in Athens, and extolled in a treatise ter he chose for a model the mild, benevolent,
and moderate temper of Socrates,! and was large-
hearted enough to esteem Aristippus side by side

CraP.

: spirit of cynical freethinking ;! but it is based onno

~ properly philosophic arguments ; and in connection /
with it (Enomaus likewise turns against the fatalism

Demonan,

' Expressions entively similar c¢. 3) had enjoyed the instruc- I

are put into the mouth of the
representative of Cynicism by
Plutarch, Def. Orac. 7, p. 413.
Moreover, cf.infra, p. 298, 8,and
Pril. d. Gr. I1. 1. 280 sgq. ; Ber-
nays, I e 30 sgq.

2 Loe. ¢it. vi. T, 11 sq. (The-
doret, 4. ¢.) with the proposi-
tion: dod ap, & Tpdwe TuEy
aiT@y dvrehuueta, Tovrw Kai
T@y &y fuiy atfuipérav ot Balwy.
But of self-consciousness it was
previously said: oti &AAo feavdy
oiirws &5 7 ovvaleinois T¢ Kkab
apridplis quav abray.

# Julian, Orat. vi. p, 187 C:
& kvviouds obire ‘Avmisfeviouds
éoTw ofire Atoyertouds,

* Born in Cyprus of a good
family, Demonax (according to

tions of the Cynics Agathobnlus
and Demetrius (supra, p. 291 ;
294,1) and of the Stoics Epic-
tetus and Timocrates (supra, pp.
197, 256); he afterwards lived
in Athens,and died there when
almost a century old, having
starved himself to death on
account of the advancing weak-
ness of old age (1. e c. 63 89q.),
but as he still had interconrse
with Herodes Atticus (c. 24, 33)
in this latter period, he may,
perhaps, have lived till 160 A.D.,
or even longer. The freatise
said to be by Lucian shows (as
Bernays, i. e., remarks), by the
way inwhich Herodes isalluded
to, that it was not written till
after his death 176 A.D.

with Socrates and Diogenes.’

His principal efforts

were directed to the liberation of mankind from
all things external: for the man who is free, said
be, alone is happy; and he only is free who hopes

! Bekker has denied that it
is Lucian’s, and Bernays (Zu-
ciam und die Kyn. 104 3q.) has
defendedthis opinion with very
important arguments. But that
its author, who nowhere gives
himself ont to be Lucian, was
really o contemporary of his
hero, and had intercourse with
him for many years (éri pirio-
Tov guveysvduny, ¢. 1), we have
no reason to doubt, nor is there
any internal reason in his work

for suspicion as to its credi-
bility.

* Concerning his gentle, hu-
mane, and amiable character,
his imperturbable cheerfulness,
his efforts for the moral welfare
of those around him, and the
extracrdinary  veneration he
thereby acquired, cof Lucian,
Le e 5-11; 57; 63; 67,

& Demon. .

$ Foo. cit. 5-9; cf. 19; 21 ;
45 ; 52. 5 Lec. eit. 62.
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nothing and fears nothing, being convinced of the

transitoriness and paltriness of all men.! In order

to resign nothing of this independence he abstained

from marriage ;* but he seems to have specially

/ included in it, in the true spirit of Cynicism,freedom

from the prejudices of the popular religion ; he him-

self was indicted because he never offered sacrifices, ;

and despised the Eleusinian mysteries, and he con-
ceals neither in his defence nor elsewhere his low

opinion of the existing worship.® In his suicide and-

his indifference to burial,' we recognise the disciple
of Antisthenes and Zeno; and though the departure

from this life, according to the Stoie doctrine, must:
open an entrance to a higher life, Demonax, like

Panetius and Epictetus, disclaimed this view.® As
to any scientifie enquiry, however, we hear as little
on this point as on any other. The philosopher
considers his task to be solely the exercise of

' Lucian, Demon. 20 ; cf.c. 4:
7b Bhov éueperticer abrg undevds
&AAov wpoodea elvas.

® Cf. the anecdote quoted
suprda, p. 274, 1.

# Loe, cit. 11, To the com-
plaint that he did not sacrifice
to Athena he replied he had
hitherto refrained, ob&t -dp
Oelobor adThy 7Tdv wap Euov
Buoiy dreXduBavoy ; and when
censured in respect to the
mysteries, he said that he did
not get himself initiated, be-
canse it would be impossible
for him not to speak to the
uninitiated about them; in
order, if the mysteries were
bad, to warn them against
them, and if they were good, to

make them acquainted with
them. In c. 27 he refused to
enter a temple to pray; for
God, he said, could hear him
just as well in any other place;
and in c¢. 37 he confounded a
soothsayer with the dilemma:
either he must believe himself
to have the power of altering
the decrees of fate, or his art
was worthless.

+ Loe, cit. 65 aq.

8 Loe.cit.c.32: dAhov 8¢ wore

époucvoy, i aldvaros adtd %

Yuxh Bowel elvar; abdvartos, Eoy,
aAX’ @s. wdvra. Of. c. 8, where
he says that in a word; Aqf7 Tis
Gyalwy kol wandy ral ékevfepla
paKpe mwarTas € oAlyw kove-
AfbeTar.

PEREGRINTS.

practical influence on those around him, and the
means to this end is with him, as with Diogenes,
not. so much instruction as counsel, and before all
things, ready and frenchant wit, the old weapon of
the Cynies, which he in most cases employed very
skilfully. Cynicism appears, indeed, in his person
in its most interesting and attractive shape, but

“still with éssentially the same features which have

already been long familiar to us.

In contradistinetion to this ideal picture we find
a caricature in Lucian’s description of Peregrinus,’
who bears the cognomen of Proteus®* According to
him, this Cynic escaped from a reckless and profli-
gate youth first to Christianity and then to Cyni-
cism, the most absurd and disgusting excesses of
which he adopted, until at last the wish of making
himself talked about induced him, half against his
will and in constant struggle with the fear of death,
to throw himself into the flames of a funeral pyre 3

! I 7hs Iepeyplvov TehevThs,
Of modern writers concerning
Peregrinus and the literature
relating to him, cf. Kckstein,
Encyklop. v. Brsch. w. Gruber,
sect. ii1, vol. =vi. sud woce;
Zeller, Vortr. w. Abhandl. ii.
173 sq.: Bernays, Lue. w. d.
Eyniker, 21, and 1. o., p. 65, the
translation and commentary of
the treatise bearing the name
of Lucian.

* He first received this name,
according to Gellius, V. 4. xii.
11, 1, after the time when that
author made his acquaintance ;
what it means we are not told.
_ ® Further details will be

found in the treatise of Zelle
already quoted. In that of
Lucian, wvide, concerning the
exeesses imputed to him, ¢ 9;
the murder of his father, of
which he is accused, e. 10, 14
37.; his relation to the Chris-
tians, and the imprisonment
which he suffered in conse-
quenece, ¢. 11-14; his intro-
duction through Agathobulus
to the Cynic philosophy (supra,
p- 294, 1}; his arrival in Ttaly,
¢. 18; his burning himself fo
death (which is also mentioned
in Athenag. Suppl. 23; Tert.
Ad Mart, 4; Philostr, V. Soph.
ii. 1, 33), . 20 sgg. Some few

299

T Caar.

—_—
i

Peregri-

TeRS.



300

CHAP.
X

, appears as a man who was sincere in his endeavours

ECLECTICISM.

at the Olympic games in the year 165 4.0. But

the most serious of these charges are too insuffi-
ciently attested ! by Lueian’s testimony, the uncer-
tainty of which he himself cannot entirely conceal,
to allow of our unconditionally endorsing his judg-
ment of Peregrinus. If we separate from his
account all that is internally improbable, this Cynie
after virtue and austerity, but was, at the same
time, always exaggerating and pushing forward his

prineiples to an absurd extreme,? finally investing

even suicide—in regard to which he has so manyallies
in the Stoic and Cynic school—with theatrieal pomp,
in order to produce the most striking effect possible.
There is other evidence to show that he asserted the

~ claims of his school with some exaggeration;* but

Gellius praises the earnestness and steadiness of his
character,” and the value and usefulness of his

THEAGENES. 301

doctrines,! and quotes a discourse of his, in which he CHAP.
says that a man should not avoid wickedness through =

/ fear of punishment, but from love to the good ; and 5 15

the wise man would, do this even though his action
remained hiddén_ from gods and men; but he who
has not made so much/progress in morals may still

be restrained from wickedness by the thought that
all wrong-doing comes to light in the end. We are
acquainted, however, with no scientific achievement ¢,
either of Peregrinus or his scholar Theagenes,? or, Zheagenss.
indeed, of any of these later Cynics. The later

But for the very reason that this Cynicism was C¥7cs

far more a mode of life than a scientific conviction,

it, was able to outlast the vicissitudes of the philo-

sophic systems, and to maintain itself down to the

latest periods of Greek philosophy. Even in the

second half of the fourth century the Emperor

Julian found oceasion for those two diseourses

against the Cynics, which give us a picture so un-

years after his death, previons
0 the year 180 B.c., Athenagoras
(I ¢.), in agreement with Lue.
¢. 27 sgq. 41, speaks of an oracu-
lar statue of Peregrinus which
stood in the market-place of
his native city.

1 Cf, Zeller, Vordr. ii. 175 sq.3
Bernays, 52 #gq.

2 If he was thrown as a
Christian into prison while his
fellow-Christians remained un-
molested, he must have given
oceasion to this by his beha-
viour; he was banished from
Ttaly on account of his abuse
of the Emperor; in Greece,
besides his quarrels with the
Kleans and his attacks (also
mentioned by Philostratus, V.
Sepk. ii. 1, 33) on Herodes

Atticns, he is said to have tried
to raise an insurrection against
the Romauns (Lue. 18 s4.).

8 The fact of this suicide
(which has been disputed by
A, Planck, Theol. Stud. in Krit.
1811, 834 sg¢., 843 ; and Baur,
Kirchengesch. ii. 412), accord-
ing to all the above quotations,
is beyond a doubt.

* Lue, Demon. When Pere-
erinus said to Demonax, on
account of his cheerfulness:
ol kurgs, thelatter replied, Mepe-
Ypive, ovk arBpwmiCers,

5 He calls him (I. o) wvir
gravis et constans, whom he
often visited in his hut before
the city, and whose lectires he
attended.

favourable, but at the same time probably not
essentially untrue, of this school at that time.?

\ Loe. eit. » Multe hercle di-
core eum utiliter et loneste au-

' gdivimus. Cf the same authority

for what follows.

2 This Cynie, whom Lucian
(c. 3 sgq.; 7; 241 30 8g.; 36)
treats with the greatest ma-
lignity, is described by Galen,
Meth. Med. xiii. 15, vol. x. 909
K. (as Bernays, p. 14 s¢¢., has
shown) as a philosopher of
repute (8 Ty Sokar Tévlpomov)
who gave lectures daily in Rome
in the Gymnasium of Trajan.

# Op. vi.: els Tovs dmadelTous

wvras, Or. Vil : wpos HpdrAeioy
Ruvikby, wa@s rurioTéor. For
example, cf. Or. vil. 204, C. s7.,
223 B sgg. Julian (p. 224 )
mentions, besides Heraclius, as
Cynies of his time, Asclepiades,
Serenianus; and Chytron. In
Or. vii, 198 a, he mentions
Iphicles of Epirus, whose free-
spoken notions expressed before
the Emperor Valentinian in the
year 373 are related by Am-
mian, Mare. xxz. 5,8, A Cynie
named Demetrius Chytras, who,
in extreme old age, was tfor-
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Further traces of the recognition which Cynicism
still found in this period are to be met with both in
heathen and Christian authors.! Abount the begin-
ning of the fifth century, Augustine tells us that all
the schools of philosophy, except the Cynic, Peripa-
tetic, and Platonic, had died out ;2 and even in the
- first decade of the sixth century we find in Athens
a Cynic ascetic, Sallustius.®* With the overthrow of
heathenism this school, as such, naturally came to

tured under Constantius on a
political and religious charge,
but was finally set free, is men-
tioned by Ammian. xiz. 12, 12:
another in Julian’s time is
spoken of anonymously by
David, Sekol. in dw, 14 a, 18.

! Bernays, I ¢. p. 37, 99 sq.,
alludes in this connection to
the panegyric which Themis-
tins pronounced on Cynicism
and its founders in his dis-
course on Virtue, especially pp.
444, 417 (preserved in the
Syrian language, and translated
into German by Gildemeister
and Bicheler in the Rhein.
Mus, vol. xxvil); also the
violent attack of Chrysostom
(Homil. 17, ¢. 2; Chrys. Opp. ed.
Migne, ii. 173) upon the phi-
losophers (clearly described as
Cynics) who left Antioch on
the approach of danger, but
who enjoyed, it would appear,
a certain degrse of reputation
among the inhabitants of that
city. ¢
# Cicero, dead, iii. 19, 42:
Ltaque nune philesophos non
Jere videmus, nisi ant Cynicos

aut Peripateticos out Platoni-
cos. Bt Cynieos quidem, guin
603 vite quedam delectat liber-
tas atgue licewtia. Later on,
Cip, D, xix, 19, he remarks that
if a philosopher goes over to
Christianity it is not required
that he should change his dress;
the Church does not trouble
ifself about the Cynie garb. An
example of an Egyptian Cynic,
Maximus by name, who be-
came a Christian in 370 A.D.,
and retained his dress a long
time, is guoted by Bernays,
L ¢, from Tillemont, Mémoires,
ix. 2, 796 sq9. /

3 Damase. V. Zsidori, 89-92,
250; and at greater length
Suidas (sub voce), who has
taken the first of his articles,
and probably also the -second,
from Damascins. That Sallus-
tins, as is here ohserved, ox-
aggerated the Cynic severity as
well as the mai(ew érl rdyeroidre-
pov, is confirmed by Simplicius,

in Hpict. Man. p. 90 H : accord-

ing to whom he laid burning
coals upon his les to see how
long he could endure it.

DISAPPEARANCE OF CYNICISM.

an‘end ; the only element which was peculiar to it,
the Cynic mode of life, the Christian Church had
long since appropriated in Monachism.!

! Julian, 7. 0. 224 A, alveady é&moraxrioral (= qui seculo re-
compares the Cynics with the nuncigverunt) of the Christians.



S04

CHAP.

XL

C. The

Peripa-
tetics of

ECLECTICISM.

CHAPTER XI.

THE PERIPATETICS OF THE FIRST CENTURIES AFTER
CHRIST.

THaE direction taken by the Peripatetic school in
the first century before Christ wds maintained by it
during the whole of its further existenee.! Those
members of it with whom we are acquainted,?

1. In regard to what follows,
of. Tabric. Bibl. Gr.iil. 438 sqq.;
Harl.; Brandis and Zumpt in
the treatises mentioned supra,
p. 112, 1; Prantl, Gesch. der
Logik, 545 sqq.

2 Qur knowledge of the Peri-
patetic school in this period is
very imperfect. According to

* the writers named supra, pp. 113

ggq., we find, about the middle
of the first Christian century,
Alezander of Hgm, the in-
stroctor of Nero (Suid. "AAel.
Aiy), from whom BSimplicius,
Categ. 8, a (Schol. in Arist. 29,
a, 40) guotes observations ount
of a commentary on the Cate-
gories, and Alex. Aphr. ap.
Simpl. De Ceelo, Schol. 494, b,
28, from a commentary on the
Books of the Heavens,  (Kars-
ten, 194, 4, 6, here substitutes
Aspasius for Alexander, whether
by his own conjecture, or ac-
cording to manuseripts, does

not appear.) Ideler, Arist. We-

feorel, 1. xvi. agq., believes we
should perhaps aftribute to
Alexander the commentary on
the" Meteorology, which has been
handed down under the name of
Alexander of Aphrodisias; and
he seems to suppose that the
Sosigenes whom Alexander men-
tions as his teacher is the
famous astronomer of the time
of Cesar. We shall, however,
find that Alexander the Aphro-
disian had a Sosigenes for his
teacher. Towards the end of
the same century we encounter
(ap. Plat. Qw. Conviv. ix. 6;
14, 5) a Peripatetic named
Menephylus, perhaps the
head of the school in Athens,
and ibid. Fratr. dm. 16, p. 487,
Apollonius the Peripatetic,
one of the “later philosophers,’
who was praised for having as-
sisted his brother Sotien to
atfain greater honour than
himself. This may, perhaps,
be Apollonius the Alexandrian,

PERIPATETICS OF THE EMPIRE.

so far as we have any details concerning their
writings, are mostly mentioned in conmnection with

from whom Simplicius, in Cateq.
Behol. in Arist. 63, b, 8, quotes
a treatise on the Categories.
Sotion, another Peripatetic,
has already come before us in
Plil. d.Gr.T111.931,3 (eide sup.
181, 23, as author of the Keépas
’Aparbelas. This man I have
there conjectured fo be the
same from whom Alex. Aphr.
Top. 213, apparently out of a
commentary on the Topica, and
Bimpl. Categ. 41, v, Sehol. in
Ay 61,a,22, from a commentary
on the Categories, quotes one or
two unimportant and erroneous
observations.  His compila-
tion seems to be referred to
by Pliny, Hist. Nat. Pref. 24,
In this case Sofion must pro-
bably have lived in the middle
of the first century, which
would harmonize well with the
theory that he was the anthor
of the Awriewor Eeyyor, and
the brother of Apclloniug men-
tipned by Plutarch. His own
brother Lamprias is also
descrived by Flutarch, ¢, Cone.
1. 2,2; ef. 1, 8, 8, as a Peripa-
tetic ; he likewise describes his
friend the grammarian from
Egypt (Hu. Cone. 1. 9, 1,1 ; viii.
8, 2, 1), Theo (wide, concerning
him, De Fae. Lune, 25,13 8q.) De
Ei 6; Pyth. Orac. 3 sq., as a
man of Peripatetic tendencies.
On the other hand, Favonius,
who is spoken of 7. o, viii. 10, 2,
1, as BatpovidTaTos "ApirToTéNous
éparThy is probably only the
well-known  Platonist, whom
we shall discmss later on. In
the second half of the second
century Aspasios must have

p.4

taught, as Galen (De Cogn. an.
HMord. 8, vol. v, 42), in his four-
teenth or fifteenth year, there-
fore in 1456, B.C. had for his
teacher a pupil of this philoso-
pher, who apparently was still
alive ; and Herminus (ap. Simpl.
De Ceelo, Sehol. 494, b, 31 sqq.)
quotes from him. Adrastus of
Aphrodisias (David, Sekol. in
A 80, @, 9; dnon. L ¢c. 32,6, 36 ;
Simpl. Categ. 4, v, 1. e.45; Ach.
Tat.gfsag. c. 16, 19, p, 136, 139,
who is named together with him
(Galen, De Libr. Propr.c. 11;
vpl, xix. 42 34.; Porph, V. Plit,
14) was probably not far re-
moved in point of time; this
appears partly from the above
juxtaposition, but more espe-
clally from the nse made of
him by Theo Smyrneus (infra,
P. 309, 43; for Theo was a con-
temporary of Hadrian (infre,
p. 335). If, however, he is
the author of a commentary on
the Ethics of Aristotle and
Theophrastus (Phil. d. o I1. ii.
855) mentioned ap. Athen. xv.
673, ¢ (where our text has
“&bpaoror) he may have been

still alive in the time of Anto- -

ninus Pius. Aristocles, the
rhetorician of Pergamus, is
placed by Snidas (sub zoce)
under Trajan and Hadran:
according to Philostratuns, 7.
Seph. ii. 3, he was a contempo-
rary of Herodes Atticus, there-
fore somewhat- earlier, but had
only occupied himself with the
Peripatetic philosophy in his
youth. What Synes. Dip, p. 12
R, says of Aristocles’ desertion
of philosophy for Rhetoric must
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commentaries on Aristotle’s works, and among
these his logical books seem chiefly to have oceupied

apply to him and not to the
Messenian. Abont 140-150 A.D.
lived Clandius Severus, the
teacher of Marens Aurelius
(Capital. Ant, Phifos. 3; cfl
Galen, De Prenot. c. 2, vol,
xiv. 613), and Agathocles
and Rufinus, mentioned - by
Laeian, Demon. 29, bd; at the
game time and later Hermi-
nus, according to Alexander,
Avphr. ap. Simpl. De Celo. Schol.
404, B, 31 sqq., the teacher of
this Peripatetic,and, as it would
seem, the disciple of Aspasius,
apparently the same that Lu-
cian, MDemon. 56, calls a man of
bad character (concerning the
Cateqories, which, according to
this passage, Herminus con-
stantly had in his mouth, Alex-
ander the teacher had written
4 commentary much in use).
Contemporary with him @ is
Eudemus, an acquaintance of
Galen's, who was treatedin an
illness by that physician in 165
B.. at Rome in his 63rd year
(Galen, De Pranot. ¢. 2 s¢. vol.
xiv, 605619 ; of pass. Vide the
Index). Likewise the Cleo-
demus of Lucian (Plilops. 6

$qg.3 Symp. 6, 15) must have

Lived at this date Bat he is
evidently an imaginary person.
A contemporary of Mareus
Aunreling (161-180) is Alex-
ander of Damaseas, whom
Galen describes (De Prenot. c.
53 De Anatom. Administr.i. 1,
vol. xiv. 627 &7.; ii. 218) as the
teachier of the Consul Flavius
Boéthus (who is also named
in vol. xiv. 612, and De Lidr,
Propr. 1,vo0l. xix. 15 &g.), and

as public teacher of the Feri-
patetic philosophy in Athens ;
besides Paulus the Prefect
(l. e. xiv. 612) and Premi-
genes of Mgytilene ((Galen,
Sanit, tw. v. 11; vol. vi. 363,
367} Under the same emperor
and his soecessor Commodus
must be placed the teachers
of Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Aristocles of Messene (wride
infre) and Sosigenes, That
Alexander was instructed by the
latter, we learn not only from
himself ( Weteoral. 116, 1. ¢, and
from Philop. dnal. Pr. xxxiil. b,
Selhol.in Ar. 1568, b, 28), but also
from the editor of his com-
mentary on the Mefaphysics,
p- 432, 12; Bon. 741, b, 48 Bk.;
and from Themist. De 4n. p.
112 Bp., who quotes his third
boolk, wepl fbews. Thestatement
(Ps. Alex. Metaph. 636, 21(797,5,
B Belck.) : floTepos yap Swaivdems
‘Adekdvlpov TH xpive, is either
a mistake of the epitomist 6r
a clerical error. Under Septi-
mus Severus, and (as Zumpt
shows, 7. c. p. 98) between 193
and 211, Alexander of Aphro-
disias was made the head of
the Peripatetic schoolin Athens
(supra,n.192,1). He, and not
some otherwise unknown Peri-
patetic called Aristotle, is
meant in the words vedrepos
Apiororédns & éEmymths Tob
dGthorivoy "ApcToTehovs, Syrian
in Metaph. xiii. 3 (Sehol. in Ar.
889, B, 11), as is proved not
only by the passage itself, but
by a comparison of it with
Alex. Metaph., 715, 18 sgq.
Tikewise, az David remarks in

T

PERIPATETICS OF THE FIRST CENTURY.

the attention of these commentators,

But what we

are told in this respect about the Peripatetics of the

Cat. Schol. 28, w, 21, Alezander
was named Aristotle, ofoy 8ed-
Tepoy bvTm ‘ApieToTéAnr. Be-
sides these Peripatetics, whose
dates may be at least approxi-
mately fixed, a pgood many
others are named, of whom we
can scarcely say more than that
they must belong to the first
two centuries' after Christ.
Amopg these is Archaicus
{erroneously regarded by Fa-
bric. Biblioth. Gr. iii. 536, Harl.
as a Stoie), from whom Stobaus
CCut. Schol. 61, @, 22 66, a,
425 B, 35; T3, b, 20; 74, B, 31)
quotes observations on the
Categories, donbtless from a
commentary on that work; in
the first of these passages he
distinguishes Archaicus and
Sotion as disciples of the an-
clent commentators—Androni-
cns, Bogthus, &o. Perhaps Ar-
chaicus is the same person
mentioned as the anthor of a
work on ethics in Dipg. vi. 99,
Also the following: Deme-
trins of Byzantium (Diog. v.
83), if he is not the other De-
metrius named supra,p. 124, 1;
Diogenianus, from whom
Fusebius (Pr. Fv. iv. 3; vi. 8)
guotes long fragments directed
against Chrysippus' doctrines of

Prophecy and Destiny, perhaps

from a treatise wepl eiuapuéins ;
he may, be the same person as
Diogenisnus of Pergamos, who
appears as one of the speakers
in Plutarch, De Pyth. Oraculis.
e, Conw. Vil 7, 8; viil. 1, 2
at any rate, what is put into
his mounth has nothing to con-
tradict this theory, and Pyth.

Or. 5, 17, would indeed agree
with his sceptical bearing to-
ward soothsaying, DMore defi-
nite signs are wanting, how-
ever, that Diogenianus was
described by FPlatarch as a
Peripatetic. Enarmostus,
whom Aspasius  blames (ap.
Alex, in Metaph, 44, 23 ; Bon,
552, b, 29, Bekk.) because
Eudorus and he had altered
reading in the Metaphysics,
wag also probably living in the
first century, The philosophers
quoted by Alex. Aphr. De dn,
154, B, 0; Socrates (prob-
ably the Bithynian Peripatetic
named in Diog. #. 47); Vir-
ginius Rufus, and perhaps
also Polyzelus (L. e. 182, b,
note); Ftolemy, concerning
whom ¢f, Phil. d. G4, 11.1i. 54 ;
Artemon,thecollectorof Aris-
totelian Letters (fhid. TI. ii.
562), whe is probably older than
Andronicus; Nicander, who,
according to Suidas (Aleyolwy),
wrote about the disciples of
Aristotle: Strato, the Alex-
andrian Peripatetic (Diog. v.
61; in Tertullian, e An. 15,
it is not this Strato, but the
pupil of Erasistratus, also
named by Diogenes, who is in-
tended). Concerning the two
last-named philosophers, it is
not certain whether they lived
before or after the Christian
era; Julianus, of Tralles,
whose theory of the movement
of the heavens by the Platonic
world-soul is discussed by Alex.
Aphbr, ap. Simpl. De Cwlo, 169,
b, 42 1 Sehal. 491, 5,43, Whether
Le was a Peripatetic or a Pla .
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first century® is very unimportant. .In the second
century we hear of several works of Aspasius : ¢ Com-
mentaries on the Categories,® on the treatise mwepi
fppnvelas,® on the ¢ Physics,”* the Books about the
Heavens,” and the ¢ Metaphysics;’® but though he
seems 7 to have carefully expounded the writings of
Aristotle, and especially to have paid attention to the
various readings, nothing has been handed down of
his that indicates any independent investigation of
philosophic questions. We have more precise infor-
mation concerning Adrastus.® TFrom his treatise on
the arrangement of the Aristotelian works,® there
are quoted observations on their order, titles,
and genuineness.® A commentary on the Categories

tonist, and whether this quota-
tion refers to a commentary on
the Books on the Heavens, or to
a commentary on the Timeis,
cannot he diseovered from the
passage.

1 Alexander of /Egae and
Sotion, vide supra, p. 304, 2.

2 (alen, De Libr. Propr. c.
11: wol. xix, 42 sq.

s Boit, De Interpret. of, In-
dex to the edition of Meister.
Botthus repeatedly expresses
much dissatisfaction (ii p. 41,
14; 87, 17 Meis.) with his inter-
pretations.

4 Bimpl. Phys. 28, b3 86, a,
B3 99, by 127, a, b3 130, a;
132, h; 133, a3 185, a; 138, b;
151, @; 168, b; 172, a; 178, a;
192, b; 199, a; 214, a; 218, a;
222 a: 223, b; 239, a, b.

b Simpl. De Celo, 194, a, 6 ;
23 240, @, 44; Karst. Schol. in
Arist. 494, B, 31; 513, 8, 10.

s Alex, Metaph. 81, 23; 44,

23: 340,10 : Bon. 543, &, 31;
552, b, 29; T04, b, 11 Bekk.

? The BScholia on the four
first books and parts of the
seventh aud ninth books of the
Niecomaehean Ethics,which Hase
has published in the German
lassical Jowrnal, vols. zxviii,
and xxix,, claim to be extracted
from a commentary of Aspasius;
but they are otherwise of no
great valne.

5 Concerning him wide Martin
on Theo. Smyrn. dstrenomia,
p- T4 3%.

9 Tlepl Tiis Tdiews Tév ApigToTé-
Aovs quyypoppdrar(Simpl. Phys.
1, &; Categ. 4, (. The designa-
tion is Tess specific of Clfeg. 4,
5 i m.oTdE, Tis ApioT. dihegapias).

10 According to Simpl. Catey.
4, ~, he wished to place the

Categorics (of which 7. e 4,

ef, Sehol. tn Awrist. 83, b, 30;
39, a, 19; 142, b, 38, he mentions
a second receusion) before all

ADRASTUS.

is also mentioned,! and from a commentary on the
Physics, Simplicius * gives us a detailed statement
concerning the conceptions of substance and of
essential and accidental quality, which well ex-
plains the Aristotelian definitions and expressions.
He also perhaps wrote on the ethics of Aristotle
and Theophrastus.? If we add to this all that we

are told concerning his mathematical knowledge,

his writings on harmony and astronomy, and his
Commentary on the Timwus, and what has been
preserved of these writings,';we must allow that

the other writings of Aristotle,
and nextto them the fopica ; and
he, therefore, like some others,
entitled the Cafegories: mpb
Ty Térwy (Anon. Sehol. 32, b,
36, whase account is to be pre-
ferred to that of David, L. e. 50,
a, 8, as David, or perhaps his
transcriber, evidently confuses
the statements of Adrastus
and the pseudo-Archytus}). In
the same treatise he had men-
tioned forty books of the
Amnelyties, of which only four
are penuine ( Phil d, Gr. 111170,
1), and expressed his opinion
on the title of the Physics and
its principal divisions (Simpl
Phys.1,b; 2, a; cf. Phil. d. Gr.
1L i 86).

! Galen, Libr. Propr.11 ; 5ix.
42 3q.
2 Phys. 26,5, That this dis-
cussion is~taken from a eom-
mentary on the Physics is clear
from the words with which

' Simplicins introduces it: ¢ 8¢

YABpacros BouvAduevas BnAdeal
Th “dmep by’ (ap. Arist. Phys. 1.
3; 186, @, 32) mapedfiafer pey

oAlyor TGy mpoxeusrwy, &, Sim-

plicius, however, does not seer
t0 have had the eommentary
itself, which he mever quotes,
in his possession, but to have
borrowed the passage from Por-
pliyry. who, as he observes,
had mentioned it. The extract
from Adrastus probably refers
tn the words: obde AéyeTar Gmep
76 ouuBeBnwos.

$ Cf. supre, p. 806 sg. and
Phil. d. Gr. 1L 11. 855,

1 He is described as a mathe-
matician by Claudian Mamert.
Ite Statu An. i. 25, if the
Adrastus he mentions is the
same person. From his com-
mentary on the ZTimews, Por-
phyry (in Prol. Harm.; Wallis,
Opp. il 270) quotes a defini-
tion on Gonsonance. His Har-
meny, in three books, still exists
in M5 (Fabr. PRibl. Gr. iii,
459, 653). From the first of
these books, the guotation ap.
Proel. in Tom. 192,05 127, €3
198, E ; and probably also ap.
Ach. Tat. e. 19, p. 186 (80), are
doubtless taken; a treatizse on
the Sun is mentioned by Ach.
Tat. e. 19, p. 139 (82). Lastly,
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C%r_%r. ‘the praise accorded by Simplicius to this Peri- .
___ patetic! is entirely justified. But he nevertheless |
seems to have deserved it rather for his faithful '
transmission and intelligent elucidation of Aristotle’s
doctrines than for any new and original enquiries. l i
As in the isolated definitions which have been |

handed down as his he almost ‘entirely follows :

this is Aristotelian. Adrastus sought likewise to Crae.
maintain in prineiple the Aristotelian theory of the *E
spheres, which he connected by means of ingenious
modifications with the theories of later astronomers.!

He therefore seems, irrespective of his mathematical

and other learning, to have been merely a skilful
expounder and defender of the Aristotelian theories.

Aristotle, so in his general view of the universe and
of God, he is allied with him, The universe, the
construction of which he describes according to the
pattern of Aristotle,® is formed by the highest
essential nature for the best, and is moved thereby
in the manner belonging to it, namely, in a circle.
A consequence of the contrast between the terres-
trial elements and the various influences which the
planetary spheres in the multiplicity of their move-
ments exercise upon them, is the change in our
world ;3 but in saying this, Adrastus expressly
guards himself against the opinion that the heavenly
bodies are created for the sake of that which is
meaner and perishable ; they have, on the contrary,
_their end in themselves, and their influence on the
\ earth is only an effect of natural necessity.t All

Martin has shown (1. ¢.) that
the greatest part of Theo's
astronomy is borrowed from a
treatise of Adrastus; and that
this is the commentary on the
Timems i8 proved by Hiller,
Thein. Mus. N. P xxvi, 582
‘ggy. The same writer shows
that Chalcidius has adopted a
great deal from this commentary
into hiz own,

4 Cat. 4, v: TABp. & ‘A¢po-

auﬂeﬁi, ariip Tav yryotwy Mepira-
TYTLLDY YPEYOVES.

* Videthe dissertations on the
spherical form of the universe
and of the earth, the place of
the earth in the centre of the
whole, the smallness of the
earth in comparison with the
whole, in Theo Smymn, dstron.
c. 1.4,

* Logoe 92,

4 L, ¢. Beneath the moon

Not even as much as this

reigns change, generation, and
destruction: TovTwy B¢, dmoly
(Adrastns), efTa 76 wAavduera
Tar Gorper. TeiTa 88 A€ol TS
By, oly bs Tov TywmeTépwr kol
Gelwy kol &Blwy dyevviiTar T
kal apbdprey Evexa Tiv éAar-
Tovwr kat Oumrév kel émupev
repuidTwy, GAX ds exelvay uiv
3k Th kdAAtgTOr kai EpioTov kal
parzpidToToy Gel oiTws ExorTwy,
Tov 0t dvraifa katé oupBeBnids
Skeivots émopewwy, The circular
movement of the universe pre-
supposed a central point at
rest, and therefore an element
the natural motion of which
was towards the centre; but
then there must also be one
the motion of which was to-
wards the circumference, and
also elements lying between
the two. These eclements are
in their nature changeable;
their variation is really ocea-
sioned by that of the seasons,
which is, on the other hand,
conditioned by the changing
position- of the planets, espe-
cially of the sun and moon (cf.
Phil d.Gr. 1L 3. 440, 468 5.

! In Theo, ¢. 32, with which
¢f. o, 18, and Martin, p. 117 34.
Adrastus here assumes that
each planet is fastened to the
surface of a globe, which ex-

can be said of Herminus.

tends from the upper to the
lower limit of a hollow sphere;
coneentricwith that of the fixed
stars. This sphere turns from
cast to west in the direction of
the ecliptic, but more slowly
than the sphere of the fized
stars (or perhaps also, says
Adrastug, it is drawn round in
this direction by the sphere of
fixed stars, while its own moticn
is from west to east); at the
same time the sphere which
holds the planet, corresponding
with the Epicveles of Hippar-
chys, moves itself within the
hollow sphere, so that the
planet describes a circle the
diameter of which exfends
from a point on the outer
boundary of the hollow plane-
tary sphere to the opposite
point on its inner boundary,
the centre of which, therefore,
is distant from that of the con-
centrie spheres as far as the

radius of the sphere bearing

the plapet. Adrastushad, there-
fore, in his theory taken ac-
count of the hypethesis of
eccentrics. The theory, apart
from its other deficiencies,
would only explain the ap-
parent revolution of the sun
and moon, as Martin obsérves,
p- 119 .
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. What, we are told of his commentaries on the logical

writings of Aristotle! is sometimes unimportant,
and sometimes displays an external and formalistic

- treatment of logical questions, with much misnnder-

standing of the Aristotelian propositions.? He de-

~ rives the infinity of the motion of the heavens

! Among these the commen~
tary on the Cutegories is most
commonly guoted; wide the
following note and Simpl. in
Categ. Schol. in Arist. 40, 0, 17;
42, @, 13 ; 46, @, 30: b, 15 (14,
& Basil.) 47, b, 1; 66, &, 39,
and p. 3, € Bas.; Porph. éty.
33, @, Schol. 38, b, 16. Also
the commentary on the treatise
a. ‘Epuyreias; Bost. De Tater-
‘pret. (cf. the Index of the
edition of Meiser); Ammon.
D¢ Interprot, 43, a, Schol. 106,
&, 5. Also the following note,
I e and ap, Alex, dnal. Pri.
28, b, concerning his commen-
tary on the Analyties; and
Alex, Top. 271, 274, m, in the
Topica.

* Prantl, Gesch. d. Log. 1. 545
sqq.- {The substance of the quo-
tations from Herminus'’s Logic
is as follows. The treatise on
the Cifegories, which he con-
sidered as the foundation of
Dialectic, and, therefore, with
Adrastus entitled wpb rav Tdray
(David, Sehol. in Arigt. 81, b,
24, according to whom he thus
explained the precedence of the
doctrine of opposites, Catey.
¢ 10), treats neivher in an onto-
logical manner of the highest
kinds of the Real, nor merely
of the parts of discourse, but
of the designations proper for
each class of the Real (Porph.
€y 4 b Sehol. 31, b ; of. L e

Z. 22 ; David, Sokol. 28, 5, 14), :

He leaves itundecided whether
there are only so many bighest
kinds as Aristotelian Catesories
(Simpl, Sehol. 47, &, 11 394.).
1t is observed De Tnterpret. 1
that the psychic processes desie-
nated by words are the same in
all ; bur Herminus would not

admit this, becanse in that case.

it would not be possible to
take the same expression in
different senses, He, therefore,
L. e. 16, @, 6, instead of rabra
wave  Rabijuara, Yuxijs, reads
frabra’ (Boét. Ze Interpret.
ii. p. 89, 25 sgq.; Meis. Sehol.
101, & ; Ammon. De Inzer-
pret. 21, @3 Sehol. 101, b, 6). In
regard to the so-called infinite
propositions, he distingnished
three cases: the predicate or
the subject, or both, might be
infinite notions (negatively ex-
pressed); but he erronsously
compared not merely the first
class, but also the second and
third, with the corresponding
negative jucgments (Boit. p.
275 M). He instituted a froit-
less enguiry concerning 4nal.
Pri. 26,5, 37, as to which con-
ception in syllogisms of the
second fignre was the primary
and which the subordinate
conception (Alex, Anal. Pri.
23, &, m; Schol. 153, b, 27;
Pramtl, 535 37.).

e SR

SOSIGENES.

not from the operation of the first moving principle

| but from the soul inherent in them;! a devia-

tion from Aristotle and an approxima'tion to the
Plateniec doctrine which Alexander had already
contradicted.? From the commentary of Achaicus
on the Categories very little has been handed
down to us, and that little is wnimportant.?
has much heen preserved of Sosigenes” logical
writings ;% but we get a very favourable idea® of
his mathematical knowledge and the care with

Nor
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Sesigenes.

which he applied it to the elucidation of Aristotle, -

from his commentary and criticism of the Aristo-

telian theory of the spheres.® In regard to philo-
sophy, however, the most considerable of these

} Bimpl. De Ceelo, Sehol. 491,
B, 45 (169, b, 45 K.}, according
to & statement of Alexander,
which, however, seems to bave
referred not to a commentary,
but to the diseourses of Her-
minus; as in L e p. 494 8 31
s, an utterance of Herminus
concerning 4 reading of As-
pasius is also quoted from his
discourses.

2 We shall find, however, that
this opposition did not extend
to the theory of a particular
soul in the heaven of fixed
StaTs. .

8 The passages relating to
this are given @nfrae, p. 827

* From 'a commentary on
the (ategories, Porphyry, éEy.
2, b (Sehol. 31, #), and afver
him Dexipp. in Oateg. p. 7, 20
sgg. Speng. gives hisreflections
on the guestion whether the
Aeydusvor is 4 pwri) OF A Tpayue
ora vénpe, on which, however, he

conld not decide. An observa-
tion on dualyt. Pr.i 9 isgiven
by Philop. dwnel. Pr. xxxii. b,
Schol. 158, b 28, after Alexander,

: Ap. Simpl. De Omlo, Seliol.
498, a, 45; 5300, a, 40; 504, b,
11 (219, @, 39: 228, @, 29; 228,
b, 15 K.), where BSimplicins
seems to follow Sosigenes, not
merely in that wherein he ex-
pressly appeals to him, but
throughout. Cf. ps-Alex. Me-
taph. 677, 25 sgq. ; Bon. (307, a,
29 Br.), who also names Sosi-
genes at the conclusion of his
cliscussion. .

s Such enguiries concerning
mathematiczand natural science
were contained in the irea-
tise of Sosigenes, wept dlews,
from the third book of which
Themistins ( Phys. 79, ) takes
something concerning  the
shining of many bodies in the
dark; and Alexander ( Meteorpl.
116, &) guotes some observations
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-younger Peripatetics are Aristocles and Alexander

~ of Aphrodisias ; for they alone have left us discus-

sions which, starting from the details of logic and
physics, proceed to enquiries affecting the whole

theory of the universe.

Aristocles of Messene, in Sicily,! the teacher of
‘Alexander of Aphrodisias,® is chiefly known to us
from the fragments of an historical work of his

from the eighth book concern-
ing the halo round the sun and
nioon.

! Buid. 'ApirrorA.

% That he was so, is asserted
in the older texts of Simplicius
(that retranslated from the
Latin), B Celo, p. 34, b; and
Karsten, p. 69, b, 25, has fol-
lowed if. But in the collection
of Academic Seholie, 477, @, 30,
we read, on the contrary: §
AAéardpos, &s ¢mol, kaTd TO¥
airod Biddokaror ApioToréryy,
alsoap. Cyrill. o Julian. 1. 61, D :
Yypdder rolvvr " Adekarbpos 6 *Apta-
ToTeAovs pabyThs, and similarly
in Alex, De An. 144, a, sq. (vide
anfra, p. 815,4), according to the
printed text Aristotle is named
as the teacher of Alexander.
Nevertheless, there is every
Teason to supposethat the older
text of Simplicins is right, and
not that of the Academy; and
that even in the two other pas-
sages "ApirTokAdovs is to be read,
and not "Apwrrerérovs, For (1)
there is no trace of any Peripa-
tetie called Aristotle, who, ac-
cording to the dates, conld have
heen the teacherof Alexander of
Aphrodisias ; that the supposed
mention of him in Syrian ecomes
1o nothing, has been observed

supre, p. 807; and (2) it is
highly improbable that a tran-
scribér should have changed the
universilly known name of Aris-
totle for the unknown name of
Aristocles, whereas the converse
might - very easily happen, and
has often happened. For ex-
amptle, Muller, Fragm. Hist. Gr.
il. 179: iv. 330, shows that, ap,
ps-Plub. Paraiiel, 29, p. 812;
and Adpostol. xiv. 70, we find
"Aptorroréins ; whereas Stobmus,
Floril. 64, 37, and Atsen. p. 385,
give correctly 'ApirroxAds (the
historian of Rhodes). Simi-
larly, the Scholiasts on Pindar,
Olymp, vii. 68, HOuctuate be-
tween the two names, of which
that of Aristocles only is cor-
rect.  According fo Hoche,
Lraf. il. two manuscripts have
‘"ApirTorédns instead of *Apioro-
wAf)s, and in Bott, De Tuterpr,
ii. Meiser (p. 56, 2) was the
fivst to correet the statement
of the Basel edition (p. 309, m)
that Plato was at first called
Aristotle. On the other hand,
in the various cases where

Rose, Arist, Puendepiyr. 615 .,

assumes the same mistake, the
matter is very guestionable, as
Heitz shows ( Verlor. Schr. d,
Arist. 205).

ARISTOCLES OF MESSENE.

preserved by Eusebius;* B,
‘might be expected in a work of the kind, no original

enquiries into philosophy.

and these contain, as

i - T
Aristocles criticises and

combats the doetrines of other schools—the Eleatics
and the Scepties, the Cyrenaies and the Epicureans, v
and even the materialism of the Stoies; while, on
the other hand, he defends Aristofle against many
charges ;* the whole work must have contained a
complete critical review of the systems of the Greek
philosophers. The language of this Peripateﬁc con-
cerning Plato is nevertheless remarkable. He calls
him a genuine and perfect philosepher, and, as well ..
as we can judge from the scanty excerpts in our
possession, in expounding his doctrine, himself
agrees with it.> He seems to assume that the
Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy in the main
coincide, a statement at that period more fre-
quently’ to be met with in the Platonic school. |
But Aristocles also combines the Peripatetic doc-
trine with the Stoie, in a manner which shows
that the author of the treatise on the universe was *
not alone in this tendemey. In a remarkable pas-
sagé from Alexander of Aphrodisias,® we are told

1 Prep. Be. 3. 3; xiv, 17-
21; xv. 2,14, The titleof this
work is, according to Eus. xi.
2, 5: mwepl guoronoylas, accord-
mg to Id. =v. 17, 1 xv. 2;
14; Suid: “Apigror, : wepi dho-
coples. In Eusebins (1. ¢.) there
are guotations from the seventh
and eighth books of this work;
‘in Suid. Zwrddes from the sixth
book, The 8éra SiBiiz w. piho-
goglas are mentioned by Philop.

I ¢, and Sehel. 15. Suidas
further names a work on Ethics
by him in nine books. What
he elsewhere sseribes to him -
seems to belong partly to Aris-
tocles of Pergamos and partly
to the Rhodian,

2 Cf, Phil, d. G, 11118 5 37,
2543, 3.

# Kus. x1. 3, 1 : on the other
hand, § 2 relates to Socrates.

* This passage is found in the
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Cmsr.  that in order to escape from the difficulties of the k there arises an indiv 1d11"1*_1‘1nt511f‘33tuf11 _aCt”lz'_ tTolzllz X1,
X Aristotelian doctrine respecting the reason which capability for-b-he L e tm £
Jeomes to man from without, Aristotle set up the believes, conditioned by the fnatenal co;llstltl_l 103 0
following theory. The divine reason, he says, is in bodies, and dep"enfls especially on 1t eﬁflues_- ;ine
all things, even in terrestrial bodies, and is con- whether the_y have in .them more or less fw. -
stantly working in the manner proper to it. From corporeal mixture which afforc'is ar_x orga:n or activ z
its operation in things arises not only the rational intelligenc.e is named _poter}ti-al fntei]ngence, an
capacity in man, but also all union and division of the @bets ion of the e divine inte ‘ge‘f’e;‘i‘m
substances, and therefore the whole conformation of the potential humal} 1nt-elhgel.3c;,: “Tclienlahfh inf ]jt P;:
the universe whether it affects this immediately, is raised to .actualltY:' Emd‘ n ng u’-’il i g <d~
for itself alone, or in combination with the in- realised, consists only in this: that the all-pervad- &

fluences of the heavenly bodies, or whether nature
originates primariljr from those influences, and de-
termines all things in combination with pods. I,
then, this activity of wods, in itself universal, finds
in any particular body an organ adapted to it, vods
» works in this body as its inherent intelligence, and

sccond book wepl Yuxfs, p. 144, seem strange in themselves,

@; 145, a, and, in my opinion,
must have been derived from
Alexander even if Torstrik
(Arist, De Ann. p. 186) is right
in asserfing that the second
book, wepl Yuxis, was not writ-
ten by him; for even in that
case 1t could only be the ré-
shauffée of the second half of
Alexander's work. Torstrik,
however, has given no reasons
for his judgment, and it does
not seem to me justified. After
Alexander has here treated of
the passive and active intelli-
gence in the sense of Avistotle,
be thus continues, according to
our printed text : fkovea 3¢ mepl
voil Hipufer waps “Apiororédous
& Siecwoduny, If these words

our doubts are increased by
what follows, and especially by
p. 145 @, whether the exposi-
tion which they introduce
sbould be ascribed to Aristotla
and not fo a teacher of Alexan-
der, who took them from his
mouth, though mnot himself
agreeing with them, That this
teacher can be no other than
Aristocles, and that oonse-
guently Apirrexiéovs should be
substituted for ‘Apororéiouvs
has already been shown (p. 314,
2).  Brandis (Gesch. der En-
treickelung der  Griechischen
LPhilos. ii. 268) declares himsel?

in agreement with the observa-

tions on this subject in my first
edition.

ing activity of the divine vods manifests itself in a
special manner in particular bodies.! Alexander
himself observes respecting these theories of his
master, which he seeks to reconcile with the Aristo-
telian text,” that they have considerable affinity
with the Stoic doctrine ;3 nor can we conceal from

* ourselves that vofis working in the whole corporeal

world, and especially in the fiery element, closely
approximates to the Stoie reason of the world, which
is at the same time the primeval fire and, as such, the
artistic and shaping force of mature. Asthe Hera-
clitéhn hylozoism was rendered more fruitful at the
appearan:ae of the Stoic system by the doctrine of

. . Aristotle concerning w»ots, so now we see that doc-

trine in the Peripatetic school itself, even in so
distinguished a representative as Aristocles, entering

L Loc. eit. 144, &, Med.

2 Lac. ¢it.: wat Ty Ak De
The v TG TpiTe ept ﬁuxﬁs_’wd-
Tois mpogoucoly (-ewiy) EAeye
Beiv.

3 Loc. cit. 145, a: Gyrimin-
Tew é30Ker por TiTe ThbTOIS, THY
voity kel v Tois pavioTdrols clym
Octor dyra, &y Tois émb Tis oroas
&ofey, &e.
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into a combination with the Stoic theory of the

universe, which prepares the way for the later

union of these systems in Neo-Platonizm.!
The Aristotelian doctrine of Alexander of Aphro-

< disias is purer and stricter.? This vigorous Peripa-

tetie, celebrated by posterity under the distinguished
tator and  mames of the Commentator and the Second Aristotle,?

POF sup. po 137 sg. How
far Aristocles was from being
the only philosopher of that
period who intermingled Arxis-
totelian with Stoie theology is
also shown by an utberance of
his eontemporary Athensgoras.
This apologist, who was so well
acguainted with Greek philo-
sophy, says (Supplic. ¢ 5, p.
2% Py of Aristotle and the
FPeripatetics : eva Gyovres ofovel
(@oy cipleror ek duxis kal ouw-
HaTos svvesTRKOTE Aéyovar TOV
Oeby, c@ua ey abTol T iféproy
vput{ovres, Tols Te mAavwuérous
GoTépas Kal THr oooipay TEN
Exhavdy wolkere RURAGDOPYTI-
wws, Juxhy B¢ tor éwl i mirhos
ToU c@uaTos Adyer, adToy uéy ol
fwabueyoy aiTioy 8¢ Ths TolTow
widigews yirduevor.  If this does
not precisely correspond with
the conception of Axistocles,
the Deity iz here treated ina
Stoic manner, as the world-
soul ; only that the bady of the
world-soul is formed not by all
parts of the world, buf merely
by the heavenly spheres. But
Alexander himself did not
{with Aristotle) placeé the seat
of Deity outside the furthest
sphere, but in it (wide infra,
p. 329, 1),

* Concerning Alexander's per-
gonal history nothing has come

down tous. His date can be
fized by the statement in De
LFato, mentioned sup. p. 304, 2.
From his native city, Aphro-
disias (not Aphrodisinm, cf,
Ammon. De Interpret. 12, b
81, a; 161, b; Simpl. De Cwxlo.
168, B; 28 K), his invariable
surname i3 'Adpofisiebs (he de-
seribes himself in Metaph. 501,
8; Bon. 768, o3 20, Br. 182, by
the predicates ioxrbs dthdonpas
Aevrcos "Appodurieds) ; bub which
Aphrodisias is thereby meant
does not appear. Concerning
his writings, vide Fabrie. Bibi.
Gr. v. 650 sqq. and the passages
there gquoted.

* Cf. Syrian and David in the
passages quoted p. 307,25 Simpl.
De An. 13, b: 6 708 AptoroTé-
Aous efnynris ANEE ; Themist.
De An, 3L, @: & ebnynrhs "AReL. ;
Philop. Gen. et Corr. 15, a;
48, @3 50, b3 Ammon. De In-
terpr. 32, b: 6 Adpobiowens in-
yarhs.  He is also called & éfp-
yarhs simply ; eg., as Olymplo-
dor, Meteorol. 59, a; ii. 157, Id.
On the other hand, by the é&y-
ynrhs spoken of (ibid. 12, a;
i. 185 Id.), who makes some
remark on  Alexander’s com-
mentary, a far earlier man is
meant, a teacher of the anthor,
ds we see from the mode of

quotation, £¢n (not $usiy). We

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS.

has unquestionably won for himself great merit by
his commentary on the Aristotelian works, a great
portion of which he has furnished with detailed ex- 4, s
planations,! carefully entering into the iords as

cannot, therefore, infer from
this passage that the commen-
tator on the Meteoralogy is dis-
tinct from the philosopher of
Aphrodisias. Alexander’s com-
mentaries were read by Flo-
tinus together with those of
Aspasins, Adrastus, &c., to his
pupils (Porph. V. Plok. 14).

1 The still existing commen-
taries of Alexander, which are
now eollected in the Academy
edition of the ecommentaries
on Aristotle, and have appeared
in a new and improved form of
text, embrace the following
works: (1) Book I. of the First
Anaiyties: (2) on the Topica
(partly revised, vide Brandis,
p. 297, of the treatise alluded to
sup. p. 112, 1); (3) on the We-
teorology. That this commen-
tary was not written by another
Alexander has been already
stated (sup.p.304,2,and 518,3).
Also the citations of Olympio-
dorus from the Aphrodisian har-
monise almost exactly with our
Alexandrian eommentary; cf,
Qlymap. 1. 133, Id.; Alex. 126,
a: Ol i. 202, where Ideler
finds a difference that is quite
groundless, between the cita-
tion of Olympiodorus and our
commentator (Alex. 82 a; OL
i. 298 ag. ; Alex. 100, b3 OL ii.
157; Alex. 124, b; 0L ii. 200;
Alex. 132, a). If, therefore,
somethingfis here and there at-
tributed S0 the latter which is
not to be found in our eom-
mentary (Ideler, I ¢ L xvil),

this would rather point to a
later revision or to gaps in our
text. Meantime it is a ques-
tion whether by the é&nyy-
7s in Ol i, 187 Alexzander
is meant, and whether the
passage which Olympiodorus
notes from him (evidently at
third hand) really stood in his

Meteorology 5 at any rate Simpl.

(De Ceelo, 95, w: Schel. 492, b,
1), on which Tdeler also de-
pends, certainly refers to the
commentary on the books of
theheavens ; (4) wepi drglioews,
quoted by Alexander himself
(De An. 133, a; Che. Nat. 1.
2, end, p. 19, edition of
Thurot, 1875). On the Meta-
physics, the commentary on
Books i—v, has been preserved
entire ; the rest in a shortened
form ; the first part, and ex-
tracts from the second, are
printed in the Seholia of Bran-
dis, and both at length in the
separabe edition of Bonitz. An
explanation of the coprrrirat
Exeyyar, which likewise bears
the name of Alexander, is cer-
tainly spurious (cf. Brandis, e
p. 298). Lost commentaries
on the following works are
quoted : (1) The Categories, by
Simpl. (Categ. 1, a3 3, a &3
23, v, and often; D¢ Cwlo, 76,
b, 26 K; Dexipp. Cater. 6, 15;
40, 23; 55, 13 Bpeng.; David,
Sehol. 51, b, 83 bt 8, 15, 26;
63, b 47, 81, b 33. (2) Hepl
épunpelus (Ammon. De Tnterpret.
12,05 14, a; 23,5; 32, 6; 46,
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well as the thoughts of the author.! His own

writings,” however, are no more than explanations <

b; 54, b; 81, a; 161,0; 194. b ;
Boét. De Intorpret. {very ire-
quently]; ¢f the Meiser Index,
Mich. Ephes. Sehol. in Awvist.
100, &).  (3) The second book
ot the First dnalyties (Philop.
Sehal. in dr. 183, 8, 3; 191, a,
47 dnon. Paris [ a coramentary
under Alexander’s name, but
much later, concerning which
¢f. Brandis, I. ¢, p. 2007 ;: Selal.
188, @, 19; 191, @, 10, b, 28 et
pasgin.  (4) The Second Ana-
Iytics (Ps.-Alex. in Metaph. 442,

.9 Bon. 745, b, 7 Br.; Philop. in

Post Analyt.Sehol 196,¢, 33 ; 200,
&, 30; 208, 5, 15; 211, 8, 34 ¢
passim; Eustrat. in Libe, ii;
Anal Post. 1.a; 8. a 03 11, &,
0; ei. Fabrie. I ¢. 6566 ; Prantl
Geseh. d. Log. 1. 621, 18). (5)
On the Physies (Simpl. Phys.
3,065 4 @i b, b6, and
many other passages, especially
the three first books; Philop.
FPhys. B, 163 M, 2831 N, 13
T, 1; 4; 9. Thizs commen-
tary seems to have been the
principal source from which
that of Simplicins is taken:
and the fragments of the pre-
Socratic philosophy, especially,
which rive such great value to
the work of Simplicius, would
appear to have been altogether,
or chiefly, borrowed from it).
(6) The treatise on the heavens
{Alex. Meteorol. 76, a; Ps-
Alex, Metaph. BTT, 273 678, 7
Bon. [BO7, a; 36, b, 11 Fr.];
Simpl. De Cwlo. Sehol. 468, a;
11 sqq. | Damase. [, ¢. 454, 5,11 1;
470, b, 15473, a; 485, a; 28
sqq. et passim. (T) De Genera-
tivne et Corruptione (Fs.-Alex,

{e. 645,12 Bon. 789, h: 1 Fr.;
title to Alex. Qu. MNaf, ii, 22;
Philop. Genw. ¢t Corr. 14, a:
15, a; 18, b, & pussim). (%)
De Anime (Simpl, De dn. 13,
a, b 25, by 27, B, et passim:
Themist. De 4dn. 94, g Philop.
De An, A 10; 16, B, L.; Ps.-
Alex. Metaph. 473, 6; 405, 28 ;
410, 20 : 560, 25 Bon. [734, a,
28: T35, @, B2 783, b, 23 Fr.;
the first passage-is wanting
with him]; cf. Bonitz, Aler.
Comm, in Metaph. xxii. Com-
mentaries on the smaller an-
thropological writings are not
mentioned with the exception
of the still existing commentary
De Senzw. Concerning some
supposed commentaries on the
Rhetoric and Poetics, wide Fa-
bric. 665, 667. That Alexander
expoundad other writines be-
sides those of Aristotle we
cannot infer from the absurd
statement of David (Schol. in
Ar, 88, @, 24), that he com-
mented, not only the works of
Aristotle the Stagirvite, but
those of the other men of that
name ; also the discussion con-
cerning the harmonic numbers
of the Timews mentioned by
Philop. (e An. D 6) raust have
been found in the commentary
on the Preatise of the Soul,

¥ Cf.on this point and apainst
Ritter's (iv. 264) depreciatory
jundgment of Alexander, Bran-
dis, I o. p. 278; Bchwegler,
Metaphysik des Arist.1,; Vorr.
8. viii. ; Bonitz, 4lex. Comm. in
Metaph. Pref.i.; Prantl, Gesch.
der Log. 1. 621.

* We possess four of these

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS.

“- and apologies for Aristotle’s doctrines.

In this

manner, in his still existing commentaries, he has
treated of logie,! meteorology, and metaphysics ; in

besides the commentaries mep!
duxis, 2, B. (ap. Themist. Opp.
Venet. 1534, p. 123 sgy.); 7
eipapuerns (ibid. 163 sqq. ef pass. ;
latest ed. Orelli, Zur. 1524);
duoway kol Hfkdy Gropidr ral
Avceay, 4, B, (quastiones natiu-
rales, &c., edition of Spengel,
Munich, 1842, who in the pre-
face, together with Fabricius,
{. e. 661 ¢g., gives all informa=
tion respecting the title and
earher editions); wepi wiews
(attached to the Aldine edition
of the Meteorology, and imper-
fect in the commencement}.
On the other hand the Prablemns,
larpicay Kal guowdr mpoBAinud-
swp, 2 B (cf. also Fabric. 662
sgg. and, in respect to Buse-
maker's edition in the fourth
volume of Didet's’ Aristotle,
Prantl, Minch. Gel. Anz, 1858,
No.25) and atreatise on Fevers
(Fabric. 664), certainly do not
belong to Alexander. Among
lost writings are mentioned : A
treatise on the difference be-
tween Aristotle and his dis-
ciples in regard to syllogisms
with premisses of unequal mo-
dality (Alex. Anal. Pr. 40, b, 83,
a; of. Phil.d.G% IL1i.224); this
iz no doubt the work referred
to by Philop. Anal. Ppr. xxxii,
L Schol. 158, b, 28 (& tuw: po-
»oBiBAy), on the other hand the
aydiw Aoyixa (Al =, dAnal. Pr,
83, a; Schol. 169, a, 14) must
be something distinct from it;
the words éal mAdoyv efpyral po
&y Tols oxohiois Tols AoyiKois
seem to me to be a gloss, Also

a treatise mepl Sayudywr (Michail

or whoever may be the author -

of this commentary, printed
with Simpl. De Awime, on the
treatise wepi 7s kal Dmvov pay-
Twesjs, p. 148, b): another trea-
tise against Zenobius the Epi-
curean (Phil. 4. G II1. i. 377)
in which, according to Simpl.
Phly. 113, b, he had sought to
prove the distinction of the
Above, Below, &ec, to be a
natural distinetion. The trea-
tise, however, on the seat of the
Aryepovicty, alluded to in the
commentary on the work mepi
(dwy cuhoews, 154, b, 155, a, is

doubtless not distinet from
Alexander’s dissertation, De

An. i p. 140 sg9.; and the
poveftBiloy, quoted by Enstratf.
in Eth. V. 179, @, in which it
is proved as against the Stoiecs
that virtue does not suffice for
happiness, is the same as the
portion of the work bearing
the same independent tifle, p.
156 sgq. Concerning an essay
on the virtues, which still exists
in MS., a very doubtfnl treatise
on the powers of stones quoted
by Psellus; the allegoricalinter-
pretations of myths (Ps. Alex.
Probl. 1. BT) which are cer-
tainly spurious, and some
Arabic treatises mentioned by
Clasiri, all, erroneously no doubt,
attributed to Alexander (uzide
Fabric. v. 667 s¢. 658).

! Coneerning his logie, vide
FPrantl, Gesch. der Logik, i. 622
sg¢. But, except his definitions
on the relation of the individual

T
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two books concerning the soul, and in many passages
of enquiries into natural science, he has developed
the anthropology and psychology of his master ; in
the first three books of the last mentioned work he
has discussed many physical questions, and in the
fourth many definitions of the Pevipatetic ethics, in
opposition to the cavils of the Stoics ; in Book i. 18,

_he defends the necessity and eternity of the world

against the Platonists; in the treatise mepl pifews
he combats the Stoic doctrine of the mutual inter-
penetration of bodies ; in the treatise on destiny,! he
defends the freedom of the will against the Stoic
The weaknesses of his adversaries are
pointed out in this treatise with acuteness and skill,
but we cannot expect to find in it a thorough and
searching enquiry into the human will. Alexander

- lays chief stress on the practical results of fatalism,?

among which he does not forget the theological
arguments which for himself are not exactly fitting,
namely, that fatalism does away with Providence

" and the hearing of prayer ;?® he also repeatedly and

and the universal, to be spoken
of, infra ; there is not much of
importance to be derived from
it. The most noteworthy por-
tion (though in faet this is to
be found already in Aristotle)
is the distinction of the analytic
and synthetic methods (Anal.
Pr.3, b; of. Nat. Q. i.4; p.

13 ¢¢. Bpeng.); the discussion -

on the subeontrary opposi-
tion (Boet, e Inferpr. ii. p.
158 sg. Meis.); and the asser-
tion that only the categorical
syllogizms are pure and legiti-
mate (Lop. 6).

! oaepl elpapuévys, of. De An.
i, p. 169 sg.; O, Nat.i.4; 3.
4 ggg¢.; iii. 13. Tennemann (v.
186 sg4.) and, more concizely,
Ritter (iv. 265 sg.), give extracts
from the former treatise. It is
unnecessary to enlarge further
upon it in this place, as the trea-
tize contains no thoughis es-
sentially new; and moreover
has been made generally acces-
sible through the edition of
Orelli. ;

* De Fato, c. 16 sqq.

# De Fuato, 17; De An. 162, a.

“ he may confess it to himself.

THEORIES OF ALEXANDER.

emphatically insists on the principle that the uni-

/ versal opinion of mankind, and the innate ideas

which express themselves especially in language, are
a sufficient and irresistible proof of truth.! The
Peripatetic here falls back upon immediate con-
sciousness in the same way that we have so often
noticed in the popular philosophy since the time of
Cicero. More original theories are brought forward
by Alexander in the discussions of some other meta-
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physical, psychological, and theological questions. ~ :

The doectrine of Aristotle, of mind, divine and

human, as we have seen, has much obscurity, and &

his sayings about the relation of the deity to the
world, as well as those on the relation of human
reason to the divine reason, and to the inferior parts
of the soul, labour under a mystic vagueness. But
this itself is connected with the fundamental deter-
minations of the system concerning form and matter,
and can hardly be removed without a recasting of
these. Therefore, while Alexander is intent upon
a conception of the Peripatetic doctrine, which shall
set aside the mystic element as much as possible
and establish an altogéther natural intercommection
of phenomena, he ecannot avoid eonsiderable devia-
tions from the doctrine of his master, however little
Aristotle had indeed
declared individual essences to be the truly Sub-

Y Do Futo, 0. 25 e T; e 8; 32, p. 35 sgg.; 93, M). The

ef. ¢. 5,12, end; 14, beginning;
De 4n. 161, a. Speech, how-
ever, is not itself inborn ; only

monius (De Interpr. 32, &;
Sehol. in Aw. 108, b, 28) is

confradictory statement of Am-

the faculty of speech is o (Qu.
Nat. iil. 11; Bo€t. De Laterpr.

rightly rejected by Prantl (4 ¢
624, 97).

Y 2
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stantial, but at the same time he had declared the

© Universal to be the proper object of knowledge; he

had conceded that forms, with the exception of
pure reason and the deity, are not separated from
matter, but he had nevertheless sought the proper
vessence of things in them alone. Alesander goes a
step further. Of the two conflicting definitions that
/the higher reality belongs to the individual and the
. higher truth to the universal, he gives up the second
to save the first. The individnal, he maintains
(herein departing from Aristotle!), is not only for us
but in itself, prior to the universal, for if the indi-
vidual were not, the universal could not be ;2 and
consequently he not only includes incorporeal natures,
such as the Deity, under the conception of indi-

~vidual substance.® but also holds the individual to
" be the proper object of universal conceptions ; yet

in these universal conceptions, only those determina-

v Cf. Phal. d. G, 11, 1. 197,

<2

* Simp. Cat. 21, B 6 wévror
*AAEZavBpos Evraife kal T el
forepa T kadlov T@v kalékarTa
elvar dihoveicer, dmddefir pév
obfeuiar goul(wy axedoy, b b€ év
Gpxf Aaufdveyv, Sray Adyn, Tb
elvat kel THy olrlar TR KOWE TARG
rév kol EracTe AcpBdvew . . .
wowol yap brros, ¢noly, avdyien
Kai T4 dromor elvar, v yap Tois
uowois Té  fropw  mwepléyeTar
aropov 8¢ dvTos, 00 TavTws T
koiwby, efye Td wowwdy éwl moANGTs.
Log. ¢if. C2 CANEE) ral 7§ dloe
wporépas BovAduevos elval Tas &ro-
wovs obgias Ty Kow@y. W olody
Yip Tdy drdpey, obdey elval Sivarar,
$yrl, TEY BMAwy, In agreenient

with this, of. Dexipp. Caf. c.
12; 54, 22 sgq. Sp. (Sehol. in
Awr. 50, b, 15 s¢¢.) who com-
pares Alexander in this respect
with Bogthus (sup. 119, 2); and
David, in Ca#. Selol. 51, 5. 10.
We have no right to refuse
credit to these utterances (as
Prantl does i. 623) because
Alexzander also maintains the
incorporeality of the concept
(of. Boit. in Porph. @ se Transl.
p. 55, m); for the &reuor is not
necessarily something corporeal
(vide next note), and as Bob-
thus (1. 0.) says, guoting from
Alexander, even from the cor-
poreal the coneeption of incor-
poreal form can be abstracted.
* Bimpl. Cat. 21, B: 6 pévror

T TIT——

FORM AND MATTEE.

tions of the individual are brought under considera-
tion which are equally present in several individuals
or may be present.! The universal conceptions Ao
therefore, as he observes, universal only in_the in-
telligence which abstracts them from ipdividuals; as
soon as this ceases to think them, they cease to
sxist : it is only onr thought which releases the forms
bound up with matter from matter, and gif'es’ to
them reality in their absolute existence ( fitrsich-
sein).? This indivisibility of form from matter

*AnéEavBpos kal Tb roﬂrbv‘ kel
xwpioThy €ldos HTouov nun’in}i’
Adyeabal ¢mot,  BEbd. 23, 7 bs
3¢ CANEE,  limysirer ThHy HTopor
obaiay, gihoTipoteros TO TpETwS
oty €y abTh Tidévar, YoheTw-

Tepas ai amoples. |
1 Alexander shows this, Q.
Nt i. 3. The generic con-
ceptions, he here says, relate
neither to individuals, nor to
an  absolute self-subsistent
universal, GAN eioty af dpiruot
rav p Tols KafékeoTa KOG,
h rév kefdkaoTe kaTd TE €
airals kowd . . . AéyopTal 8¢ TEY
voMueTEY KoL TRV KOWEY u£ Hpur-
wol, dre vob b xaploa: Thy Erfpe-
woy (the essential nature of
man) arb Téy by ols GperTIKEY
ey ral kel avToy AoBeiv O
3L tob dgeoThToS ey peT’ EAAwY,
voovuévay BE xwpls éxelvev [ral
dArww, no doubt, should be
omitted], kel odyx @s boeaTaKeY,
dpLoubs VOTLGTOS _e'fmx Dorel nwd
rowod. CE SimpsaPhys, 16, '8
2 e An. 139, TEY op
Evihwy eibay bty xwpoTor B
Abye povov, T4 oBoply ebTew
elvas Toy &mb Ths TAns ywpiopdy
. brav pi vofiTas TH TowmUTR

eldy obdt Eorw alrdv TL vols,
elye v T4 voelabas abTols f ToU
vonrols elvar dméoTamts. T& 74D
wafidhov xal kowa Thy ey rapky
ey Tais kelénaoTd Te Kol &viAois
5
Exer, poolueva BE  ywpls U‘\”f
woivd Te kol keférov yiveTai, Ko
réte LTy vovs drar vojTas, €F
3% wuh pooiro obdE EoTi¥

Ery. foTe xwptobférTa Tol

voofrros alTa wol ¢bel-
pera, ciye év 18 voelgbar Tb
civar abTols, Ouowe Ot TovTois Kal
Tk éf Gpmipéoews, émold éoTi Th
wadnuarued. Loe. eit. 143, b:
ri uiv yap EewAa €iby dmd Tob
voi vonTé vlverar bvra Buwdust
yonrd, ywpilwr yap abre TS
Jaqs & vous, ped’ s o abris
(1. abrois) T elvai, évepyci
vonTi abTos abti woiel &, CiL
also Metaph. 763, b, 37 ‘B.r.
493, 30 Bon. The discussions
in Nat. ¢ 1. 17, 26, refer to
this relation of the &8y &uAa
to their substance. Alexander
here shows that Form is in snb-
stance, not &s ér druceiuive-—
ie. mot as if «in something
which existed without i, and
to which it is superadded, there-
fore not karé oveBefnrbs (of.

825
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must hold good also of the soul, the more decidedly
Alexander maintains the Aristotelian definition that
the soul is nothing else than the form of the
organic body.! As the form of the body, it is so
closely bound up with it that it cannot exist without
it, its origin and constitution is conditioned by the
body, and no activity of the soul is possible without

& corporeal motion.?

pression, Piil d. &r 11 1. 308,1)
for matter became this definite
substance first through the in-
stromientality of Form: and
Form, on the other hand, is
only that which it is, as the
form of this body. Similarly
Alexander explained Time, in
partial agreement with Aris-
totle (Phil. d. Gr. IL ii. 401)
a5 something existing only in
our idea, and he called man
wowTis ToU ypdvoy (THemist, T
Amn. 820, 26 8p.)

L De An. 123, a; 124, b, ot
pass; of. . Nat. 1. 17, p. 61 ;
1. 26, p. 83.

* De Awn. 126, a. The con-
tinuation of the proposition fre
dx@pieros 4 oy Tod cduaros,
of éori Yuxh.  Thid. 125, a:
that the soul iz not a self-sub-
sistent snbstance, but the form
of the body, is plain from its
activity | ov yap olde 7e dvépyerdy
T Yuyikiy  yevéobor  xwpls
capaTikys cwvieews.  This is
then proved in detail, and the
inference drawn bs o8 cduaros
éor: 7l (namely its form) wal
axdpirTos abTou. pdrar yap
el xepioTh undeular T@y oirelwmy
évepyeidy kel abriiy éveprfoar
dupauérn.  Loe. ¢it. 143, @2 The
soul is Bdveuls Tis kel ovein wt

Even the highest activities of

as to the meaning of this ex--

Totrots (the parts of the body)
yivopers.  kai éoTi T gope kol
i _Tolroy wpdous alria 7§ duxs
THs €8 Apy TS yevésews, as we can
ste irom the fact that the
constiturion ¢f our sonls corre-
sponds to that of our bodies :
&5 8¢ paney Tis Yuxds erepyelas
elvar, obk el TS Quxds adris
waf® afThy, aAAa Tod Eyovros
avriv . . . wicar y&p ai Tis

Yuxdls koers Tob auvaupoTdpoy

Tol (avros eiolr, COf. Qu. Nuf.
1. 2; Simpl. Phys. 225, a; and
conoerning the Aristotelian
doctrine which Alexander here
follows, ef. vol. ii. 3, 597, 6.
On account of this indivisibility
of soul and body Alexander will
10t allow their relation to he
apprehended according to the
analogy of that between the ar-
tist and his tool (Pl d. Gr. 1T,
il 4877, for the artisf is separate
from his tool; but the soul iz
in the body, and especially in
the central organ, as its forny
and the force inherent in it ; the
other parts of the body ean only
be regarded as organs : De An.
125, @, b; cf Simpl. e 4.
13, b; Alex. &t uh ds opydug
xpiicbo 77 by ph yhp yiver-
ax €y 71 &k TOU ypauvoy kal Tol
Spyavov.

-

THE SOUL.

the soul form no exception to this. .
doctrine of the parts of the soul is also-defended

The Aristotelian

by Alexander;' but he insists the more st'rongl:v
that the higher faculties of the sou? cannot. exist
without the lower, and that the unity of the SfJ.t.Il
depends upon this;* and whereas Ar.istotle had dl\—
tinguished vods as to its origin a:nd its essence very
decidedly from all other faculties, Alexander co-
ordinates it in one series with the rest.‘ .Intelleft-
in man exists primarily only as a disposition—vpovs

5
UNLKOS

wai puouds—merely potential thought.?

Through the development of this dispositif_m, there
arises the real activity of thought—intelligence as

an operative quality, as an active Power,
i~ R
2rixTyTos or vovs kal EEw.

the development of potential 'in'telligence and
brings it to actuality as the light brings (_:olours, the
vois TrowyTucds, is, according to Alexarider, not a
part of our souls, but only the divine reason oper_a.t—'
ing upon it, and in consequence of t'hlS operation
conceived? by it. Thus the mystic unity of human *

1 e An. 128 sqq.; 146, a.

it. 12 2 141, a: @ T
e Sknown doctrine of the inteilec-

3 Perhaps it may bein con-
nection with this, that Alex-
ander, according to Simpl. De
An. 64, b, wonld admit no pure

. self-conscionsness, related to
vods as such: for he taught
that wofis conceived directly the
cidy alone ; and itsdlf only xara
supBefnrhs, so far as it is one
with the eb.

4 FLoe. cit. 138, a, 5.3 143, b
Tn these definitions of Alexzan-

der lie the source from which -

the Arabian and Scholastic phi-
losophers derived their well-

tus @eguisitus.

5 Loe. eit. 139, ;-143, &, sq.;
189, b: awadys de @y (6 mowri-
kos wobs) ral uh pepyuévas GAq
Tl kel GplupTis eoTiv, évepyein
&y kot elBos ywpls Buvdueds Te Kai
fiags. TowvTor 88 v GébemwTar
i’ CApigToTédovs Th  mpaToy
altior B kat kuplws égTi pous, Ko,
p. 114, a: Tovro ¥ 7b ;:rozg'.-rdv
~¢ TH alTol guoel Kai kot évép-
yeiay povs, alTwy ywiueror TH

the wolis The soul
4 But that which effects
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iz seen in these definitions to refer phenomena to  Crmar.
natural causes by rejecting everything superna-

tural may be also perceived in the doctrine of the
Aphrodisian on the relation of God and the world. | %
All that happens in the world he derives, Like piiiion
Aristotle, from the influence which diffuses itself & Ged
“from the Deity first into the heavens, and from worla.

/ thence into the elementary bodies ;' but this whole

r_easo‘n with the divine is here broken ; on the one
side is man, aud on the other the deity opefating
“upon him. The human soul is therefo;'e an abso-
lutely finite essence ; the souls of the gods (7.e 2o
doubt. the heavenly bodies) conld only he ca]l.ed‘
souls in an improper sense (opwripws). In aceor-
dance with this our philosopher places the seatlof .‘
.~  Yeason, to which Aristotle had denied any corpor;ea]

- organ,” in the heart,’ like

o 3 .
the Stoics, and says, uni-

versa]]y' and unconditionally of the human soul
.Wb.i_i-t Aristotle had said only of one part of it that,
l.t passes away with the body.t The attempt which

15;\“:?? v& 700 kara Ty mpds Th
TowbTor €lbos avadopdy xewpley
Te wol pueeicfor kal voeis kal v
€vidwy eldoy ExacToy kal moicly
vonToy avrh, Bhpefy drr Aeyd-
HEVOS vols 6 womTughs, ol by
#dptov kel Blvauls Tis s Hueré-
pas (tptixﬁs, AR’ EEwlen j«wz{usms
v iy, Grav alTh veduer . . |
xmpx,wbs 3¢ oy fudr rowdros
@v eikdrws. On acecount of this
assertion, Alexander was fre-
quently attacked by later com--
mentators, ¢f. Themist, De A5,
89, b (where, thoush not
named, he is evidently alluded
to); Simpl. Phys. 1, a: 59, @ :
Philop. D¢ An. ¥, 11: G:
g A g (guotation
from Ammenius); 10, 84
Alexander’s general view of
vois is thus summed up by
Ihilop; byey 0, Q, 2: wpiror
onucivoieror Aéyer Tob i Thy
Bm:é,u.ez voiw, Gswep darw énl 7iy
Taibwy | BedTepor onuaiyd-
mevoy Tou dvpduer [log. voi Ivoﬁ] é
kal’ €t pois, Bsmep & éwl Taw
TeAelwr arfodmay . | | TPITOV

a"rgj’uocmdpevdv T 700 #ob 6 dvep-
yeiz Jvaﬁs‘, 0 éorw & Blpaber, &
TEVTEACWS . . . 6 kuBepriv Th
mar. Concerning his explana-
tion of the particular in the
J!Ltpsftbq;elia.n passagesconcerned,
CL. wid, Q. 4, 5, 8; also 8i

i ﬁ%, %, , 85 also SBimpl.

! Dg An. 128, g.

* Cf, Phil. d. G4 11,14, 568, 3.

® De An. 141, a. Observe
here also the Stoic fyeporidy
and the Platonic Aoyieruchy in-
stead of the Aristotelian vops.

Y Loe, elt. 127, @, 0 oioe 8%
'ﬁ:{:ux?} ellos Tob &Fduaros . . .
TG ax;{:furray elvar Toi odparos
TH Toi0iTor €idos ral cuudbelpoiro
&v:rq.r a;a':;.&u?:, G0 e abris Pbap-
T0U gdéuaTas elbds doTiw. L.
Nat. ii. 10: 5 duyh oby Evvroy
eldos-oy" édlvaTor avrd ra® airh
elvar, b yip IAns Belra TeOS TH
elvau, Tadrns Tt by (namely its
form) @8draror aizb xuf’ airy
elvae. Alexander here infers
that the sonl cannot move
itself, in and for itself; but it
also follows that it cannot exist

i W

process is conceived entirely as a proeess of nature;
in each of the elements there is more or less

animate force, according
position in the universe,
nature, places it nearer or

without the bedy. This denial
of immortality, which Alexan-
der in his commentary on Dg
An. also tried to prove in Aris-
totle. is often mentioned by later
writers, cf. David, Schel. in
Arist. 24, B, 41; 26, b, 13;
Philop. De An. A, 5, 0; E, 8,
Q +
) The motion of the heavens
ituelf, Alexander explained,
like Aristotle, by supposing
that the e@ue rcucho@opyTicoy
had a longing to become as
like as possible to the highest,
eternal, and nnmoved substance
(which, however, according to
Simpl. Phys. 319, b, he did not,
like Aristotle, conceive as ont-
side the heavens, but as in-
herent in the outermost sphere
as a whole) ; and since a long-
ing presupposes a soul, he says
that the 8oy ooun Euuyor ral
kot uxhw kiwovuevoy.  Simi-
larly each of the seven plaue-
tary spheres (to which aceord-

as its higher or lower
and its coarser or finer
further to the frst bearer

ingly Alexander again refers
the 55 Aristotelian) épéoer kal
dpéter vwds ovelas (the spirit of
their sphere} must be moved in
a directfn contrary to that of
the fixed star heaven, but, at
the same time, must be carried
round by it—a double motion
which was necessary, because
otherwise there could not
be in the world beneath the
moon a regular alternation of
generation and passing away
(Qu. Nag. i. 25). Alexander
also (herein differing from
Aristotle) attributes a soul to
the wp@Tos olpards,in which the
longing, which Aristotle had
ascribed to matter itself (Phil.
. G TL 1. 373 sg.ymust have its
seat; his contradiction to Her-
minus (vide supra, p. 313, 1) con-
sists only in this that Herminus
derives from the soul what
according to Alexander, is the
effect of the first moving prin-
ciple.
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of this force—the sky; and it is likewise divided

— among-the bodies compounded of these elements in

greater or lesser measure ; they have a more or loss
‘perfect soul, according as they eonsist of purer or
impurer substances and, particularly, according as
more or less of the noblest element, fire, is mixed
up in them.! In this divine power the essence of
nature consists;? but Providence or destiny coin-
cides with nature.? Therefore, though Alexander
does not admit-destiny in the Stoieal sense, he is as
little inclined to favour ‘the ordinary belief in Pro-
videnee, This belief seems to him not only irrecon-
cileable with the freedom of the human will—for
free actions, as hLe points out, the Deity Himself
cannot foreknow, since His power does not extend to
the impossible *—but is also opposed to right con-
ceptions of God and the world. For it cannot pos-
sibly be supposed that the mortal and meaner is the
end, and the activity of the higher—of God—
is merely a means existing for the sake of the
former;® nor can we say of the world that it

! Q. Nat. i, 3. theory (vide supra, p. 327, 5:
? Qu. Nutil. 0. p. 905 De Am, 329, 1).  Brandis, Sefiol. 475, i,

159, &: riis Beias duvduews tiis
& @ yerymTa adpar Evyivopéums
anb s wpbs 74 feloy [se. ey
yetrridoews, iy kal Plow rahoi-
pev.  According to Simpl. De
Ceeln, 54, @, 23, Karsten, Aloxan-
der even identified the Deity
with the ssther, for it is here said
(ap. Avist. Be Clelo,i. 5 ; 9708, %)
Le referred the afdvaror to the
Beioy olpe, @s zadrov dyros Tob
feob. Bub only the reading of
Brandis is compatible with the
context, and with Alexander’s

45: @5 éml vodrovd T @ :
‘80 far as the deity is combined
with the sther.

® De Futo, c. 6: Aclrerar 83
Aowwdy Thy  eluppuéimy ¢ Tois
dloer ywoudvors elyar Adyew, &5
elvar Talrby ewapuévny Te kal
¢vrw, which is then farther
discussed: e dn. 168 &
Asiweros lpa Thy eluapuerny undey
EANo 9 The eixelay Qi elva
tkaoTou, Ko,

* De Fato, o. 30.
-8 Qu. Aot i, 21, p. 128 844,

e —

OPINIONS ON PROVIDENCE.

requires a providence for its constit.ution and main-
tenance ; on the contrary, its 6}1151:611('1? and con-
dition is a consequence of its nature.! Ii,_ therefore,
Alesander does not wholly deny Providence, he
confines it to the world beneath the moon, 'heeaus.e
for this world alone care is taken by someth.lng‘ out-
side itself which is destined to mainfain it in 1t=§
existence and order, through the world of plar.lets 2
and if he also opposes the notion that Plto?ndence
is only an accidental operation of the D.e1ty, .1‘18
considers it just as little an activity w?rkmg with
design, but only as a consequenge of Niture, fore-
known and fore-ordained by it3 We cannot.call
these opinions on Providence ent-irely. u‘L'L-ATIS.tO—
telian ; but as they follow the Aristotelian doetrine -
only on the physical side, they give proof .of Fhe
naturalism of the philosopher, whose.e'xplana‘tlo'n
of the kife of the soul approximates to theéfom
Ma.terialism, and his whole theory of .t-he universe
to the standpoint of Strabo the physicist.
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Alexander of Aphrodisias is the last important ;iz;?:fffdw
teacher of the Peripatetic school with whom we are ;...

FPeripate-

Cf. the guotations from Adras-
tus, supra, p. 310, with whom,
however, Alexander dones not
wholly agree; for he supposes
the planets to have their donble
motion for the sake of the
earthly spliere, vide supra, p.
329, 1. -

! Toe. eit-1i. 19,

2 Loe. eit, and 1. 23, p. 79 sg.
According to the second passage
the conception of Providence
can only have been applied in

2 more remots sense to the
whole material world.

3 Qv Nutf. 1i. 21, p- 124 87,
131 sg. Alexander here ob-
serves that the question whether
Providence proceeds kad’ abrd
or karé cupBeBnubs has Never
been more closely investigated
by any of his predecessors; he
himself zives the above decision
only hypothetically, but it
manifestly espresses his own

opinion.

Hig.
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From the
second
half of the
third cen-
tury the
Leripate-
tie Selivol
is gra-
duaily
merged in
that of the
Neo- Pla-
Tonists.
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acquainted. Of the few who are mentioned after
him in the first half of the third century,' all without
exception were insignificant.? From the second
half of the third century the Peripatetic school
seems gradually to have lost itself in the school of

the Neo-Platonists, in which the knowledge of

Aristotle’s writings was also zealously maintained ;
we still hear of Peripatetics ;3 and there were not
wanting men who commented on the Aristotelian

writings and followed their doctrines in particular_

branches, such as logic, physics, and psychology ; 4

! Longinus ap. Porph. 7. Plot.
20, among the philosophers of
bis time whom he there enu-
merates, mentions three Peri-
patetics: Heliodorus of Alex-
andria, Ammonius (aceording to
Philostr. ¥, Sapk. ii. 27, 6, he
was probably in Athens), and
Ptolemseus.  Of these anly the
fixst left philosophical writings
of the other two, Longinus
remarks that they were indeed
full of knowledge, especially
Ammonius (of whom Philostr.
{. e. confirms this testimony),
but only wrote poems and de-
clamatory orations, to which
they themselves would hardly
have attributed so much value
as to wish to be known 1o pos-
terity by these productions.
Porphyry, ap. Eus. Pr, Er. x. 8,
1, also mentions as his con-
temporary in Athens, Prosenes
the Peripatetic, perhaps head
of the scliool there, -

# Even Anatolius of Alexan-
dria, who became bishop of
Laodicea about 270 a.p., and,
according to Eus. ffist. Hoel.
vii. 82, 6, so distinguished him-

sell in the Peripatetic philo-
sophy that his native ecity
wished to make him head of
the school in that place, seems
to have displayed his chief
strength in mathematics, A
fragment, from his raxdves mepl
Tob wdaxe is quoted by Ensebius,
L.e, 14 sqq.; 8 fragment like-
wise, ap. Fabrie. Bibl 6. iii.
462 sq., may, perbaps, belong to
him ; but the fragments ap.
lambl. Thaol. Avrithmet. (vide
index) are from an earlier Ana-

‘toling, the teacher of Iambli-

chus,

¢ Vide supra, p. 302, 2,

* Thus, following Plotinus,
came¢ Porphyry, Iamblichus,
Themistius, Dexippus, Syrianus,
Ammonius, Simplicius, the two
named Olympiodorus, and other
Neo-Platonists, to whom we
must add Philoponus: in the
East, Bodthus, and the philoso-
phers guoted by him, Victorinns
and Vegetius Pratextatus. OF
these men, so far as they come
within the scope of the present
exposition, we shall have to
speak later on.

EXTINCTION OF THE PERIPATETIC SCH 0O0L.

but with regard to any philosophers who adopted
the Peripatetic doetrine in their whole theory of
the world, there are only incidental allusions.!

! We meet with such a Peri- _I"e:r-sl. }(i\rad 1:3131,0:3_5]E hzon;;ﬁr:r%d_
ateti -en at the end of the by Isidorns from the Arist
Eﬂ.emc f}r:t?.lr;;t :n Dorus the telian to the Platonic—i.e. the
I&g%iaib who, sccording to Neo-Platoni—sysicm.
Damase. ap. Suid, sub vooe, cL.
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CHAPTER XII.

THE FLATONIC SCHOOL IN THE FIRST CENTURIES
AFTER THE CHRISTIAN ERA,

C&‘f}ﬁ Our knowledge of the Academic school! at the

—— point where we last left it becomes so fragmentary,
p.  that for half a century not even the name of any of

Flatonists ;3 o Lo 4 ;
Ao its teachel.“; ig %ngﬁn to us.? Only in the last
centuries decades of the first century does some light break
A.D,

in upon this darkness, and from that time onward we
can follow the school through a continuous series of
Platonic philosophers to the times of N eo-Platonism,?

! Cf. Fabric. Bibl. 1i1. 159 sq¢. ;
Zumpt, p. 59 s44., in the tréa-
tise guoted supra, p. 112, 1.

? Seneca, whose testimony
must be valid. at any rate for

" Rome, goes so far as to say
Nat. Qw. vil. 32, 2: Academici
el veteres of mingres wnullvm
antistitem religueruni.

¢ After the Platonists, men-
tioned p. 100 s¢¢., the next that
we know of is Ammoniusof
Egypt, the teacher of Plutarch,

who taught in Athens, probably
as head of the Platonic school,
and died theve, after having
repeatedly filled the  office of

Strategus (Plut. O, Symp. iii,
1; viil. 8;ix 1, 2,5,1,5: De

F, ¢, 1 s4. p. 385, where a sup-

posed conversation with him

during Nero’s visit ta Greece
63 A.D, is narrated, Lef. Oree.
€. 4; 9; 90; 33; 38; 46: De
Adutat. 31, p. 70 ; Themistonl,
-C. 82, end: Eunap. V- Sopk.
Proem. 5; 8). With him Plu-
tarch is connected, of whom
we shall speak more at lensth
later on, Aristodemus, of
Hginm, was a friend and ro-
disciple of Plutarch, whom
}E’Iutarch calls, ddu, Cwl. 2,
Gvdpa Tav €k Axadnplas o vap-
?ﬂxoq;dpov, 8AN"  fuuavéoraToy
opyiactiiy  HAdrwves, and to
whom in this place, and in the
treatise against Epicurus (V.
L. Suev. v.) he bas given a part
in the conversation. Under
Hadrian seem to have lived
the Syrian A pollonius, men-

LATER PLATONISTS.

In its mode of thought it remained true, on the whole,

tioned as a Platonist by Spar-
tian. Hadr. 2, and Gaiuns,
whose pupil Galen heard in
Pergamum about 145 B.C. [Galen.
Cogn. An, Morh. 8, vol. 5, 41 ;
gide iufra, p. 357, 3). In the
eighth vear of Antoninus Pius
(1454.0.) Jerome ( Chron. £us.)
places CalvisiusTaunrtus, of
Berytus (Eus. . e. : Suid. Taip.).
or Tyrus (Philostr. ¥. Soph. ii,
1, 34); but as, according to
Gellius, V. 4. i. 26, 4, he had
Plutarch for his teacher, and,

aceording to Philostr. I e, °

Herodes Atticus, who was con-
sul in 143 A.D., he must have
come forward some time pre-
viously (Zumpt, p. 70). Gel-
lins, also his pupil, often men-
tions him. We see from V. 4.
b2 s e e I on (T [ e B
£¢.; xvid, §, 1, that he was at
the head of the school. Con-
cerning his writings ride infra.
To the same period belong
Nigrinus, who is known to
us through Tmeian (Nigrin.)
as a Platonist residing in Rome
(as such he deseribies himself
in ¢. 18). Bextus, of Cha-
Tones, & nephew of Plutarch’s,
teacher of Marcus Aurelius and
Verus (Capitel.  Awntonin. ;
Philos. 3; Ferus. 3; Suid.
Mdpk. and Zébr.; by whom,
however, through his own mis-
take or his transcriber’s, Sextus
of Cheronea and Sextus Em-
piricus are ¢onfused ; M, Aurel.
i. 9; Philostr. E. Soph. ii. 9;
Dio Cass. lxxi. 1 ; Eutrop. viii.
12; Porph. Qu. Homer, 26, cf.
p. 276, 2); Alexander of Se-

leneia, in Cicilia, who was called

.~ tothe eclectic teadency which it had struek out since

‘Peloplaton, and  who tanght

in Antioch, Heme, Tarzus, and
other places, and also stood in
favour with Marcns Aureling
(Philostr. V. Sephk, ii. 55 M.
Aumrel. 4. 12); Albinns, the
pupil of Gaius (the title of a
treatise spoken of inf. p. 337, 8,
deseribes him as such)whose in-
structions Galen attended in
Smyrna 151, 2 A.D. (Gal. De
Libr. Propr. 2 vol. xix. 16 ; for
further details concerning Al-
binus, #ide inf. p. 338 84.); De-
metrius (M, Aurel. viil. 25);
Apuleins of Madaura, and
Maximus of Tyre. Under
Hadrian lived Theo of Smyrna
(ef. Martin, Fheon. dstron. 5
sqq.), as we know from the fact
that astronomical observations
of the 12th, 13th, 14th, and
16th years of Hadrian are
quoted from him (cf. Rossbach
and Westphal, Weirik, der Gr.
Znd ed. 1, 76). He is described
as a Platonist by Proel. in Tim.
28, A, and in the title borne by his
principal work in several mann-
seripts, & ket 7O palpuaTicbe
xplowe €is T 7ol TAdrwvos
avdyvagur the first book of this
work is the * Arithmetic,’ which
Bullialdus first edited ; the se-
cond, the ©Astronomy,” edited
by Martin; the three remaining
books are lost. Procl. (1. ¢.)
seems to refer to a commentary
on a Platonie work, perhaps the
Republic (ef. Thea, Astrun. c.
16, p. 208, and Martin, p. 22 sq.
79). Under the reign of Mar-
cus Aurelins, besides Atticus
(Jerome, Chron Eus.of the 16th
year of DMarcus; 176, A.D.
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Philo and Antiochus. But, in the first place, this
did not prevent individuals from protesting against
such overclouding of pure Platonism; and, in the
second place, after the commencement of the first
century, there was united with this medley of
philosophic doctrines in increasing measure that
religious mysticism, through the stronger growth of
which the eclectic Platonism of an Antiochus and

FPorph. V. Piot. 14 ; further de-
tails infra), must be placed
Daphnus (a physician of
Ephesus, Athen. 1. 1,¢); Har-
pocration of Argas,a scholar
of Atticus (Procl. in $im. 93,
B sg. Suid. sub voece), according
to Suidas, cvuBiarys Kalgapos,

rhaps the srammarian, name-
sake and teacher of Verus, so
described by Capitol. Fer. 2,
Suidas mentions as written by
him a dmdprape eis TAdrave in
twenty-four books, and Aekes
MAdrwres in two books. In the
first was contained no doubt,
what Olympiodorus in Phidon.
p. 159, Sehol. 385 T.in Aleth. p.

48 Cr. quotes from him. In.

the time of Marcus Aureling,
algo seem to have lived Nume-
nius, Cronins, and Celsus,
to be spoken of later on; at
the end of the second century
Censorinus, attacked by his
contemporary Alex. (Aphr. Qu.
Nut. i.18) for a statement con-
cerning Epicurus' theory of
colour; perhaps also Apollo-
phanes, mentioned by Por-
phyry (ap. Eus. Hist. Feel. vi.
19, §) as a philosophical writer,
with the Platonists Numenius,
Cropius, and Longinus. In the
first half and middle of the

third century there lived in
Athens, Theodotus and Eu-
bulus, two Sid8oxo: of the Pla-
tonic school, of whom the latter
was still alive after 263 AD.
(Longinus ap, Porph. V., Pist.
20; Porph. himself, 7. o 15,
where the few and unimportant
writings of Eubulus are also
mentioned). To them Longinus
adds as Platonists (1. ¢.) who
had written mueh, Euclides
(ef. énf. 337, 3), Democritus,
and Proclinus, in Troas: of
Demoeritus, also mentioned by
Syrian in Metaph. Sehol, in Ar.
892, b, 31, we hear that he
wrote commentaries on the A47-
eibiades (Olympiodorns in A7
eil. p. 103, Cr.) and the Phedo
(Lhid. in Phed. p. 159, end,
38, F). Of Ammonius, Sak-
kas, Origen, and Longinus
we shall have to speak further
on. When "AxiAdas lived (quo-
ted by Procl. in Tim. 319, F. in
connection with a theory on
Fim, 41, D), and whether he
was earlier or later than Plo-
tinus, cannot be ascertained :
nor are the dates of Maximus
of Nicaa (vide inf. p. 337, 3)
and of Severus (inf. p. 339s4.)
exactly known.

b

COMMENTAYORS.

his successors was developed into Neo-Platonism.
The opposition to the intermingling of other points
of view with the Platonic doctrine, was chiefly called
forth and nourished by the more accurate knowledge
of its most ancient records, As the Peripatetics of this
period turned their attention more and more to the
Aristotelian writings, so do we see the Academics now
applying themselves to the writings of Plato; and if
the scientific activity of the sehool did not throw itself
with the same zeal and exclusivenessinto the works of
its founder as the Peripatetics did, the study of those
works nevertheless prevailed to an important and
considerable extent. Among later writers Plutarch
stands in the eclosest connection with the earlier
expositors of Platonic writings ;' inasmuch as he not
merelyin numerous passages refers to sayings of Plato
in a general manner, but has also thoroughly discussed

- certain points of hisdoctrine and certain sections of his

works.? As commentators of Plato, Gaius, Albinus,
Taurus, and Maximus are likewise mentioned 3 among

U Dereyllides, Thrasyllvs, Bu-
dorus (vide sup. p. 610 s9.).

2 Fspecially in the MAerwvirs
(nrhuere and the treatise wepl
s ev Tipaie buyoyovias.

% In the fragment of the
eommentary on the Republic
ap. A, Mai, Class. Awni. L xiv.
Proclus namesas exponnders of
the mythus-in® Rep. x. 614 sq.
@y TlAaTwvik@r of kopudeiol,
Novgfiros, "AXBivos (as, accord-
ing to Freudenthal, Hellenist.
Stiud. 3 H. p. 300, the MSS. sive;
Mai substitutes *AAxives), Paios,
MdEipos 6 Nukaeds, ‘Apmoicparioy,

EbrAeldns, kal éwi waow Mopdipios.
A Bcholium, ap- Fabric. iii. 158,
SAYS: TOY pev TAdTave Jwourn-
patifovet  mheloTor,  Xpnoiud-
TeparBe Taios, AASives, Dpuriciavhs
(contemporaries of Simplicins),
Tavpos, HpdiAos, &c. Gainsg also
names Porphyry V. Pt 14
among those whose commen-
taries Plotinus had read; an
exposition of the Timeens is no
doubt referred to in Procl. in
Tim. 104, A; from Taurns,
Gellins (V. 4. vil. 14, 5) quotes
the first book of a commentary
on the Gorgias and also (zvil.
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athers.

Of Albinug we possess, in a later revision,

an introduction to the Platonic dialogues,! and an
epitome of the Platonic doctrines ? hitherto falsely

20) his oral exposition of the
Symposinm ; and from the first
book of an exposition of the
Timzens, extracts are given in
the Bekher Seholie on Plato, p.
436 sq.and by Philop. De Fiern.
Mundi, vi. 21. From the same
source comes, no doubt what is
guoted by Iambl. ap. Stob.
el 1, 906,

! This treatise. included by
Hermann in the sixth, and by
Diibner in the third volume of
his edition of Flato, has now
been subjected to a thorough
investigation, and newly edited
on the basis of more perfect
manuseripts by Frendenthal
(the Platonic Albinns and the
false Aleinous, Hellen. Stwd. 3 H.
pp. 241-327). Tts title runs thus
in the best MSB.: elsaywyn
eis Thr Toi TMAdrwves BlBhoer
"AABlrov wpdhoyes. Its  text,
however, in its present form,
as Frendenthal has shown, p.
247 3gq¢. is only a badly exe-

cuted and mutilated extract.

The same writer proves, p. 257
$¢., that ¢. 1-4 of the prologue,
and Diog. Laert. iii. 48-62 have
emanated from one source.
which was earlier than Thrasyl-
lus (concerning whom ride sup.

- p.102,2). As toits contents vide

Alberti, Rhein. Mus. N. F. xiii.
T6sqg. Sopefurtherdetails will
befound Phil. d Gr. T1.1. 427, 3.

2 This work is called in the
M88., almost without exception,

CAAkwdov Sidaokalikds (Or Adyos

SiBaot.) rév MAdrwvos Soypdruy,
in the transcripts of some of
them also elsoywyh els T prho-
aodioy TIA., o dmiroud) Tav HAdT,

Soyudrwy (by the moderns for
the most part) eisayeyy. It
has now been placed bevond
question by Frendenthal's tho-
rongh examination (I e 275
$¢9.) that its author is no other
than Albinuns, with whose <in-
troduction’ it entirely corre-
sponds both in form and con-
tent, and to whom many of the
docirines brought forward by
the supposed Aleinous, and
among them some that are very
remarkable, are expressly atiri-
buted. The alteration of Al-
binus inte Aleinouns was (as T'r.
p. 800, 820 shows) so much the
more possible as all our manu-
scripts are derived from the
same ancient copy ; and in this
an ‘AAkivov may have been
found, or an ’AABivev read
*AAkivov, and may have been
changed, when the book was
transcribed, into *AArivoon. But
even thistreatise of Albinns we
possess according to all the evi-
dence only in a later revision,
which considerably shortened
the original work and repro-
duced it not witheut some cor-
rections ; a Paris Codex (L e
p. 244, now imperfect), names
in its index Albinus’ third book
mepl rdv TIAdrwm dpeokdvrwy.
But that Albinus in his treatise
made plentiful use of more
ancient works we see from the
agreement—for the most part
word for word—of his twelfth
chapter with the passage from
Arins Didyvmus (ap. Eus. Pr,
v, =i, 23; Stob. Fel. i. 330),
which Diels has now proved
moreminutely (Dowogr. T6,447).

- ALBINUS—

SEVERUS.

put forth under the name of Aleinous. He also com-
posed commentaries, but we know nothing of them.!
The commentary of Severus on the Timeus we know
through Proclus.® The writings of Theo and Har-
pocration in explanation of Plato have been already

.mentioned ; 2 commentaries on the Timecaus and

Pheedrus are also quoted from Atticus;* from

1 Among the more celebrated
commentators of the Platonic
writings, Albinus is reckonecl
in the passages quoted swp. p.
337, 3. What writings he ex-
pounded, avd how his commen-
taries were made, tradition does
not tell us; perhaps he merely
explained a number of Platonic
passages in one dogmatic work,
probably that mentioned in the
index of the Paris Codex
named in the previous note
(Frendenthal, p. 244), nine or
ten books of a summary of the
FPlatonic doctrines according to
the discourses of Gaius (CAA-
Bivov [add. éx] Tar Datov oxordr
fmorurdrenr TARTWYIKDY BayLt-
Twy—this same work is allnded
to by Priscian, Selut, p. 538, b,
82, as Lavini er Gaii scholis
exemplaribus Platonicorum dog-
matwm, for the translator read
instead of AABINOY, ¢AABS
Freud. 246. According to its
contents, that which Procl. in
Fim. 104, Ay 87, C; 811 A,
quotes may have been part of
a commentary on the Timwus;
the passace we find ap. Tertull,
Dg An. 28 sg. may hayve been
taken from an exposition on
the Phaedo ; and that in Tambl,
ap. Stob, Fel. 1. 896, may have
come from an exposition of the
Bepublic. Meantime most of

these citations have amply suf-
ficient parallels in the supposed
Alcinous, and less exact paral-
lels in Procl. én Ziém. 104 A and
Tertull. De 4n. 28 (cf. Frea-
denthal, 289 &7.), and thongh
it does not follow uncondi-
tionally from this that they
refer to that particular treatise,
it iz not unlikely that Albinus

may have repeated and copied

what he wrote there, as other
writers in those later centuries
are accustomed to do, and as
he himself transcribes from his
predecessors. Moreover, though
the eircumstance that three of
the utterances of Albinusrelate
to passages of the Timeus and
are quoted in a commentary on
that dialogue, might serve to
corroborate 'the theory that
they originally stood in a similar
commentalry, yet I must con-
cede to Frendenthal (p. 245 27.)
that thisis not thereby rendered
more probable,

:In Tim. 63, A; 70, A: T8,
B; 88, D; 168, D: 186, E:
187, B;192,BD; 138, BE s¢ ;
304, B. I shall recur to this
philosopher later on.

* Vide supra, pp. 837,55 335,
336,

* Concerning the first, ef. the
Index to Procl. in Z%m.; the
other is mentioned /. ¢. 15, A.

z 2

339

CHAP,
XII.



340

CHaP.

XIL

LECLECTICISM.

Numenius and Longinus, besides other treatises
devoted to the Platonic writings, commentaries on
the Zimceus ;' and from Longinus’ contemporaries,
Democritus and Euvbulus, explanations and dis-
cussions of several dialogues.® The oral instruction
also in the Platonic school consisted, doubtless, to a

"~ considerable extent, in the reading-and interpreta-

T

Opposi-
tion to the
indrodue-
tion of
alicn doe-
trines in
the writ-

tion of the Platonic works.? Through this thorough
examination of the sources of the Academic doctrine
the conviction must certainly have arisen that much
which had in later times claimed to be Platonic was
far removed from the real opinions of Plato, and
thus we hear of several individuals who protested
against the prevailing confusion of the various
systems, Taurus wrote upon the difference of the
Platonic and Arvistotelian philosophy, and against
the Stoies;* but as to his own coneeption of the
Platenic system, little has been handed down to us,
and no noticeable peculiarities or characteristies® are

TAURUS—ATTICUS.

exhibited in it. Atticus also, like Taurus, set himself
against the tendency to amalgamate the Platonic
and Peripatetic theories. In the fragments of a
treatise which he devoted to this purpose' he
appears as an enthusiastic admirer of Plato, w:ho is
anxions about the purity of the Academic doctrines;
attacks the Peripatetic system with passionate pre-
judice, and especially reproaches it with the lowness
of its moral standpoint, and its denial of Providence
and immortality.? Of the remaining doctrines of -
Aristotle, it is the theory of a fifth element and the
eternity of the world which partienlarly move him
to opposition, the latter so much the more, as

Syrian (Schel. in dr. 392, 0, 31)
seems to refer to the commen-
tary on the Pimewus, and indeed
to the passage discussed by
Procl. én Tim. 87 B,

L Vide the Tndex to Proel. in
Tim. He seems to have taken
his quotations from Numenius,
ont of a commentary, and not
from the other writings of this
Platonist. « Whether Cronius
had wriiten commentaries can-
not be decided from Porph. T.
Liog. 14, ;

2 Concerning ~ Demoeritus,
vide sup. p. 336, n.; congerning
Eubulus, wids Longinus, ap.
Porph. V. Plgt, 20.

3 This we infer from the

multitude of commentaries and
expository writings, and also
from statements like those
quoted supra, p. 337, 3; 339, 1,
on the lectures of Taurus and
Gains, and Porph. 1. Plot. 14,
Taurus also read Aristotelian
writings with his scholars (ap.
Gell. xix. 6, 2; xx. 4, the Pro-
blems).

i The former, according to
Buid. ravp, the latter according
toGellins, V.4 . xii 5,5, Healso,
according to Suidas, composed a
treatize wepl cwpdror ral dow-
maTwy and many other works.

& We learn from his disciple,
Gellins, who frequently men-
tions him, that he reguired a

thorough training for philoso-
phy, and could not endure a
merely rhetorical treatment of
it (A A4 19 65 x 19 : =vil
20, 4 g¢.); that he did not de-
spise subtle dialectic discus-
sions, and special physical in-
vestigations (vil, 18: xvil. _8;
xix, 6); that he did not wish
+o eradicate the emotions, tat to
moderate them, and therefore
condemned passionate disturb-
ances of the feslinzs, such as
anger (i. 26,107 ; that he abhor-
red Epicurus’ doctrine of plea-
sure and denial of Providence
(ix. 5, 8), to pass aver points of
less importance (il 23 vil. 10,
14, 5 viil. 6; xis. 5; x¥iil. 10:
xx. 4). It further appears from
the fracment ap. Philop. De
Ftern. M. vi. 21 that he, with
the majority of contemporary
Platenists, denied a beginning
of the warld in times and from
+he fragments in Belker’s Scko-
Tin ad Plat, p. 436 sg. and ap.
Philop. 7, e xiii. 15, that he

apportioned the five senses to
the four elements, putting that
of smell midway belween water
and air; and that in gpposition
to Aristotle’s sther, he made
the heavens to consist of earth
and fire. From Tambl. ap.
Stob. Fel. 1. 906, we learn that
his scholars were not agreed
as to whether souls were sent
upon the earth for the comple-
tion of the universe or for the
manifestation of the divine
life. .

! Bus. Pr. Bvoxi. 1, 2; xv,
4.9, ¢, 13, and probably also in
¢. 12. In the first of these
passages the subject of the
treatise is indicated in the
words : wpbs Tois Bis Taw "Apto-
ToTéraus 0 TIAdTwr0s DTLEXVOU-
pevovs.  What we find in the
superscription of many chap-
ters and in xv. 5, 1: 6,1, a8 to
Plato and Moses belongs, of
conrse to Ensebius and his
transeribers.

2 xv, 4,5, 9.
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Cuse.  he has here to contend with a portion of his own
A sehopld Together with the Aristotelian doctrines
on immortality he also contests the statement that
the soul as such is unmoved, i order to uphold in
its stead the Platonic conception of the Self-
moving ; ® but he herein limits existence after death
to the rational part of the soul, and represents this

as uniting itself at each entrance into earthly life
with the irrational soul dwelling in the body, which
_is now first brought into order,?® so that he conceived

' the origin of the individual in a similar manner to
that of the universe. He, no doubt, also opposed
the Aristotelian conception of God, but of this
. tradition tells us nothing ; as to his own theory, we
are told that he made the Creator of the world
identical with the Good, but diseriminated the other
ideas as creators of particular things from Him.*
Some other quotations from his commentary on the
Timeews® are of no importance; from his objec-
tions to the Aristotelian definitions concerning

Homonyms' we see that he extended his polemie to 0%1 .
logic also. But no important results are to be/ S
expected from this, because he himself stood nearer

to the eclecticism which he combated than he was

aware. He is angryat the admixture of the P?.E.Ltomc
doctrines with the Peripatetic, but he himself” inter- '
mingles them with those of the. Stoics when he <
opposes to the Aristotelian doc’tnne .of goodsbau

durdprew of virtue, which only differs in words from
that of the Stoics.2 Still more clearly, however,

_does he betray the standpoint of the later Populm‘ :
philosophy in the proposition that the haPplness of |
man is unanimously recognised by the phﬂosop.hers

as the ultimate end of philosophy.? It was premsely:. <.
this onesided practical standpoint which, togethet}:
with the indifference fo a stricter scientific method,
had called forth the eclectic amalgamation of contra-

| dictory doctrines. Atticus, however, dor::..s nczt X em

to have proceeded very scientifically. His ob'].ections

to Aristotle chiefly consist, as we have seen, in com-

! Against the mther of Aris-
totle and the views connectedl
therewith conecerning the stars,
he appeals to Eus. zv. 7, 8:
against the eternity of the
world, to L e c. 6. But he
nevertheless would not admit
any end to the world, as we
shall presently find. He had
brought forward the same
views in his commentary on
the Timews. The unordered
matter (he herve says, follow-
ing Plutarch) and the im-
perfect soul that moves it
are certainly indeed unereated,
but the world as an crdered

whole, and its soul, were formed
at a definite epoch (Procl, in
Tim. 84 F: 87, A: 116, B F;
119, B; ¢f..99, ©; 170, A ; 250,
B ; Tambl. ap Stob. Kel. i. 894);
but they may nevertheless be
imperishable (ef. Lim. 41. A)
throngh the will of the Creator
(Frocl. . ¢ 304, B).

* Eus. xv. 9, 4 5g9¢.

% Procl.311, A; Tambl. L e. 910,

4 Procl. 1. ¢ 98,C; 111, C;
119 B ;ief 31,6,

3 Ap. Proel. 87, B; 315, A;
7,0:380,D; 63,0, D; 129.D:
187, B; 234, D Svrian Schol.
in Ay, 892, 5, 31.

plaints about the moral and religious corruption of his
doctrines ; to Aristotle’s deepest and most thought_ful
discussions he opposes arguments like that by which
he tries to reconcile the temporal origin of the world
with its eternal existence; namely, that God by
reason of his Omnipotence could preserve eveun
what has come into existence from destruction*

' Simpl, Categ. 7.8 8, o, and  on the Categories. 35
Porph. é}gﬁ-,r. 9, g, Hehol, 42, 5, 9 2 Fus, v, 4, l ilo:gg.f o
(Prantl, &esch. d. Log. i. 618, 2 ¢ Loe. vit. xv. & ] c{. ;, _1
sq. These seem 0 haye been *{{;oc“caé. 6, 5 sqq. ; of. Procl.
taken from a separate treatise dn Zim. 80 B.
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The philosopher who treated argument so lightly
and derived his ultimate decision so recklessly
from practical necessity, had indeed no right to raise

_ objections to the fusion of the several systems, of

which that very necessity had been the determining
cause.

This eclecticism, then, constantly maintained its
ascendency with the majority of the Academics.
Men like Plutarch, Maximus, Apuleius, Numenius,
are, indeed, Platonists, but their Platonism has
absorbed so many foreign elements that they appear
merely as the promoters of the tendency introduced
by Antiochus. As these philosophers, however, will
again engage our attention among the forerunners
of Neo-Platonism, other details respecting them may
be omitted for the present. In respect to Theo of
Smyrpa also it will suffice to remember that, as we
have already noticed,! he found the free use of a Peri-
patetic treatise not incompatible with his Platonism
while, at the same time, in the first book of h1:,
work, he prefers to follow the tradition of the old and
new Pythagoreans.? Concerning Nigrinus, there is,
in spite of the Nigrinus of Lucian, little to say; the
description of him shows us a man of excellent, dispo-
sition, who took refuge in philosophy from the luxury

NIGRINUS—SEVERUS.

and immorality of his time, and found in it inner

satisfaction and freedom ; but the discourses which __

545
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Lucian assigns to him might just as well have been Nigrirus,
put into the mouths of Musonius or Epictetus. We Severus,

have still to speak of Severus and Albinus. Severus,
whom, indeed, we can only place eonjecturally in

the second half of the second century,’ is described |

as having explained Plato m the sense of the Aris-
totelian doctrines.? From a treatise of his on the
soul Eusebius? has preserved a fragment in which
the Platonic doctrine that the human soul is com-
pounded of two substances, one capable of suffering,
and the other incapable,’ is attacked with the obser-
vation that this theory would annul the imperish-
ableness of the soul, because two such different
constituents must necessarily again dissolve their
annatural combination. Aecording to this, he does
not seem to have recognised this doctrine as Plato’s

real opinion. Severus himself described the soul,

Y Sup. p. 309, 4. Adrastus is
also made nse of in De Mus.
c-63e 13, p. 94 97; 6. 19, 6.
23, p. 117; c. 40.p, 169, .

2 What Theo says in his first
book, om numbers and the rela-
tionsef tones, generally guoted
ander the two titles, wepl Goif-

wnTiriis and wepl wovoieds is
doubt chiefly ﬂyﬁlagorza.n, sli(;
he indicates in De Wus. ¢ 1, ¢,
12, et possim. In regard to his
philosophy, the Neo-Pythago-
rean element is especially pro-
minent in De Ariti. c. 4: De
Mues. e. 38 sqq.

! The first to mention him
are Tamblichus and Eusebius.
But there are as yet no traces
of the Neo-Platonic period in
the quotations from him. FPro-
clus, Tim. 304+ B., observes in
respect to the opinien guoted
inf.p 346,3, 0f Zeverus, Atticas,
and Plutarch, that many ob-
jections to it were raised by
the Peripatetics ; which also
points to the fact that Severus
was older than Alexander of
Aphrodisias, the last author
known to us of the Peripatetic
school.

2 Syrian (Sehol.in Ar. 880, D,

88 ; Aristotle, Metaph, xiii. 2
opposes the doctrine that the
mathematical element accord-
ing to Plato, was in material
bodias; but this is irrelevant,
since such was not Plato’s
opinion: e 8¢ Zefipos & EAres
Ti5 TEY DoTepov Enymrautrey T4
TIAdrwvos ek THs wap ebre wo
‘ApioToTéNel  KaTnxNTEws  TOlS
pabipest raTaypevTer TPOS TS
GroSeltels T@y Quoikdy alriwy,
otBir Tolira mpds Tous Gpxabous.

3 Prep. Ep. =il 17.

i Tim. 41 sgq.; 69, C 2. ; cf.
Pril. d. Gr. 1L 1. 690 s9.
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and primarily the world-soul, as an incorporeal

: Jmathematical figure, the constituents of which he

represented to be the point and the line, while of the
two elements from which Plato compounds the world-
soul,! he connected the indivisible with the point,
_ and the divisible with the line.” A beginning of the
world in its proper sense he did not admit, even if
the present world had been begun; he thought with
the Stoies that the world, eternal in itself, changed
its condition in certain periods, and he appeals for
this doctrine to the mythus in the Platonic dialogue
of the Statesman.® There is a reminiseence of the
Stoics also in this, that he declared the Something

. {7i)to be the highest generie-conception, below which

stand Being and Becoming.* However isolated
these statements may be, they nevertheless prove
that Severus departed in many respects from strict
Platonism. But we have much more numerous and
striking proofs, especially in his abstract of the
Platonic doetrines,” of the ecleeticism of Albinus.
Quite at the beginning of this treatise we find the
Stoic definition of wisdom as the science of things
human and divine (c. 1), and the Peripatetic division
|of philosophy into the theoretical and the practical
(c. 2), preceded by Dialectic as a third division

' Tim. 85, A; vide Partii. @, throush the will of God (2 o
646, 3. 304 B) was doubtless only a

ALBINTS.

(c. 3). Albinus then, like Aristotle, divides theo-
retic philosophy into Theology, Physics, and Mathe-
matics, without, however, himself keeping to this

arrangement (¢. 3, 7); ! and practical philosophy also,
like the Peripatetics, into Ethics, (Economics, and |

Polities (e. 3).2 Under Dialectic he first gives a theory
of knowledge which combines Stoie and Aristotelian
definitions with Platonic, and unites the dvoury)
Zyvora of the Stoics with the reminiscence of ideas.
In regard to the faculty of knowledge, he distin-
guishes in man (corresponding with the Aristotelian
doctrine of the active and the passive vods) a double
reason, that which is directed to the sensible, and
that which is directed to the super-sensible.® Sub-
sequently the whole Aristotelian logic with the
syllogisms and the ten categories with various later
additions of the Peripatetics and Stoies, is foisted
upon Plato;* and the Aristotelian and Stoic ter=
minology is unscrupulously employed.” In the
section on theoretical philosophy three primary ecauses
are enumerated : Matter, the primary forms, and the

2 Tambl. ap. Stob. Eel. 1. 862;
Procl. 4n Tim. 186, E; 187, A

s

¢ Procl. &. e¢. 88, D sq.; 168,
D. Thal the world notwith-
standing mizht be imperishable

concession to the expressions
of Plato.

# Procl. 70, A ef.. Plil. d.
67 TIL i p. 92, 9.
* Vide sup. p. 338, 2.

¢ Tnstead of an exposition of
the mathematics we find at c.
7 only an extract from the
utterances of Plato’s Repudlic
on- mathematics and their di-
vision of mathematics.

¢ Bimilarly the ¢Introduc-
tion,' ¢. 6,spoken of sup. p. 338,
1; concerning the Peripatetic
classification vide Phil. d. G- LL
ii, 176 sgg. Adbinus makes use
of no Platonic divisions.

3¢, 4 I pass over some
further observations which are

not very elear, cenearning vdn-
» (=]
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mis and alofnoss, Adyes emioTy- "

povirchs, and BolaoTirbs,

v (. 5 sg. ; vide Prantl, Gesch.
d. Lag. 1. 610 sg. ; Frendenthal,
280 aq

i (,rf Frendenthal, I e 279,
981, &palsain e. 25; of, Ter-
tull. De dn. 29; a Plawm(, ar-
gument for !mmorta,h'ry (Phedo,

71, C sgg.) is defended with an

Aristotelian definition concern-
ine the évapria (cf, PRil. d. G'r.
11, ii. 213, note\.
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creative principle, or the Deity ; the Deity is de-

/scribed in the manner of Aristotle as active Heason

(e. 10), which, unmoved, thinks only itself. A three-
fold way is assumed to the knowledge of God: the
way of emaneipation, analogy, and elevation ;! ideas

are explained as eternal thoughts of God, but, at -

the same time, as substances; their sphere, with
the exception of artificial things, or things contrary
to nature, is restricted to natural classes, and side
by side with the ideas, as their copies, the Aristo-
telian forms inherent in matter find a place.? In
regard to matter, Albinus says, making use of an
Aristotelian definition familiar to him, it is that
which is neither corporeal, nor incorporeal, but is in
the body potentially (c. 8, end). The eternity of
the world, he also thinks, he can maintain as a

| Platonic doctrine, since, like some other philoso-

phers, he describes the world as having had a begin-
ning only becaunse it is involved in constant Becom?nfr
and thereby proves itself the work of a high:;
cause ; ? and he rightly concludes from this that the
world-soul ‘also has not been created by God, but is
It does not, however, agree very
well with this, that the world-soul should be adornezi
by God and awakened as it were from a deep sleep, in

h: !n th_e second the author forms imitated from them ef5n
s in view the passage from 4 To this passage or a similar
hatos_ffejmbhc, vi. 508 B; in one, of a commentary on the
the th:l_rd., another__g—fmm the Zimews or the Hyj}otyyase-is
Sg{?rgmsz.um, 208,3.§ggf'_. Proclus refers dm firn, 67 ¢

= 9 i 1_0, Albinus, like Precursors of Albinus in thé
some others (vide Phil. d. G».11. theory mentioned above ave
1,652, 2), calls theideas iéo; the named in Phil d. Gr. 11.1.666,4

ALBINUS.

order by turning to God, to receive the ideal forms
from him;! and that Albinus cannot altogether free
himself from the notion of a Divine formation of the

universe having once taken place.?

That he assumes

the exictence of inferior gods or demons, to whom
the guidénce of the world beneath the moon is con-
fided, and that he regards these beings in the Stoic
manner, as elementary spirits, cannot surprise us in a

Platonist of that period (e.15).

It is also in accord-

ance with the eclecticism of his age that he should
introduce into the Platonic ethics the Aristotelian
definition of virtue as pecérys (c. 30); that he should
place among the four fundamental virtues the Stoic-

Peripatetic prudence in
wisdom,® and appropriate

place of the Platonic
the Stoic doctrine that

virtue is capable of no inerease or diminution,* and
with certain modifications also the Stoic theory of

the passions.’

1 (. 14, Albinus here follows
Plutarch, who, however, was
more lozical in disputing the
eternity of the world (ef. Phil.
d.r, 111, 1. 168 5g.); for hefore
the world-sonl had awaked out
of sleep, the world as such
enuld not possibly have existed.

i Besides what has already
been stated, we find these words
in L ¢. p. 170, 3, Herm.: Tis
3¢ Guyqs rafelons 2k ToD pegoy
abrip T cdua ToD rbopor . . -
wepricaribar and: § uiw yip e
abs foeaTos Euswer, B OF ErThs
els émre wikAovs éruni.

3 Tn ¢ 29 the gpovqois is
called the Teredrns Tob Aoyio-
rucot (for which subsequently
the Stoin fyeuovucdy is substi-

Some other instances might be

tuted) and defined quite in the
Stoiemanner as émoThun dyafor
kol rak@y ol otdeTépay 3 ine. 30
the relation of gpdmois to the
virtues of the lower parts of the
goul is spoken of in a way that
reminds us altogether of Aris-
totle’s Eth. N vi. (vide Phil. d.
Gr, 11 ii. 502 sgq.).

+ Of. ¢. 30. and concerning
the corresponding Stoic doc-
trine, Ihid. 1L i, 246, 2.

5 (1, 39, where Albinus re-
peats Zeno's definition of wafos
(Thid. 1L i. 225, 2), while he
opposes the reduetion of the
emotions to wplres (vide L e.
226 s¢.) bmbt enumerates the
same four chief emotions as
the Stoies held (7. e. 230).
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Cmar.  adduced,' but the previous quotations will suffice #o
“"  show how inclined Albinus wag to combine ah’én
elements with the old Academic doctrine, which
however, he followed in the main, and how deﬁcien’;
be was in a clear consciousness of the peculiar :

character of the Platonic system. We are told that : e
;I'{lbinus was one of the most important r.e-presentz.l.-
.t.ives of his school,? and if we may infer anythin
n respect to him from what we know of his maste%

ECLECTICS WHO BELONG TO NO DEFINITE SCHOOL—
DIO, LUCIAN, GALEN.

A

G.ralus, with whom he agrees3 in one of his exposi- AL the philosophers we have hitherto discussed

tions of : the Platmnic philosophy, it becomes the reckoned themselves under one of the existing Cuar

Ao f3V1d8nt- that the mode of thought he exhibits schools, though they allowed themselves many de- Rl
/was st-?ll very prevalent in the Platonic school about partures from their original doctrines. The number 7

the middle of the second century of our era. is much smaller of those who belong to no particular Feleetics

.. school, but, assnming a more independent attitude, ;{;;;ffwga.,.
borrowed from each and all that which seemed to s¢hook
them true. For though the internal unity of the
schools and the logical consisteney of the systems
were greatly relaxed, yet the necessity for some
standard of anthority was much teo strong in that
period of scientific exhaustion to allow many to ven-

ture on freeing themselves from the custom which
required every teacher of philosophy to be con-
nected with some one of the ancient schools and its
tradition. The philosophers even sought to shield

1 _/themselves with the authority of antiquity, where

. = they were conscious of divergence from all contem-

g porary schools, as we see in the case of the Neo-

Pythagoreans, when they claimed to be a continua-

tion of the ancient Pythagoreans, and in that of

the Sceptics when they professed to continue the

! Cf. Freudenthal, 278 s 28
- A 7. Sup. p. 83

® Cf. sup. p. 337, 3; a.né s 339’-1.
Freudenthal, p. 243,




rhetoric! which was constantly and zealously culti-
vated, and was included in the public education.
When a man had learned from the rhetoricians the
ornate form of exposition and discourse, he could
only find an adequate content for it, as the different
branches of instruction were then divided, with
the philosophers, It was, therefore, hardly possible
to advance beyond the merest outworks of rhetorie
without in some way taking a glance at philosophy,
and though this, no doubt, was done in most cases
hastily and superficially enough,? yet it could not
but happen that some individuals should oceupy
themselves more seriously and permanently with

1 How numerous the schools

of rhetoric and teachers of rhe-
toric were in the times of the

Further details are to be found
in the writings quoted sup. p.
159,71, g A

Emperors; how lively the in-
terest in the achievements and
rivalry of celebrated rhetori-
cians (now called vogurrai) and
how pupils streamed to them
from all sides, we see Trom
Philostratus’ Vite Soplistaruin.
The appointment of public
teachers of rhetoric has been al-
ready noticed (sup. p. 190, sqq).

* To students of vhetoric who
only studied something of phi-
losophy by the way, the cen-
sures of Calvisius Taurus, for
example, refer (ap. Gell. V. 4,
1. 9, 103 xvii. 20, 4; x. 19, 1;
the last passage, compared with
i. 8, 8, proves how common this
was.

simple, and confines itself exclusively to such moral
considerations as were at that time not only to be

! The sources for our know-
ledge of Dio’s life are, besides
his own writings, Philostr. 7
Soph. i. T (the statements are
quite untrustworthy in his 17
Apol.v. 27 sg.; V. Soph.i. 7, 4, also
seems not to be historical);
Synes. fke: Phot. Cod. 209;
Snid. sub wvece; Plin, Ep, x. 8l
3g. (85 8g.); Lncian. Peregr. 18;

aras. 25 Sehol. dn Luc. p. 117;
248 Jac.; Euanap., F. Soph.
Progm. p. 2, and some later
biographical mnotices in Kay-
ser's Philostr. V. Soph. p. 168
sgg. and in Dindorf’s edition of
Dhio, ii. 361 sgg. The results
have been summed up affer
Fabric. Bibl. V. 122 sgq. by
Kayser (. ¢.). In this place it
will suffice to say that he was
born at Prusa in Bithynia,
and under Domitian (according
to Emper. De FEril. Dion.
Braunschw. 1840, p. 5 sgg.—
in Dindorf’s edition, Die, I.
xxxviil. sgq.—the date is 82
A.D.) was banished or escaped
from Rome where he had
taught rhetoric, wandered for
many years through distant

countries, as far as the Geta,
returned affer the murder aof
Domitian to Rome and (accord-
ing to Themist, Or.v. 68) stood
high in the favour of Trajan,

? Dio often repeats that his
hesrers are not to seek rheto-
rical graces from him; like
every true philosopher he de-
sires to aim at their moral in-
provement—to be a physician
of souls (Or. 33; Or. 34, p. 34,
R.; Or. 35): he comes forward,
generally speaking, as a man
to whom God has given the
vocation of declaring to all,
the doetrines of philesophy
(Or. 13, p. 431; Or. 32, 657
sqg. ¢t passim). He himself
dates this vocation from his
exile (Or. 13, 422 59} ; likewise
Synesias (fho, 13 sgq.) shows
how his destiny led him from
Sophisticism (.. Rhetorie) to
philosophy, which he had pre-
vigusly attacked in a vigorous
manner in some of his dis-
courses (kare Tdr ikogddwy
and wpbs Movowwior).

3 O0r.72; Or. 34, p. 833 cf
Or. 1, p. 60.

AA
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b{rfﬁv school of Pyrrho. There are, therefore, but few the claims of philosophy. In this way, towards the Cuasp,
~ ~  among the philosophers of that time who stand out- end of the first century, Dio, and, about the middle ==

side the traditional pale of the schools, and these are of the second, Lmeian, went over from rhetoric to
invariably men who had not made philosophy the sole philosophy. But neither of these men is important
o task of their life, but had occupied themselves with enough as a l?hiIUSUPhET to detain very long. "Dio,
it merely in connection with some other art or seience. surnamed Chrysostom,' after his banishment, de-
An opportunity for such incidental occupation sired indeed to be no longer merely a rhetorician,
with philosophy was afforded at that period partly but before all things a philosopher;? he also Dio
by the natural sciences, partly and especially by assumed the Cynic garb ;2 but his philosophy is very ;ﬁ;ﬂ“’



of philose-

endeavour #
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found alike in all the philosophieal schools, but even

outside them. With theoretical enquiries he did

~ not concern himself; his whole endeavour is rather
to impress upon the hearts of his hearers and readers
the principles long acknowledged by the best, and

3

#is notion to apply them to given cases.! Philosophy has, he
says,? the task of curing men of their moral in-
firmities ; it consists in the endeavour to be a
righteous  vighteous man. His philosophic ideal is Socrates, as

conceived by the later popular philosophy—namely,
i as an excellent teacher of morals, but with whom
| specifically seientific thonghts and purposes are not
., 1in question;?® after him Diogenes, whose emancipa-
“ tion from needs he admires so unconditionally that he
~ pays no attention to what was unsound and distorted
in his character, and finds even the most revolting
things that are told of him praiseworthy.! He
| demonstrates that with virtue and wisdom happiness
is also given;® he describes the virtnous man in his

! Bynes., p. 14 ag., says very
truly: & & ofy Alwr foue few-
phiacy pev Texvirats év priocodia
wh wperTakarwplioal unds Tpoo-
avagyelr ouguots Blyuaow, Gre
obE Tol kospod ueTarebelucvos
(8C. &mb coproTuchs wpbs Ppihoga-
play) Gvaclar 8¢ Tis orods bea
els nbos Telver wol Appevidabo
wap’ dyrivoly Tiv &7 davrol,
émibéabour 8¢ 7§ woufereiy drlpd-
mous . . . €ls § yphoaoBar mpoamo-
KELUEDY Tapaokevy THS YARTTHS,

2 Or 13, p. 431 ; cf. Or. 70,
71, and sup. 353, 2. . The same
definition of the problem of
philosophy has already comea
under our notice in connéftion

withthe Cynics, Phil.d. G2 I1.1.
285, 3 ; Philo, sup. p. T7 sgq.:
Musonius and Epictetus, sup. p.
250-272. |

S Of Or. 13,423 sgq.; Or. 12
374 sqq.1 Or. 54, 55, 60, p. 312
and elsewhere.

+ Cf Or 6, 8,9,10, and the
coarse description of his sup-
posed conversation with Alex-
ander, Or. 4. In Or. 6, p. 203,
Diogenes is admired even for
the exeeszes mentioned in Phil,
d. Gr. 1L 1,274, 3.

3 0. 28, especially p. 515843
Or, 69, 368 sy, where the ¢po-
viuor and the Bgpoves arve dis-
cussed in the Steical sense.

DIO CHRYSOSTOM.

moral greatness and his working for others; ! he

points out, with the Stoics

, that true freedom coln-

cides with reasonableness, and slavery with un-
reason ;? in regard to the appetites, passions, anid
vices of men, ]u:;ury, avarice, love of glory, and of
pleasure, anxiety, faithlessness, &c., he makes reflec~
tions such as were usual in the schools ;* he recalls his
veaders from the mode of life prevailing in society,

with its follies, its moral

corruption, its artificial

wants, to the simplicity of the state of nature;* he-
discourses in earnest and rational words against the
immorality of his time,’ occasionally also, with the
punctilions zeal of the Stoics, against things so

indifferent as the eutting

of the beard;© he exalts

the advantages ® of civil institutions,” gives useful
advice to states,® discusses in the Aristotelian manner
the distinctions and relative forms of government;®
in short, he expatiates on all possible questions of
morality and practical life. But in these: well-
intentioned, verbose, and for the most part very
sensible discussions, there is little real and indepen-

L Op. T8, 428 sp.

2 Or. 14, 15, 80.

: Eg Or. b5, 192; Or. 16, 17,
32, 66-68, T4, 79.

s Cf. on this point, besides
the passages already guoted
concerning Socrates and Dio-
genes, the happy description
of an innocent natural life in
the EdBoirbs ( Or. T) that ‘Greek
“village history,’ as Jahn calls
it ; the purpose of which Synes.
correctly estimates (Dis, p. 15
$¢.). In the same respect Dio

had ' commencded the Jewish
Essenes (8ynes. p. 16).

5 Bo in Or. 7, 268 sgq., where
the degradation and danger
of the publie immorality so
universally tolerated, is very
well exposed.

& (r. 36, 81 sg. 83,

* Or. 36, 83 sq.

§ (. 33 sq. 38, 40, et passim.

5 Or. 3, 115 gg. On the
monarchy as distingnished from
the tyranny (cof. Or. 1-4, 62).

A a3
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/ value except that Universal, which he claims for all  Cnar.
men as the;mnbmﬁ‘.mumctwu, and with the demial _ T
of which he so severely reproaches the Epicureans'—
the belief in the gods and their care for mankind.

His standpoint is throughout that of the popular
philosopher, which turns to account in a practical
manner scientific results which have become common =

property, without enriching them by new and

l'%é{l-}; dent philosophy to be found; as soon as Dio goes
" beyond actual and particular cases he falls into com-
monplaces which are treated in the spirit of a modi-
~ fied Stoicism or of the ethics of Xenophon.! Plato
was indeed, next to Demosthenes, his pattern of
style ;2 and in Dio’s moral disquisitions the influence

_ of his philosophy and writings are unmistakable ;
but of the speculative determinations of Plato’s
system we find only a few scattered echoes,® and in
regard to the Platonic Republic, Dio is of opinion
that it contains too muech that is irrelevant to its
/ proper theme—the question of justice.* We more
commonly meet, with Stoic doctrines in his writings :
what he says about the kinship of God to the
buman spirit, on the knowledge of God that is

original enquiries.
A similar attitude to philosophy is assumed by
Lucian,? though for the rest his literary character ZLucian.
' is widely different from that of Dio, and in mind and >
taste he is far above him. Moreover, it was only =

1 Or, 12, 390 3¢ older mman he filled the impor-
2 All that we know of Lu- tant and lucrative office of

mnate in us, on the natural interdependence of all
men,” next to the Socrates of Xenophon reminds us
most of the Stoies; this is still more definitely the
- case with the proposition that the world is a com-
v mon house for gods and men, a divine state, a nature

governed by one soul,” and with the tracing of the
demon to man’s own internal nature.” Even the
- Stoic doctrine of the conflagration and formation
of the world is at least tentatively brought forward.®
But for Dio it is manifest that nothing is of real

&

! He expresses his atlmira-
tion for Xenophon in Op, 18,
481, :

2 @f. Philostr. Vide Soph. i.
7,3, ;

* Buch as Or. 30, 550; cf.
Plicedo, 62 B, and elsewhere.

i Or 7, 267,

& Or. 12; cof. especially p.
384 s9.: 361 8g.; 397 ; Or. 7, 270.

S Or. 30, 557; Or 36, p. 83,
88: of. O 74, p. 405; 12,
890, &c.

T Or. 4,165; cf. Or. 23, 25.

8 Or. 36, 97 sq.

ciam’s life and personality we
owe almost. entirely to his own
writings. From them (confin-
ing myself here to what is of
most importance) we find that
he was born in Samosata (Hist.
Serib. 24 ; Piseat. 19), and was
first destined for a sealptor, but
subsequently devoted himself
to learned studies (Somn. 1 sqq.
14) and had traversed part of
the Roman dominions with
glory and profit as a rhetorician,
when at about forty years of
age, and by his own account,
through Nigrinus (sup. p. 334, 3),
was won over to philosophy,
and began to write philosophic
dialognes (Bis decns. 2T 5q.
30 sgg.; Apol. 15; Nigrin. 4 sq.
35 sgq.: Hermot. 15). The time
of his birth cannot be correctly
stated, nor that of his death.
From Alex. 48, we see that he
composed this work after Mar-
cug Aureling death. As an

secretary at the court of the
deputy (dpol. 12.; cf. e 1, 15).
We afterwards find him resum-
ing his long interrupted dis-
courses (Here. 7). Nothing
further is known coneerning
his life. Suidas’ story that he,
in well merited punishment for
his abuse of Christianity, was
torn to pieces by mad dogs,
iz doubtless no more trust-
worthy than most of the similar
accounts of the mortes persecu-
forwm. 1t is possible that this
story (as Bernays conjectures,
Tueian und die Kyniker, p. 52)
may have directly arisen from
his conflict with the philosophic
Kives, of whom he says himself
{ Peregr. 2): oAiyov Bely Omo
Tar Kumdy fyd oo Bregmdobny
fomep 0 'AkToiny DY TEY KUPEY.
Ameong Lucian’s writings there
are several which are spurious,
or at any rate doubtful.
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in his more mature years that he went over from

_ rhetoric to philosophy, and he appropriated from

philosophy only so much as might prove advan-
tageons to him either for his personal conduct or for
the new form of his writings which chiefly har-

Piilosopky monised with his individual character. True philo-

in s opi-
WEOH Cih=
sista uf
practical
“neisdai,
and is tied
1o no g5
tem.

_rhetorie, that he has always admired and praised

sophy consists, according to his theory, in practical

wisdom, in a temper of mind and bent of will which

is attached to no philosophical system ; on the other
hand, the distinctive doctrines and other peculiari-
ties of the schools appeared to him unimportant,
and, so far as men pride themselves upon them and
quarrel about them, ridiculous. Thus he assures us
that it is philosophy that has made him disloyal to

philosophy and nourished himself upon the writings
‘of its teachers, that he has fled from the noise of
the courts of justice to the Academy and the
Lyceum ;' yet he has exempted no school and 1o
philosopher from his mockery,” and chooses espe-
cially for the target of his wit those that through

¢ their remarkable customs and obtrusive character

excite the most attention and offer the most tempt-

LUCTAN.

determined, but, cannot be e%{plained by any more
precise account of his convictions. If the treatise on
Nigrinus be authentic,' hewas at first much impressed
with the independence of the external, and insight
into the hollowness of the ordinary life of the world,
which characterised the discourses of this Stoicising
Platonist, but we cannot suppose the impression to
have been very lasting, since in his deseription the’
_rhetorical phraseology is patent enough. Even the
Cynics, whom in the sequel he opposed with such
passionate bitterness, he treats for a time not with-
out kindliness, and puts his satires and especially
his attacks upon the gods of the popular belief into

_their mouths.? In his later years he bestows high -

praise upon Epicurus for his freedom from religious
prejudice and his relentless war against superstition.?
But he gives utterance to his own opinion doubtless
only where he maintains that he honours philosophy

indeed as the true art of life, but that among the |
multitude of philosophieal schools philosophy itself |

cannot possibly be found, since there is no token of
it which does not require to be proved by a further

ing material for satire.?

But as he confines himsgelf

almost entirely to the satirical exposition of the
errors of others and very seldom brings forward his
own views, his standpoint may indeed be generally

Y Piseat. b sg.29; Bis decus.
3:3, and elsewhere; cf. fhe pre-
vigus note. :

* References are superfinons.
Among his chief writings of
this kind are the Blwr mpiots,

E.he dpawéras, the guwardmiay, the
Epudriuos, Ixopouérizmos, Ed-
volixos, ‘AAweds, and several
funeral orations. .

* Above all the Cynics, sup.
p. 290, 1; 344, :

1'T see no sufiicient reason in
its contents for denying this:
‘tven such a superficial man as
Tucian may have had transient
fits of -disgust with the world.

2 o in many of the funeral
diseourses (No, 1-3, 10, 11, 17,
18,2022, 24-28), in the Mentp-

 pus, Zevs éheyxdu.; Catapl. o

7 : of. Bernays, Fucian und dic
Kyniker. 46 sg. On the other
hand, the discourse on Demo-
nax is not fo be considered

genuine, as has been already
mentioned sup. p. 297, 1.

8 Alpa. e.17,0. 25 Emuotpe,
avdpl Thy @low Ty mpoyuiTEey
kabewpardTe wal pdve Ty €
adrols GAfler eifore. O 61
Emikolpe Gvdpl s GAnfws ilepd
kol Beamerip Thy ¢lew kol péve
et aanmbelas & Kot SyrwkoT:
teal mapadedwrdTy Kal éievbeputi
Téy OomAfodyTer abTE  yere-
peve.
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token ; that they all strive for visionary treiaure
and waste their time with useless things; the best

phllosopher is he who, conscious of his ignorance,

abandons any claim to a speeific wisdom, and, in-
stead of speculative cogitations, keeps to the moral
advantages of philosophy.!

The limitation of philosophy to a system of
ethics, in which there is no question of any deeper

~ scientific foundation, is here based upon a sceptical

view of the human faculty of knowledge. We shall find

- this sceptical element still more strongly developed

in Favorinus, who must, therefore, be discussed

_among the adherents of the sceptic school. The

semi-philosophers from the rhetorical sehools were
none of them distinguished by any independent
investigations, but the temdencies of the period
are nevertheless shown in them—namely, the re-

~ duetion of philosophy to the useful and generally

comprehensible, and the connection of this popular
philosophy with the mistrust of all philosophic

" systems which was spread abroad by scepticism.

Far greater is the scientific importance of (lan-
dius Galenus,” and though it is primarily the art of

GALEN.

healing to which he owes his extraordinary fame
and influence, yet he afso knows how to acknow-
ledge to the full the worth of philesophy,! and
occupied himself with it deeply enough,? to take his

! Piseat, 11,29, and the whale
of the Hemmotimus ; especially
€. 15, 25 sqq. 52 zq. 70 sqq. 84,
of. Biz decus. 24, Cf also the
characteristics of Tuecian as
given by Bernays, . ¢. 42 sgq.

2 All the information that
can be gathered concerning
(Galen’s lifs, almost entirely
from his own writings, is to be
found in Ackermann’s Hist,

Literaria Galeni, which first
appeared in Fabric. Bibl. Gr.
v. 877 3gg. Harl, revised in the
first volume of Kiihn's edition
of Galen, s. =xviiicelxv, To
this history I will also refer,
even In respect of Galen's
writings, passing over the rest
of the voluminous literature
coneerding him. PBorn at Per-
gamum in the year 131 A.p.,

place among the philosophers of his century.? He
himself indeed stands nearest to the Peripatetic

Galen, whose father was him-
self a great architeet and ma-
thematician, had received a
careful education, and had
already been introduced to phi-
losophy; when in his seven-
teenth year he began the study
of medicine. After his father’s
death, he pursuec both studies
in Simyrna, and medicine in
«several other places, especially
in Alexandria (151 sgg.) and
returned from thence in the
year 158 to practise his artin
his native city. In the year
164 he betook himself to Rome,
where he won great fame by
his suceess as a physician, and
in 168 again refurned te Per-
gamum, but was soon after re-
called afresh to Italy by Marcuos
Aurelins and Verus. When he
left Ttaly for the seeond time
is not known; and from this
point there is no connected
record of his life whatever.
A discourse delivered in the

of Pertinax is mentioned
by him (De Libr. Propr. c. 13 ;
vol. xiz, 46 K); he wrote De
Antidotis (1. 13; vol. xiv. 16)
in thereign of Severus (Zheriac.
ad Pig. c. 2, vol. xiv. 217, proves
nothing against the genuine-

ness of this treatise). Accord- °

ing to one account (that of the
ANONYINOUS person mentioned
by Ackermann, I ¢ xl s4.) he

lived to the age of 873 Suidas,
however, says 70 years; so that

‘he probably died in 200 or 201
AD

! In Protrept. L. vol. i. 3, he
calls philosophy =d peéyoror
TéY Belwy dyadar, and in another
treatize (vol. 1. 53 s4.) he de-
sires his fellow physicians to
remember 7t dpioTos larpbs wal
@rhéTogos.

? Galen had learned in his
home, while still very young,
the chief forms of philosophy
as it then existed ; from pnpils
of Philopator the BStoie, of
Gaiuns the Platonist, and of As-
pasiug the Peripatetic, and
from an Epicurean philosopher
( Cogn. an. Morb. vol. v. 41 sg9.),
At a later period he heard
Albinus in Smyrna (vide supra,
337): of Eudemnsz the Peri-
patetic, who perbaps was also
his teacher (HifdoreAe, however,
may be a mere title of respect,
De Preenot. ad Epig. c. 4, vol.
Xiv, 624), he says that he had
zained more from him in regard
to philosophy than to medicine
(I. o. e. 2, p. B08) Galen’s
philosophical writings were
very numerons; but the greater
part of them is lost.

# Concerning Galen’s philo-
sophic opinions of. K. Sprengel,
Beitr. z. Gesch. d. Medicin, 1.
117-195.
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school, but he has also taken so much from others
that we can only designate his standpoint on the
whole as that of eclecticism on a Peripatetic
foundation. Galen is at once placed among the
eclecties by the fact that he compiled an entire
series of continuous expositions and execerpts from
Platonic and Aristotelian writings,! and also from

‘those of Theophrastus, Eudemus, and Chrysippus,

while at the same time he declares that mone of
all these schools satisfy him.2 To Epicurus alone he
is thoroughly autipathetic (as were the eclecties of
that time almost without exception), and expressly
opposes 'him.® The scepticism also of the New
Academy appears to him an error, which he combats
with great decision. He for his part finds man, in
spite of the limitation of his knowledge, sufficiently

_ endowed with means for the ‘attainment of truth;

sensible phenomena we discern through the senses,

' Galen, De Libr. Propr. c.
11; 14-16; vol. xix, 41 sg. 46
$g., where a great nwmber of
such works are named.

2 Lag; eit. c. 11, p. 39 s3q.,
with immediate reference to
the doctrine of procf. He
sought counsel on the subject
from the philosophers, but
found hereas in other divisions
of logic so much strife among
them and even within the
several schools, that he would
have fallen back upon Pyrrhon-
ism if the certainty of the
mathematical seienees had not
kept him from it. §

# GGalen, in those of his
writings which have been pre-
served, mentions Epieurus but

seldom, and almost always in.
connection with subordinate

points; on the other hand, he
names (De Libr. Propr.c. 17,
vol. xix. 48) no fewer than six
works against Epicurns and his
doctrine of pleasure.

¢ In the treatise mep! &plorys
8idaokaries (vol. i. 40 sg4.0)
against Faverinus, Cogn. an.
Feeo, c. 6, vol. v. 93 sgg. He
also wrote upon Clitomachns,
De Libr. Propr. c. 12, p. 41
His chief complaint against the
sceptics is that they could not
establish their standpoint with-
out appealing %o the judzment
cf others, and presupposing in
them the capahility of deciding
between true and false.

GALEN.

the deceptions of which #hay well be avoided with

. the necessary eircumspection ; the super-sensible is

idiscerned by the undersfanding ; and as the sensible
perception carries with it an immediate power of
conviction (évdpyeta), so also the understanding is
in possession of certain truths which are established
immediately and prior to all proof; of certain
natural principles which verify themselves by univer-
sal agreement; through all this, which is self-evi-
dent, the hidden is known by logical inference.
The eriterion of truth, therefore, for all that is clear

through itself, is the immediate certainty, partly ~ {{ﬁ_ﬂ &

that of the senses, partly that of the understanding ;

«and the eriterion of truth for what is hidden, is

agreement with the immediate certainty, which is
clear.! This appeal to the directly certain, to the '
senses and the unanimous opinion of men, this
empiricism of the inner and outer sense, corresponds
entirely with the standpoint of Cicero and of the

later eclectic popular philosophy.

Among the three principal divisions of philo- i
sophy, Galen ascribes a high value to logic,® as
the indispensable instrument?® of all philosophical

I Pe Opt. Dise. ¢. 4, vol. i
48 sg.; De Opt. Secta, 2; i
108 sg.; Cogn. am. Peee. . e.;
De Hippoer. et Plat.ix. T; vol.
v. T77 sg. As principles that
are immediately certain, Galen
( Therap. Meth. 1. 45 vol. x, 86)
names the dpxal Aeyral, that
magnitudes equal to a third
magnitude are equal to one
another, that nothing happens
without a cause, that we must

either assent to, or deny every-
thing, &e.

2 Coneerning Galen’s logie
wide Prantl, Gescl. der Logik. 1.
559 sg4q.

i De Elem. ex Hippocr. 1. 6,
vol. 1. 460, Quod Opt. Med. Sit
Q. Philos. 1. 59 sg.; Constit.
Art. Med. ¢. 8; end, 1. 253 sq.;
Hippoer, et Plat. ix. T; end,
1; vol. v. T82.
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enquiry. He himself has composed a great number

_of logical treatises,! but what remains of them 2 does

not canse us to deplore very deeply the loss of the
remainder. In the doctrine of the categories, which
he with others declares to be the beginning and
foundation of all logic,® he appears to have attempted
a reconciliation between Aristotle and the Stoies ;¢
otherwise the categories have for him only a logical

and not 2 real importance.’

In the syllogistic and

apodeictic part of logic, which are to him of most
importance, he tries to attain the certainty of the
geometric method ; ® in regard to matter, he places

* For the catalogue of these
cf. Gal. D¢ Libr. Propr. c. 11
sq.: 15 sq.; xmix. 41 sq.; 47
sq.; cf. Prantl, p. 559 2.

¢ The short treatise =. 7év
kare Thr AéEw sopisudrwy (vol.
xiv, 582 sgg.), which is quoted
by Alex. Soplist. EL 8, b, 45, a
(Schol. 298, b, 14; 312, b, 29).
But nowhere else are Galen’s
logical writings and commen-
taries mentioned by the Greek
commentators (with the excep-
tion of the passage quoted énfira,
365, 1)

¥ Thevap., Meth. il. T: x.
145; 148; Puls. Diff. ii. 9;
viil. 622, 624. Whether Galen
had himself written on the
Categories is not quite clear
from his own expressions ( Libr.
Propr. 11, p. 42). The meaning
seems o me to be that he did
not actually write commen-
taries on them, but only some
observations on the: difficult
guestions they contained. This
would explain the droprsuera
on the Categories Mmentioned c.

15. Prantl (560, 79) is of a
different opinion.

! David ( Sehol. in Ar. 49, a,
29) ascribes to him five Clte-
gories: ovrla, woaby, wowy, mpds
Ti, wpds Ti wws Exor, which does
not indeed altogether agree
with the division mentioned
elsewhere (Therap. Meth. ii. 7:
129 sq.5 146 ; 156) of the adefo
and the gvpBefykira ; and of
the latter division into évépyero,
mady, and Swabéces; but it can
hardly be a mere invention; of.
Puls. Diff. 11, 10; viii. 632,

® He discriminates very de-
cidedly between the vévos and
the ecafegory: that which
falls under the same: category
may belong to separate cenera
(Puls. Diff. ii. 9 sq.; 622 sq.;
632. What Prantl, p. 565 e,
quoles eoncerning the differen-
tiating of genera into species
belongs to the older Peripa-
t-(:tics.ﬁ.7 5 :

¢ Libe. Propr. 11, p. 39 5. ;
cf, Jut Firi o 6. 3s ob
iz,

- g

GALEN.

himself on the side of Aristotle and Theophrastus’
and against Chrysippus; but that he himself out
of the five syllogistic forms which Theophrastus had
added to the Aristotelian first figure,® formed a
fourth figure of his own,? is very doubtful. What has
otherwise been imparted to us from the logic of
Galen, or is to be found in his writings, is in part
s0 unimportant, and in part so fragmentary, that it
may suffice to refer the reader for further details to
Prantl’s careful digest.

Also in hig physies and metaphysics Galen even
as a physician and naturalist chiefly follows Aristotle
without however being entirely fettered by him.
He repeats the Aristotelian doetrine of the four

/ causes, but increases their number to. five by the

addition of the middle cause (the 8. o9). Like
Plato and Aristotle, he regards the final cause as the
most important : ® the knowledge of them forms, he
says, the groundwork of true theology, that science
which far surpasses the art of healing.® In follow-
ing the traces of the creative wisdom, which has
formed all things, he prefers to dwell on the con-

/ sideration of living creatures;” but he is at the

same time convinced that if here in the meanest

1 Hippover. et. Plat. ii. 2; B. GSedexTinh p.
v. 213. exhaustive

2 Vide Phil. d. Gr. 11, 1L

3 Concerning this fourth
figure of Galen's, which was
formerly only known on the 3 Lop, eif.
anthority of Averroés, but is & Loo. cit. xvil. 13 vol, iv.
now confirmed and explained 360.
by a Greek fracment of Minas ¥ Loe. eit. p. 358 sgq. et
in his edition of the Eigeywyy passim.

investigation of
Prantl, p. 570 sgg.

i De usu Part. Corp. Hum.
vi. 13: vol. iil. 465.
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portion of the universe, and in these base and un-
clean substances, so wonderful a reason is at work,
this must also be in overflowing measure in the
heaven and its stars, which are so much more
glorious and admirable.! In what manner it is
inherent in the world he does not enquire more

" closely ; but his expressions indicate a tendeney to

the Stoic coneeption, according to which the sub-
stance of the world is permeated by the divine
mind.” He is opposed, however, to the Stoiec mate-
rialism ; for he shows that the qualities of things

are not bodies;? he likewise contradiets the Stoic

views on the original constitution of matter when
he defends the doctrine of Plato and Aristotle, of
the four elements, against the Afomists and the
ancient physiologists, and among these, especially,
against the Stoic-Heracleitean theory of one primi-
tive matter.* What we are told of his objections
against the Aristotelian discussions concerning space,
time, and motion, is wuimportant.” Galen’s devia-

1 Loe. it '

2 P, 358 vis & etk v edfivs
yefuphn  vody  Tiva  Bivauw

Tis enrerdobar Sorel yobs, for how
could it otherwise be heated
and illuminated by the sun !

Eyorta GovpasTiy émBdrra Tis
~iis ékrerdobor keTh wivTe T
ubpia; this pobs comes to the

; earth from the heavenlv bodies:

2v ols eins. ﬁcr:,- m:p erTi ikal 7
Tob gwpaTes oveia kofapoTépa,
TogobTe kol TOY woly Evoikel
FOAD TeD KaTG TE YHive soudTe
AeAriw e kal drpBéaTepoy. And
even here, hefore all. things,
in the human body, év BepBdpy
TagovTy, there 1s a vols wepirTos ;
how much more, then, in the
stars | through the air otk oAiyes

f Guod Qualitates Sint In-
corporee. B, xix. 463 29q.

t De Constrt. Avtis Med. ¢. T
sg.3 B i 245 sqq.; De FEle-
muu‘w, l. e. 413 sgg. Though
the views of the Stoies are not
named among those combated
here, the Heracleitean doctrine
of primitive matterwhich Galen
opposes is also theirs (De Ei. 1.
i, p 444) cf. also Hippoer. et
Piat. viil. 2 sq. v. 655 3qq.

* In respect to space, he de-
fends (ap. Simpl. Phys. 183, &;

[

GALEN,

~ tion from Aristotle in respect to the soul and its

activity seems of more consequence, but even here

see how completely he has failed to attain a fixed
standpoint in the strife of opinions. As to what
the soul is in its essence, whether corporeal or in-
corporeal, tramsitory or imperishable, he not only
ventures to propound no definite statement, but
not even a conjecture which lays claim to probability ;
and he omits every sound argument on the subject.!
The theory of Plato, that the soul is an immaterial
essence, and can live without the body, seems to
him questionable ; ¢ for how,” he asks, ‘could in-
corporeal substances be distinguished from each
other ? how can an incorporeal nature be spread
over the body ? how can such a nature he affected
by the body, as is the case with the soul in madness,
drunkenness, and similar cirenmstances.’? So far

' De Fet., Form. c. 6; iv.
701 5g.; De Hipp. et. Plat. vii.
653 : the soul, accord-
ing to its obwiw, is either b ooy
afryoe;b‘es e ok mb‘epwaeso'wm
ar, m—r-.-gv ptv GodueToy tdpyew

Themist. Phys. 38, &) the defi-
nition controverted by Aristotle
that it is the interval betweer - 7; w.
the limits of bodies; a miscon-
ception of Aristotle’s observa-
tion that time is notwithout mo-

tion;and the objection that Aris-
totle’s definition of time con-
tains a circle, are mentioned by
Simplicius, Phys 167 a; 169 5;
Themist. FPhys. 45, a; 46, a
(Sehal. 388, b, 20; 26); and an
ob'iectlon aga.m,:b Arist, Phys.
vii, 13 242, 4, 5; in Bimpl. Phys.
242, b. blmphcxua here (p. 167,
a) refers to the eighth book of
Galen's Apedeictie, and it is
probable, therefore, thaf all
these remarks were to be found
in this work..

atirtay, Bxmua Te [3¢] b 'n'pwav
awns elvas TouTi TO cdum, 5t ob
péoou THr wpds TEAAG cdueTo
koweriar AeuBdver. On the other
hand, the Pneuma is neither its
substanee nor its seat, but only
its mp@Tor dpyaver (1. o. ¢. 3; p.
606 24.).

2 Quod Animi  Mores Corp.
Temp. Seq. c.3; 5; iv. 775
$g.; 185 3g.; De Toc. A 115 :
viii. 127 sgq.

-

his utterances sound so hesitating that we elearly <
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we might be inclined to endorse the Peripatetic
doctrine, according to which the soul is the form of
the body ; but this would certainly lead to the view
maintained by the Stoics and shared by many of
the Peripatetics, that the soul is nothing else than
the mixture of corporeal substances, and as to its
immortality there could then be no question.!
Gualen does not venture to decide on this point, and
as little does he purpose to affirm or to deny im-
mortality.? It is the same with the question as to
the origin of living creatures. He candidly ac-
knowledges that he has not made up his mind upon

»>this subject. On the one hand he finds in the

formation of the human body a wisdom and a
power which he cannot attribute' to the irrational
vegetable soul of the embryo; on the other hand
the likeness of children to their parents obliges him
to derive the children from that soul; if we further
assume that the rational soul builds up its own
body, we are confronted with the fact that we are
most imperfectly acquainted with its natural econ-
stitution ; the only remaining alternative, to assume
with many Platonists, that the world-soul forms the
bodies of living ereatures, seems to him almost im-
pious, since we ought not to involve that divine
soul in such base occupations.®? Galen declares
himself more decidedly for the Platonie doctrine of

1 Qu. An. Moves &e. o 8; 45 b Aoyorichy] ofif’ és oim EoTiv
p. 773 39.: 780, Exw dareivacdar.

? Vide supra and l. e. e. 8: 2 De Fei. Form., c. 6, iv.
éyd 82 ofi8” &s Zorw [abdvaror 683 sgg.

GALEN,

the parts of the soul and their abodes,! which he
also no doubt combines with the corresponding
doetrine of Aristotle ;* his uncertainty in regard to

369

CHAP.
XITI.

the nature of the soul necessarily, however, casts =

doubt also upon -this theory. Nor will our philo-
sopher decide, he says, whether plants have souls,?
but in other places he declares himself decidedly
for the Stoic distinction between the Yrvyn and the

blos.t

We shall be all the less surprised at the vacilla-
tion and fragmentariness of these definitions when
we hear what value Galen attributes to theorctical
enquiries in general. The question concerning the
ity of the world, whether or not it had a begin-
ning, and the like, he thinks are worthless for the
practical philosephers ; of the existence of the Gods
and the guidance of a Providence we must indeed
try to convinee ourselves, but the nature of the
Gods we do not require to know : whether they have
a body or not can have no influence on our conduct ;
in a moral and political point of view it is also in-
different whether the world was formed by a deity

1Tis ean-
tempt for
merely f,-.
ﬂwam,‘wal
mgwm{’s

as useless
and ouit of
oy sphere.

or by a blindly working cause, if only it be acknow- *

ledged that it is disposed according to purpose and

! Cf besides the treatize De
HHippoeratis ef Platonis Plogitis,
which discusses this subject in
no fewer than nine books with
wearisome diffusiveness, (.
Angmi Mores, &c., ¢. 3. That
the three divisions of the soul
are not merely three faculties
of one substance, but three
distinet Substances, iz asserted

by Galen, De Hipp. sf Plat. vi.
2, and L. ¢

2 In Hsppaer de Alim, i,
10 xv. 205; In Hippocr. de
Humor. 3, 95 xvi. 93.

s e Substant, ¥ Taeilt. Nat.c.
1; B.iv. 757 9g.; cf. in Ha‘ppo-
cratis de ﬁpzdem Libr.
Seet. v. by xviii. b, 250,

+ De Natur. Faczdt. i 19 7.

Vi

BEE
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design.  Even the question which he has so fully
diseussed, concerning the seat of the soul, is only of
interest to the physieian, and not to the philoso-
pher ;! while conversely a definite opinion regarding
the nature of the soul is only necessary to theoretic
philosopby, and neither to medicine nor ethics.?
We certainly require no further evidence that a
philosopher who measures the value of scientific
enquiries so entirely according to their direct and
demonstrated utility, could not advance beyond an
uncertain eclecticism. But we shall greatly deceive
ourselves if we therefore expect from him indepen-
dent ethical enquiries. Galen’s numerous writings
on this subject? are all lost, with the exception of
two ;¢ but what we learn from ocecasional utterances
in one place or another, concerning his ethical
_opinions, contains merely echoes of older doctrines.
Thus we sometimes find the Peripatetic division of
\goods into spiritual, bodily, and external;® and in
‘another connection the Platonic doctrine of the four
. fundamental virtues,® and again the Aristotelian
proposition that all virtue consists in the mean.’
The question whether virtue is a science or some-

v De Hippocr. et Plat. ix. 6 ;
B.v. 779 sg

L Sub.sf Facult. Net. B.
iv. 764

3 De Propyr. Libr. 135 17.

4 De cognoseendis curandisque
anims morbis.  De anini pecod-
torum dignatione atque medels.

5 Protrept. 11; 1. 26 3q.

8 De Hippocr. ¢ Plai. vii, 1
8q.; V. 594

* In Hippoer. de Humor. .
11, end; xvi, 104: domep vip
T péror eariv alperdy &y wamw,
aite kal T wepBdAdord) éAAeirts
pevkTor. Gperal B mhcar év
HECw ouricTarTaL of O kokia
&w 7ob péoov. These words
refer indeed directly to cor-

poreal conditions, but they have

a universal application.

GALEN.

thing else, Galen decides thus: in the rational parts
of the soul it is a science, in the irrational merely -
a faculty and a quality or disposition.! The eclectic
tendeney of the man thus shows itself in this portion
also of his doetrine,

! De Hippoer. et Plat. v. 5; vil. 1; v, 468; 595,
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ACA

CADEMICS of the first cen-
tury B.C., 75 3g4.
— of the first centuries A.D., 344

2G4

Aca?gemy, the New and the 0ld,
§0; Philo, and the New, 81

— in Tmperial times increasinely
tends tobelief inrevelation, 194 ;
ecleeticism of the, 34, 3556 sg.

Achaicus, his commentary on the
categories, 313

Adrastus of Aphrodisias, a Peri-
patetic, 305, #.; his commen-
taries on Aristotle, 308 sg.;
views on the universe, 310

Elius Stilo, L., Roman disciple of
Pansetins, 11

Hmilius Panlus, gave his sons
Greek instructors, 8

Hnesidemus, 22

_Fschines,adizciple of Carneades, 5

Hther, theories concerning the,
124; 133; 341,5; 342, 1

Agathobulus, a Cynic, 204, 7.

Albinus, a Platonist, 335; his ec-
clecticism, 346; his commenta-
ries on Plato, 337 ; his division
of philesophy, 847; his doc-
{rines, 347 ; concerning Datter,
the Deity, the world, the world-
sonl, demons, the virtues, 347—
349 his importance among the
later Platonists, 350

Alezander, 4 Peripatetic of the
first century B.C., 124, 1

Alexander of Mg, a Peripatetic,
instructer of Nero, 304, 2

ANT

Alezander of Aphrodisias, a Peri-
patetie, 308, »., 318; called che
Commentator and Second Ari-
stotle, 810; commentaries of,
321 ; various thecries and doe-
trines of, 823; Aristotle’s doc-
trine of the Universal and
Particular, how treated by, 824;
his doctrine of the soul and
body, 326: the soul and vots,
327 ; relation of God and the
world, 329 ; Providence, 331

— the last important Peripatetic,
331

Alexander of Damascus, a Peri-
patetic, 306, «.

Alexander of Selencia, a Platonist,
called Peloplaton, 335, a.

Ammonius, of the New Academy,
teacher of Plutarch, 102, 2;
334, 3; 336, n.

Anatolius of Alexandria, Bishop
of Laodicea about 270, A.D., dis-
tinguished himself in the Peri-
patetic philosophy, 332, 2

Andronicus of Rhodes, head of
the Peripatetie school in Athens,
113 ; Aristotle’'s work edited by,
115; diverged from Aristotle,
116 ; but was on the whele a
genuine Peripatetie, 117

Animal food, to be avoided, ac-
cording to Musonius, 225; ar-
cument of Sextius apainst, 186

Annzus Serenus, a Stoic, 196, n.

Anthropology, Cicero’s, 169; Se-
neeca’s, 219
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ANT

Antibius, 200, #.

Antidotus, instructor of Antipater
of Biden, 54, no

Antiochus of Ascalon, disciple of
Philo, called the founder of the
fifth Academy, 87 ; his doctrines :
virtue and knowledge, 87; cri-
terion of truth, 88 ; dictaof the
senses not to be dizearded, 89 :
scepticism  self-contradietory,
90 ; maintains that all the
schools of philosophy are vir-

tually in agreement, 91 ; called |

by Cicero a pure Stoic, 92;
divides philesophy into three
parts, 92; his theory of know-
ledge, 93 ; his ethics, 95; doe-
trines of life according to
nature, 96; rhe highest good,
96 ; virfue and happiness, 97 ; his
position in regard to the Stoies
and Peripateties, 98: school
of, 99; other disciples of, 100

Antiochus the Cilician, a Cynie,
204, 7.

Antipater of Sidon, poet and
philosopher, 54, .

Antipater of Tyre, 71, #.

Apollas of Sardis, of the school of
Antiochus, 100, 7.

Apollodorus of Athens, leader of
the ‘Stoic scheol in the first
century B.C., 53, %.

Apollodorus 6 sxywordparves, come~
pared with Epicurus, 27, 23

Apollonides; friend of Cato, 72, n.

Apolioniug, a freedman of Cassius, |

s

72, n.
Apollonius, a Peripatetie, 304, 2
Apolloniug, a Platonist, 334, 3
Apollonius of Mysa, a Stoic, 53, n.
Apollonius of Ptolemais, 72, n.
Apollonius of Tyre, 71, .
Apollonius, Stoic instructer of
Marcns Aurelius, 198, n.
Apuleius, on the Cosmos, 129 ; not
the anthor of the treatise mepl

ATH

Archaicus, a Peripatetic, 307, n.

Aristo, a.disciple of Antiochus, who
went over from the Academy to
the Peripatetics, 105, 2; 121

Aristocles of Messene, a Peripa-
tetic, 314; fragments of his
great historical work preserved
by Kusebins, 315; his admiration
fdr Plato, 815; his conception
of Reason, human and divine,
317 : was a precursor of Neo-
Platonism, 318

Aristocles of Pergamus, a Peripa-
tetic, 305, u.

Aristodemus, a Platonist, 334, 3

Aristodemus, teacher of Strabo,
75, n. .

Aristotle, commentaries on, 112,
304 sgg.; assertion of his agree-
ment with Plato, by Antiochus;
91: by Cicero, 163 ; by Severus
and Albinus, 346, 347

Aristus, brother and successor of
Antiochus in the New Academy
at Athens, 100, 1

Arius Didymus of Alexandria, the
Academiec, 106

- 258,11

Arrian, the Stoie, 258

Artemon, a Peripatetic, 307, u.

Asclepiades of Bithynia, relation
to Epicureanism, 29 ; atomistic

xdouov, 131

theory of, 81

| Asclepiades, two Cynics of that

name, 284, n.; 301, 3
Agclepiodotus, a Btoic, T1, n.
Asclepicdotus of Nicma, a disci-

ple of Panwetins, 53, .
Aspasiug, a Peripatetic, 305, n.;

his commentaries on Aristotle,

308
Athenodorns, son of Saundon, 72, 2.
Athenodorus, surnamed Cordylio,

T, . .
Athenodorus the Rhodian, 124, 1
Athens visited by Romang, 13 ;

proposal by Gellius to the philo-

Arrian, author of a Meteorology,

A
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ATH

sophers in, 16 ; public teachers

of the four principal schools of

philosophy established in, by

Marcus Aunrelins, 195

Attalus, teacher of Seneca, 195

Atticus, his zeal for the purity of
the Academic doetrines, 341;
opposition to Aristotle’s defi-
nition  concerning Homonyms,
342, 348

Atomistic theory of Asclepiades, 31

ALBUS, L. Lueilius, 55, 7.
Balbus, Q. Lucilins, 55,7.5 T4, %.
Basilides, 54, n.
Pasilides of Scythopolis, 198, 7.
Boéthus, Flavius, 306, 7. !
Bosthus of Sidon, the Peripatetic,
disciple of Androniens, 1173 his
commentaries on Aristotle, anc
divergences from him, 119; on
the immortality of the soul, 120
‘Bosthus, the Stoic, 35; his deviation
from pure Stoieism, 353 attitude
to the Stoic theology, 36 ; tothe
doctrine of the conflagration ot
the world, 37, and prophecy, 38
Brutns, M., a disciple of Antiochus,
100, 7.

ALLICLES, 75, ¢ 1

% Carneades, hiz predilection
for ethics, 5; his influence at
Rome, 9

Carneades, the Cynic, 291, 2 end

Cato, Senecw’s opinion of, 230

Cato the Flder, 15, 1

Cato the Younger, T4, #.

Clelsus, a Platonist in the time of
Marcus Aurelius, 336, 7.

Qensorinus, 336, #.

Chemremon, teacher of Nero, 195, 1

Chairs, institntion of public, by
Hadrian, 189 ;

Chrysippus, on ihe treatise Tept
wiouou, 127 ‘

Chytron, a Cynie, 301, 3

CRA

Cicero, his writings on Greek phi-
losophy, 14 ; on the Epicureans,
925; his philosophic studies, 147 ;
his philosophical works, 148;
his scepticism, 149, 151 ; Cicero
and Carneadés, 152, 157; his
objection to dialectic, 158; his
theological opinions, 154 sg. 167 ;
his view of philosophy, 156 ; Lis
theory of knowledge, 158; doe-
trine of innate knowledge, 159 ;
moral disposition ionate, 160;
his doctrine of a moral sense,
160 ; his criterion of truth, 161;
on the immortality of the soul,
161, 170; dialectics and physics,
162 his eriticism of Epicurean-
ism, 162 ; his ethics, 163; eriti-
cism of the Stoies, 164; his
uneertainty and want of origin-
ality, 166; nature of God ac-
cording to, 167; human nature
in, 162: belief in Providence,
165 ; anthropology, 169; on
freewill, 171; Cicero a repre-
sentative of eclecticism, 157, 171

Qinna, Catulus, a Stoie, instructor
of Marcus Aurelins, 198, =

Claranus, a Stoic, 196, =

Ylaudius Agathinus, of Sparta,
diseiple of Cornutus, 196, »,

(laudins Maximus, Stoic, insiruc-
tor of Marcas Aurelins, 198, n.

(landius Severus, teacher of Mar-
cus Aurelius; 306, 7.

(litomachus, 5. £%

Qommentators of Aristotle—Cri-
tolans, Diodorns, Andronicus of
Bhodes, 113, 306

— of Plato, 337 37, :

Cornutus, L. Annzus, a Stoic,
banished by Nero, 196, 7. ; 198 5g.

Cotta, C., consul in T6 B.C., 6:15-
ciple and adberent of Philo,
100, 7.

Crassiting, Lucius, of Tarentum,
member of the school of the
Sextii, 181
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CRA

Crassus, Corneliug, 3 prolific writer
of the school of the Sextii, 181
Cratippus, a Peripatetic of the
first century B.0., 122
Crescens,a Cynie, aceuser of Justin
the Martyr, 294, .
Crispus Passienus, a Stoie, 196, .
Crifolaus, the most important re-
presentative of the Peripatetic
School in the second century
B.O, 113
- Cronius, a Platonist, 336, n.
Cynicism, revival of, soon affer
the beginning of the Christian
era, 289
Cynics, the, of the Imperial era,
- 288, 290
—, mentioned by Julian, 301, 3;
last traces of the, 302

AHMON, the divine in man,
266 (Epictetus); 278 (Marcus
Aureling)
Damocles of Messene, 53, a.
Daphnus, a Platonist, 836, 2.
Dardanus, disciple and successor
of Panatins, 53, n.
Demetrius, a CUynic, friend of
Seneca, 291; his moral prin-

knowledge, 203

Demetrius, an Epicurean, 28

Demetrius, a Platonist, 385, #.

Demefrius Chytras, a Cynic,
301, 3

Demetrius of Byzantium, a Peri-
patetic, 307, n.

D%rgetrius the Bithynian, a Stoic,
53, .

Democritus, a Platonist, 336, ».

Demonax, a Cynie, 294, n.; his

- eclecticism, 297 ; his efforts to
liberate men from things exter-
nal, 257 ; abstained from mar-
riage, sacrifices, and the mys-
teries, 298; his ready wit and
practical influence, 299

Demons, Posidonius in regard to,

ECL

61; in the treatise mwepl rdouov,
132 all things are full of gods
and (Epictetus), 265; Albinus
on, 349

Dereyllides, the srammarian mem-
ber of the New Academy, 102, =

Destiny, submission to, man’s duty,
271 (Epictetus); 284 (Marcus
Aurelins)

Dio, 100, n.: 121, 2

Dio Chrysostom, 353 : his notion
of philosophy the endeavounr to
be a righteous man, 354; ap-
proximation of Stoicism, 355 ;
Plato next to Demosthenes his
pattern of style, 356 ; his genersl
‘standpoint, 857

Diodorus, a Peripatetic commen-
tator, 113

Diodobus, instruetor and friend of
Uicero, n. ;

Diogenes, a Cynic, in the reign of
Vespasian, 204, z,

Diogenes of Selencia, his opinion
as to the conflagration of the
world, 35 :

Digsgeges of Tarsus, an Epicnrean,

¢ { Diogenianus, a Peripatetic, 307,
ciples, 285; his contempt for | - ' g

Diognetus, 198, .

Diovnysius of Cyrene, a geometri-
clan, 53, #.

Dionysius, Stoie of the first een-
tury A.D., 196, 2.

Dionysius, Stoic philosopher of the
first century B.C., 71,%. :

Diotimus, of the school of Panm-
tius, 54, #.

Diphilus, a Stoic, 53, .

Divine assistance to man, how
understood by Seneca, 243

ECLE CTICISM, origin and growth
of, in Greek philosophy ; cha-
racter of, 17; presupposes an
individnal eriterion of fruth,
18; eclecticism and the philo-
sophy of revelation, 20; scep-

kel
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ticism, 21; contained germs of
Weo-Platonism, 23;: eclecticism
among the Epicureans, 24 34.;
the Stoics, 31 sq., 246 sq.,
189 ; the Academies, 75 34., 335
sg.; the Peripatetics, 112 sg.,
804 ; in Cicero, 146: in Seneca,
224, 225, of Galen, 362 ; Eclec-
tics belonging to no particular
school, 351
Telectic School, the, 111
Egnatiug, Celer P, a Stoic, 197
Ennins, his acquaintance with
Greek philosophy, 7
Epictetus, 197, #.; date and per-
sonal history of, 257 ; his con-
ception of philosophy, 258 ; doc-
trines, 259 s¢.; men are to he
made philosophers in behaviour
rather than opinions, 260; his
opinion of logic and dialectic,
261 ; natural philosophy, 262;
religions view of the world, 263 ;
belief in the perfection of the
world, 268 ; opinion of the popu-
lar religion, 264 : soothsaying,
285 ; dsmons, 2665 ; Immortality
of the soul, 266 ; freewill, 267 ;
innate moral conceptions and
principles, 268 ; man’s indepen-
denece of things external, 269 ;
duty of absolute sabmission to
destiny, 271; inclination of
Epictetus to eynicism, 272 ; his
cynicism modified by his mild
disposition, 274:; his love of
mankind, 275
Epicureanism, the lafer, at Rome,
12
Hpicureans, in the first two cen-
‘turies B.C., relation of the later
to Epicarus, 26; Cicero on the,
25, 162
— the, averse to science, 194
Equality of men (Ssneca), 242
Ethies of Pansetins, 47; of Posi-
donius, 67 ; of Antiochus, 85 ; of
Rudorus, 104; of Arius Didymus,

GAL

108 ; of Cicero, 163; of Varro,
173; of the BSextii, 185; of
Seneca, 226 ; of Musonins, 251 5
of Epictetus, 268 sg. ; of Marcus
Aurelius, 286 ; of Galen, 370

Hubulus, a Platonist, 336, #.

Fuclides, a Platonist, 336, «.

Eudemus, a Peripatetic, 306, n.

Budorns of Alexandria, his Pla-
tonism, 103; his digest of the
Categories, 104; his Encyclo-
pedia, 104

Huphrates, teacher of the younger
Pliny, 197, ».

Evil external, Seneca’s view of,
229; Epictetus on, 270 ; Demo-
nax on, 297; Marcns Aureliuns
on, 284 -

ABIANTUR PAPIRIUS, 181
Faith, attitnde of Panstins to
the popular, 50; of Cicero, 169; of
Seneca, 241; of Epictetus, 264,
265 ; of Marcus Aurelius, 282

Fannius, C., a Roman disciple of
Panatius, 55, n.

Fatalism of the Stoics opposed by
Diogenianus, 307 ; by Alexander
of Aphbrodisias, 522

Forgiveness of injuries, Seneca,
241 ; Epictelus, 274; Marcus
Aurelins, 286

Freewill, Cicero’s treatise on, 1715
Seneca on, 231; Epictetus on,
267

Triendship, Senecaon,240; opinion
of some Epicureans on, guoted
by Cicero, 25

GAIUS, a Platonist, 335, n.; his

commentaries on Plato, 837

Galen of Smyrna; his personal
history, 360, 2; his fame as a.
physician, 368; his philosophy
iz eclecticism on a Peripatetic.

" basiz, 362; theory of knowledge,
363 ; high opinion of logic, 363.
8.2 his physicsand metaphysies,
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GAL
363 3q.; doctrine of matter, 366;
soul and body, 367; contempt
for theoretical enguiries, 360;

eclecticism of his ethics, 370 ;

his ethical writings, most of
them lost, 370

“Gellius the progonsul, his proposal
t0 the philosophers in Athens, 16

‘Georgius of Lacedsemon, 53, %.

‘God, nature of, according to Bob-
thus, 36; Cicero, 160, 167;
Seneca, 213 z¢., Epictetus, 263 :
Marcus Aurelius, 280-282: Alex-
ander of Aphrodisias, 330, 342
Galen, 369

Grods, see Faith

Good, the highest, according to
Antiochus, 96; Cicero, 164 sg.;
Varro, 172 ;

“Greek philosophy, decline of origi-
nality in, 3; effect of scepticism
on, 4 ; among the Romans, 610;
Homan students of, 11; effect
of Roman character on, 14 ; last
epoch of, 23

APPINESS, to be sought in
ourselves  (Seneeca), 236;
(Epictetus) 270; (Marcus Au-
relins) 2832, 284
Harpoeration of Arzos, a Platonist,
386, w.: his commentaries on
Plato, 339
“Heeato, of Rhodes, member of the
sehool of Panwtius, 53, »., 55
Hegesianax, a Cynic, 295, n.
Heliodorus, a Peripatetie, 822, 1
Heliodorus of Prusa, 115, 5
Helvidius Priscus, a Stoie, put to
death by Vespasian, 197, a.
Heraclides, the Stoie, 52; con-
temporary of Panstins, 52
Heraclitus, a Stoie, 195, 1
Heraclitus, of Tyre, member of the
New Academy, 99, #.
Heraclius, a Cynie, 301, 3
Heras, a Cynic in the rei of
Vespasia.n),-/ 294, 0 e

LAM

Herminus, a Peripatetic, 306, n.:
his commentaries on Aristotle,
312

Herminus, a Stoie, 200, n.

Hermodorus the Ephesian, 6, 2

Herophilus, a Cynic. 294, .

Homonyms, Aristotle’s definition -

concerning, objected to by Afti-
cus, 849, 343
‘Honoratus, a Cynie, 294, »,
Human nature, how treated by
Cicero, 169 ; by Seneca, 239 ; by
Epictetus, 260 ; by Marcus Au-
relius, 286

EAS, doctrine of, aceording to
Albinus, 348
Images, worship of (Varro), 178
Immediate certainty, its nature
according to the Eclecties, 19
Immortality, Cicern on, 161, 170 ;
Seneca's view of, 228 ; Epictetus
on, 266; Marens Aurelius on, 283
Iphicles, of Epirus, a Cynic, 301, 8

]"ASON, a Stoie, 71, n.
¢} Julianus, of Tralles, 307, .

INSHIP of mankind, Seneca,
239

— of man to God (Epictetus), 266 ;
(Marcus Aurelius) 283; (Dio
Chrysostom) 556

Enowledge of God, innate in man
(Cicero), 160, 161 ; (Dio Chryso-
stom), 356

Enowledge, theory of, 311 ; Philo’s,
79, 83; Cieero’s, 158; Cicero’s
doctrine of innate, 159; Anti-
ochu¥ theory of, 97: proper
object of, the universal, Alex-
ander of Aphrodisias, 824; Al-
binus on the theory and faculty
of, 347; Galen’s theory of, 362

AMPRTAR, a Peripatetic, bro-
ther of Plutarch, 3035, #.

ENR——
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LEO

Leonides, a Stoie of Rhodes, 71, 7.

Logie, how treated by Sencea, 208;
by Epictetus, 261; by Alexander
of Aphrodisias, 821; by Galen,
323

Longinus, 336, n. .

Love of mankind (Seneca). 239,
940; (Epictetus) 275; Marcns
Aureling), 286

Lucanus M. Annzus, nephew of
Seneca, a Stoic, 197, 7.

Lucian, his personal bistoryv, 51 :
considers philosophy as tied to
no sysiem, buf satirises each in
turn, 358, 359; conception of
true philosophy as the true art
of life, 360

Lucilins, 12, 3; 196, 5.

Tueretius, Epicureanism of, 26

Lyco, a Bithynian, 53, %

TARCUS AURELIUS, settled

B' public teachers of the four
chief schools of philosophy in
Athens, 103 references to him
and his instructors, 199, =.;
his personal history, 276; re-
semblances to Epictetus, 278 ;
conception of human life and of
the problem of philosophy, 279 ;
his doctrines, 279 s7.; belief in
the Divine order of the universe,
281; in dreams and auguries,
982 future existence, 283 ; his
ethics, 284 ; resienation to the
will of God, 285; love to man,
286 ; nobility and purity of his
life, 287

Marriaze, Sengca’s view of, 240 ;
Musonius on, 256 ; Epictetus on,
273

Maximus of Nicea, a FPlatonist,
336, n :

Maximus of Tyre, a Platonist, 335,
Thoy HIT

Menecrates of Methyma, of the
school of Antiochus, 100, 7.

NER

Menephylus, a Peripatetie, 304, 2
Menesarchus, disciple and succes-
sor of Panmtius, 53 g
Menippus, a Oynic of the third

century B.C., 241, 1
__, the Lycian, mentioned by
Philostratus, 201, 2.
Meteorology, Seneca’s, 211
Metrodorus,  philosopher  and
painter,8,1: aceompanied A mi-
ling Paulos on his warlike ex-
peditions, 8 .
Metronax, a Stoic, 196 i
Mnasagoras, disciple of Panztius,
- 58, .
Mnaseas of Tyre, of the school of
Antiochus, 100, 7.
Mnesarchus, the Stoic, 86
Monachism adopted by the Chris-
tian Church from Cynicism, 803
Mueius Semvola, disciple of Panes-
tius, 49 5
Mummius, Sp., Roman, disciple of
Panztius, 55, #-
Museum, the Alezandrian, 191

| Musonins, a Cynie, 766, 2 énd

Musonins, a Stoicof the third cen-
tury A.D., 200, n.

Musonins Rufus, instroctor _uf
Epicterus, 197, «. ; personal his-
tory, 246, 3; devoted to prac-
tical ethics, 248: asserted
philosophy to be the only way
to virtue, 251 ; his personal in-
fluence, 258; Stoicism exag-
gerated by Musonius, 268 ; inner
freedom of man his leading
thought, 254 ; reasons for avoid-
ing animal food, 255 ; views on
marriage and the exposure of
children, 256: disapproval of
public prosecutions, 256

Musonius the Tyrian, 199, n.

JEQ-PLATONISM, forerunners
\  of, among the Platonists, 344

Nero, influence of the time of, on
philosophy, 236
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NES

Nestor of Tarsus, the Academie,
54, m.; distinet from Nestor the
Stoic, 102, 2

Nieander the Bithynian, 53, ».

— a Peripatetic, 307, ».

Nicolans of Damascus, 122

Nigrinus, a Platonist, 335, 73 his
eclecticism, 344

Numa, the books of, 7

Numenius, 335, ».

(ENO}IAUS of Gadara, a Cynic

of the reign of Hadrian,
205; ‘his treatise against the
¢ Juggzlers,” 295

Origen, 336, n.

Originality, decline of, in Greek
philosophy, 3

Orion, 282

PAN_ETIUS of Rhodes, 29; at

£ Rome, 9; friend of Seipio and
Leelius, 40; head of the Stoie
school in Athens, 40; learning
and reputation, 11: character
of his Stoicism, 42 ; denial of the
soul's existence after death. 45;
ethies, 47; work on duty, 48
theolooy, 49: his allegorical in-
terpretation of myths, 50; rejec-
tion of soothsaving, 58; relation
to the §_3t0_ics, 51; contemporaries
and disciples of, 52 school of,
53 3g.; and Seneca, 245

Pa.upra,t-ius, a Uynie, 294, »,

Papirius, Fakianus, member of the
school of the Sextii, 181

Paramonus of Tarsus, disciple of
Panstius, 53, 2

Paulus, the Prefect, a Peripatetie,
306, . :

Pausanias of Pontus, disciple of
Pansetins, 53, %

Peregrinus, a Cynic, 204, n. :

2

Lucian's description of him,

PHI

123 ; Chrysippus on, 127 ; Posi-
. donius not the author of, 128 ;
nature of the freatise, 132;
aﬁx_nty with Stoiciem, 135
Peripatetic and Stoicideas eom-
bined in it, 187; its probable
date of composition, 138 later
than Posidonius, 141 : about the

_first centmry B.Q., 143

Peripatetics, the later, 112; ex-
clusively devoted to commen-
taries on Aristotle, 194

— of thefirst centories after Christ,
304 sq.

Peripatetic School from the second
half of the third century a.D.
gradually merged in that of the
Neo-Platonists, 552

Persins, Flaccus A, a Stoic,
197, .

Petroa_n’u.s, Aristocrates, of Mag-
nesia, a Stole, 196, 7.

Phanias, a Stoie, 71, ».

Phile, of Tarissa, at Rome, 88 B.0.,
12; personal history, 75: in-
struetor of Cicero, 76 ; practical
})asis, 77 ; his revival of Platon-
ism, 82; theory of knowledge,
8.1’1;; \ttias t-h&czl founder of the
‘Fonrth Academy,’ 84; pupils
of, 100, 7, 2 o

Philopator, a Stoic under Hadrian,
198, n.

Ph}losophers banished from Rome,

—f;g:ts of, enumerated by Varro,
Philosophy, scheols of, tend to
amaleamation, 1; Boman esti-
mates of, 15
— c_)f_revelation, allied with eclec-
ticism, 20 ; schools of, are all in
agreement, according to Antio-
chus, 01 ; general character of,
in Imperial times, 189

299, 3; his voluntary death by
fire, 209 ; praised by Gellius, 300

— regarded with political mis-
trust in the first century B.C.,

Tlept Kdopou, the treatise, its origin,

B
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PHI

190 : chairs of, established by
Hadrian, 191 ; theoretical and
practical, 205; relation of, to
rhetoric, 352 Al
Physics, Seneca’s high estimation
of, 210 :
$ious distinguished from duxh by
Pangtins, 47 ; by Galen, 369
Piso, 53. . ;
Piso, M., a disciple of Antiochus,
101, a.
Plato, commentators of, 837
Plato of Ehodes, 53, n.
Platonism, revival by Fhilo, 82
Platonists of the first centuries
AD., 334 :
Plutarch, hiscommentary on Plato,
337
Polyzelus, a Cynic, 295, n.
Polyzelus, a Peripatetic, 295 n.
Posidoniug at Rome at the begin-
" ping of the first century B.C., 12
 a Syrian of Apames, disciple of
Panmtins, 66; his doctrines and
relation to Stoicism, 59 sq.;
love of rhetoric and erudition,
2 ; natural seience, 62 ; anthro-
pelogy, 64 ; doctrine of the soul,
64 sqg.; ethics, 85; psychology,
68: not the aunthor of mepl
kbouou, 128
Potamo of Alesandria, his eclec-
tieism, 109 s¢.; criterion of
truth, 111 : :
Premigenes of Myfilene, a Peripa-
tetie, 306, w. #
Proclinus, a Platonist, 356, ».
Protagoras, a Stoie, T4, n. :
Providence, Cicero’s belief in, 168
Marcus Aurelius on, 285
Ptolemy, a Peripatetic, 517, .
Ptolemy, two Epicureans of that
name, 28, 2
Publius, 2 dizsciple of Philo, 100, 2.

BELIGION, Seneca's conception
of, 244

SEL

Rhetorie, an importart part of
publicinstruction in the Imperial
period, 352 ; numerous schools
of, 852 ; appointment of public
teachers of, 352

Boman character, effect of, on
Greek philosophy, 14 ;

Boman disciples of FPanmting,
55, 7.

Roman estimate of philosophy, 16

Roman students of Greek phile-
sophy, 11

Rome, Greek philosophy at, 6;
philosophers banished from, 7 ;
Carneades at, 9; Greek philo-
sophy at, 10; Epicureanism at,
12 ; Panztius at, 9; Stoicism
at, 9; Philodemus and Syro, the
Epicureans at, in the first cen-
tury B.C., 18; Philothe Platonist
at, in 88 B.0.; 12

Bubellins Plautus, a Stoic put to
death by Nera, 197, n.

Fusticns Junius, Stoic instractor
of Marcus Aurelius, 198, n.

Rutilins Rufus, (., Roman disciple
of Panstins, 55, 2.

{AKKAS, a Platonist, 336, n.
Sallustius, a Cynic ascetie of
Athens in the sixth eentury A.D.,
302, 8
Sandon, 72, n.
Semvola, Q. Mucins, Roman dis-
ciple of Panztius, 55, ».
Spepticism, its effect on Greek
philosophy, 4; relation of, to
eclecticism, 12; self-contradic-
tory according to Antiochus, 80
of Beneca, 225
Schools of Philesophy, the, tend
to approximate, 193
Seylax of Halicarnassus, friend of
Pansmtins, b, 2.
Self - examination, necessity of
(Seneea), 258 :
Selins, Caius, disciple of Philo,
100, 7.
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SEN

Seneca, 196, ».; his reputation and
influence, 203 ; practical nature
of his ethics, 204; his concep-
tion of philesophy, theoretical
and practical 205 s¢.: contempt
for merely theoretical inguiries,
his view of logie, 208; his high
estimation of physics, 210; his
meteorology, 211 ; physical and
theologicaldoctrines, 212 ;nature
of God, according to, 213 Stoic-
ism in, 215; theories of the
world, 217; his anthropology,
219 ; nature of the soul, acoord-
ing to, 219 theory of passions
and affections, 221 ; frailty of
human_ pature, 221; contempt
for the body, 222; body and
spirit opposed, 222 ; his view of
immortality, 223 ; Seneea’s psy-
chology compared with that of
Chrysippus, 221: scepticizm of,
295 ; Stoicism of, 226, 242

—on external evil, 229 : ethics
of, 226 ;: Peripateticism of, 229 ;
his opinion about Cate, 230

— on the wise man, 231 ; his
deviation. from Stoigizm, 231;
vacillation in his character, 232 ;
thetorie of, 234

— influence of his time, 235

— bids us find bappiness in our-
selves, 236; necessity of self-
examination, 288 ; natural kin-
ship of mankind, 239 ; view of
political life, 239 ; love of man-
kind, 239, 240; view of matriage,
240

— on the forgiveness of inju-
ries, 241 ; view of suicide, 243 ;
of the assistance given by the
Deity to man, 243; on the
equality of men, 242; his con-
ception of religion, 244 : com-
pared with Panstins, 245

Senses, the, their dicta not to be
discarded ; deetrine of Antio-
chus, 89 ; of Cicero, 158

STO
Serapio, a Stole, 196 a.
Serenianus, a Cynie, 301, 8
Severus, a Platonist, 336, #.; his
commentary on the Timeaus, 339
his ecleeticism, 343 ; treatise on
the soml, 845 s4.; deviations
from Platonism, 348
Sextii, school of the, advocated
daily self-examination, re-
nounced animal food, 186; its
character and doctrines, 183 ag.;
was a braneh of Stoicism, 187
Sextius, (., his school, 180 ; ques-
tion as to his anthorship of the
book of Semfences, 182, 2 ; rela-
tion to the Stoics, 186 ; succeeded
e}; lhead of the school by his son,
Seﬁus of Chgeronea, a Platonist,
334, n.
beﬁgs the supposed Pythagorean,
o2
Socrates, a Peripatetic, 307, #.
Sagilggenes, the Peripatetic, 306, .;
Sosigenes, the Stoie, contemporary
of Pansetins, 52
Soson of Ascalon, 53, ».
Sotas of Paphos, a Stoic, 54, ».
Sotion, a Peripatetic, 305, ».
Sotion of Alexandria, member of
the school of the Bextii, 181;
instructor of Seneca, 181
Soul, nature of the, according fo
Asclepiades, 30 : Antiochus, 95
Alexander of Aphrodisias, 326;
Cicero, 170 ; Posidonius, 64 ;
Seneca, 219; Marcus Aurelins,
283 ; the, an emanation from the
Deity, 176; the, immortality of,
defended by Cicero, 170 ; is air
{ Varro), 176; opinionsof Atticus,
342 Galen, 367
Sphedrias, a Cynie, 295, %.
Staseas, of Naples, called by Cicero
nobilis Peripatetions, 122, 1
Stoicism at Rome, 9
Stoics, the later, 34 : of the first

INDEX, 385

AT

century B.C., 71 s¢.; the, and
Sertius, 186; the, in fhe first
centuries A.D., 189; criticism of
the, by Cicero, 164 : their re-
striection to ethics, 194 ; under
Domitian, Trajan, and Hadrian,
198, ».; inelination of the later
to Platonism, 42 s9., 62 s¢.
Strabo the geographer, a BStoic,
T3, . 4
Siratocles of Rhbodes, a Stoic,
54, 7. i
Stra.t’o, the Alexandrian Peripa-
tetic, 307, %.
Suicide, Seneca’s view of, 243 ; de-
fended by the Cynics, 298, 300
Sulpicins Gallus, astronomer and
philosopher, &

AURUS CALVISIUS BERY-

T TUR, a Platonist, 386, n.;
commentaries on Plato, 540

Tetrilius Rogus, 100, %. ;

Theagenes, a Cynic, 294, n; dis-
ciple of Peregrinus, 301

Theodotus, a Platonist, 386, n.

Theomnestus, & Cynic, 295, a.

Theomnestus, of the New Aca-
demy, 102, 2

Theo of Alexandria, 73, #.

Theo of Smyrna, a Platonist, 335,
2.3 his commentaries on Plato,
339

Theopompus, of the school of An-
tiochus, 100, w.

Thrasea Pwetus, a2 Stoie, 197, n;
friend of Seneca, 201, 2

Thrasyllus, the grammarian, memn-
ber. of the New Academy,
102, 2

Timocles of Cnidus, 54 7.

Truth, criterion of, according to
Antiochus, 88; according to

ZEN

Tubero, Q. Alius, Roman disciple
of Pansetiug, 55, 7.

ARRO, a disciple of Antiochus,.
V 100, %. ; o Roman eclectic and
friend of Cicero, 171 : his view
of philosopby, 172; and the:
sects of philosophers, 173 ; his
ethics and doctrine of the
highest good, 174; virtue a con-
dition of happiness, 174; his:
psychology and theology, 176:
his opinjon of image worship,
178 ; of State religion and theo-
logy, 178 !
Vespasian, his measures against
philesophers, 190, 1; payments.
to rhetoricians, 191,83 _
Vigellins, M., Roman disciple of
Pangtius, 55, n. ‘ !
Virgining Rufus, a Peripatetic,
307, n. :
Virtne and knowledse, according:
to Antiochus the Academic, 83,
96
Virtue, 2 condition of happiness,
174 (Varro) ; 238 (Seneca); rela~
tion of, to philosophy, according
to Musonius Bufus, 251

ISE MAX, the, of the Stoics,
and Seneca, 231 :
World, theories of the (Treatise
mept kbopov), 134 1 (Seneca), 217‘ =
(Marcus Aurelius), 281 ; gAttl-
cus), 342 ; final conflagration of
the, 34, 35,44

ANTHIPPTS, a Uynic, 205
Kenarchus, controverted Aris-
totle’s Physics, 124

ENO of Sidon, 27
Zeno of Tarsus, successor of
Chrysippus, 84: opinion as to

Potamo, 111; Cicero, 155, 156,
161 ; according to Galen, 363

the destruction of the world, 34
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