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PREFACE.

Ix offering to the English reader a new edition of
that part of Dr ZELLER'S Philosophie der Griechen
which treats of Socrates and the imperfect Socratic
Schools, the translator is not tnaware of the diffi-
cnlties of the task which he has undertaken. For if,
on the one hand, such a translation be too literal, the
reader may find it more difficult to understand than-
the original, and expend labour in disentangling the
thread of a sentence which were better spent in
grasping its meaning. If, on the other hand, too.
much freedom he allowed, the charge may be justly .
preferred, that the rendering does not faithfully re-
present the original. The present trams\léitgix;" has en-
deavoured to steer a middle course between these
two extremes, aiming at reproducing the meaning of
Dr ZELLER'S work, whilst reducing the sentences, and
where it seemed necessary, by breaking them up. In

order to avoid inaccuracies, he has once more care-
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fully gone over the whole, and hopes that such slight
changes as may have been made in this the third
edition will be found to be in the way of amend-
ment.

The writer is well aware how imperfeetly he has
been able to realise his own standard of excellence :
but believing that there is a large class of students
who find it a work of toil to read Dr ZELLER'S work
in the original, he submits this attempt to meet
their wants, soliciting for it a gentle criticism.

SPARSHOLT VICARAGE, BERKS :
Mereh, 1885,
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PART L

THE GENERAL STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE.

CHAPTER I.

THE INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF GREECE IN
THE FIFTH CENTURY.

Tag intellectual life of Greece had reached a point

towards the close of the fifth eentury before Christ.

at which the choice between two alternatives lay
hefore it, either giving up philosopby altogether, or
attempting a fresh treatment upon entirely new lines.
The older schools were not indeed for the most part
extinet 3 but dependence in their systems had been
shaken ; a general disposition to doubt had set in.
From the Sophists men had learnt to call everything
in question—to attack or defend with equal readi-
ness every opinion. Belief in the truth of human
ideas, or in the walidity of moral laws, had been

. lost. Not only inquiries respecting nature, which

had engaged the attention of thinkers for upwards

of a century and a half, had become distasteful, but

even philosophy itself had given place to a mere

superficial glibness of thought and expression and
B
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the acquisition of attainments useful only for the
purposes of social life. Yet this state of things
naturally suggested the need of a new method,
which would avoid the defects and onesidedness of
previous systems by a more cautious treatment of
scientific questions. The way thereto had not only
been prepared indirectly by the clearing away of
previous speculation, but the very instrument of
research had been sharpened by the quibbles and
subtleties of sophistry; ample material, too, for the
erection of a new structure lay to hand in the
labours of preceding philosophers. Moreover, by
the practical turn taken by Sophistic enquiries a new
field of research had been opened up, the more
careful cultivation of which gave promise of a rich
harvest for speculative philosophy. Would a creative
genius be forthcoming, able to make use of these
materials, and to direct thought into a new channel ?
Before this question Greek philosophy stood at the
time when Socrates appeared.

The answer was determined in great part by the
course which political circumstances, moral life, and
general culture had taken. Between these and philo-
sophy the connection is at all times close ; yet lately,
in the case of the Sophistic teaching, it had become
more than ever apparent. The most sweeping
changes had taken place in the fifth century in
Greece. Never has a nation had a more rapid or
more brilliant career of military glory in union with
high culture than had the Greeks. Yet never has
that career been sooner over. First came the great

'
i

]

ILLUSTRATED BY POLITICS.

deeds of the Persian war, then the rich bloom of art
of the age of Pericles; following immediately an
internal conflict which wasted the stremgth and
prosperity of the free states of Greece in unhallowed
domestic strife, which sacrificed anew the indepen-
dence so hardly won from the foreigner, for ever
undermined freedom, confused all moral notions, and
irretrievably ruined the character of the people. A
progress which elsewhere required centuries was
here compressed within a few generations. When
the pulse of national life beats so fast, the public
character must undergo a quick and perceptible
change ; and when so much that is great happens in
so short a time, an abundance of ideas is sure to crop
up, awaiting only a regulating hand to range them-
selves into scientific systems.

Of greatest importance for the future of philo-
sophy was the position won by Athens since the close
of the Persian war. In that great conflict the con-
sciousness of a common brotherhood had dawned
upon the Hellenes with a force unknown before.
All that faney had painted in the legend of the
Trojan_war seemed to be there in actual history:
Hellas standing as a united nation opposed to the
East. The headship of this many-membered body
had fallen in the main to Athens, and accordingly
that city had become the centre of every intellectual
movement, ‘the Prytaneum of the wisdom of
Greece” ! This circumstance had a most beneficial
effect on the further development of philosophy.

1 8o called by Hippias in Plaie, Prot. 337, D.
B2
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No doubt a tendency may have been already noticed
on the part of the several schools to come forth from
theirisolation ; in the natural philosophers of the fifth
century it may be seen that an active interchange
of thought was being carried on between the East
and the West of Greece ; and now that the Sophists
had begun to travel from one end to the other of the
Hellenic world, carrying to Thessaly the eloquence of
Sicily, to Sieily the doctrines of Heraclitus, these
yarions sources of eulture could not fail gradually to
flow together into one mighty stream. Still it was of
great importance that a firm bed should be hollowed
out for this stream and its course directed towards a
fixed end. This result was brought about by the rise
of the Attie philosophy. No sooner had the various
lines of pre-Socratic inquiry met and crossed in
Athens, as the common centre of the Grecian world,
than it became possible for Socrates to found a
more comprehensive philosophy ; and to Athens ever

- afterwards Greek philosophy clung so firmly, that

B. The
answer de-
termined
by litera-
ture.

(1) The
trage-
dians.

down to the time of the New Academy that city was
the birthplace of all schools historically important,
as it was their last place of refuge, too, before the
final extinction of ancient philosophy.

To make clear, from the literary remains we
possess, the change which took place in Greek ideas
during the fifth century, and to estimate the worth
and extent of the contributions rendered to philo-
sophy by the general culture of the time, the great
Athenian tragedians may be first appealed to. For
tragedy is better suited than any other kind of

(o

- tion.

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

poetry to arouse ethical reflection, to pourtray the
moral feelings of a people, and to express the
highest sentiments of which an age, or at least
individual prominent spirits in an age, are capable.
Every deeper tragic plot rests on the conflicting
calls of duty and interest. To make clear the origin
of such a plot, to unfold the position psychologically,
to produce the general impression intended, the poet
must keep these two points of view before us, allow-
ing each to advoeate its cause in lively speech and
counter-speech : he must go into the analysis of
moral consciousness, weigh what is right and what
is faulty in human action, and expose it to view. As
a poet he will do so, always having regard to the
particular case before him. Yet this he cannot do
without comparing one case with another, without
going back to general experience, to the generally
received mnotions respecting right and wrong—in
short, to general moral conceptions. Hence tragic
poetry must always give a lasting impetus to seien-
tific speculation on moral conduct and its laws;
and at the same time afford itself for such specula-
tion material both ample and to a certain extent
already prepared, and only requiring use, or correc-
Moreover, moral convietions being originally
bound up with religious convictions in the case of
the Greeks as in the case of other nations, and this
connection particularly affecting tragedy owing to

1 On this point compare the vol. viii. 187, ed. 1870; vel.
excellent remarks of Grate, vil 7, ed. 1872.
Hist. of Greece, P. IL c. 67,

CHAP,

L
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the legendary subjects with which it deals, it follows
that all that has been said respecting the connection
between tragedy and principles of morality, applies
also to the connection between tragedy and prineiples
of theology : nay more, in exactly the same way tra-
gedy must busy itself with the nature and state of
men whose deeds and fate it depiets. In all these
respects a most decided and thorough change in
Greek thought may be observed in the three genera-
tions, whose character finds such fitting expression in
the three successive tragedians, Hschylus, Sophocles,
and Euripides, Without going so far as to attribute
to the poets themselves every word which they put
into the mouths of their heroes, still the general
tone of their sentiments may be gatheréd partly from
their general treatment of the materials, partly from
their individual utterances, with no lack of certainty.
I Aschylus there is an earnestness of purpose,

'a depth of religious feeling, an overwhelming force

and majesty, worthy of a man of ancient virtue, who
had himself taken part in the great battles with the
Persians. At the same time there is a something
sullen and despotic about him, which a time of
heroic deeds and sacrifices, of mighty capabilities
and inspiriting results, could neither soften down
nor yet dispense with. The spirit of his tragedies
is that of an untamed and hoisterous mind seldom
moved by softer feelings, but spell-bound by rever-
ence for the Gods, by the recognition of an unbend-
ing moral order, by resignation to a destiny from
which there is no escape. Never were the Titan-like

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

insolence of unbridled foree, the wild fury of passion

and frenzy, the crushing might of fate, the dread of _

divine vengeance, more thrillingly painted than by
AEschylus. At the hottom of all his sentiments lies
reverence for the divine powers; yet these are
glonped almost monotheistically together, in his
grand vision, as ome almighty power. What Zeus
says happens; his will always comes to pass, even
though it escape the notice of men ;' no mortal
can do aught against him;? none can escape the
decision of heaven, or rather of destiny,® over which
Zeus himself is powerless.* In face of this divine
power man feels himself wealk and frail ; his thoughts
are fleeting as the shadow of smoke ; his life is hke
a picture which a sponge washes out.® That man
mistake not his position, that he learn not to over-
rate what is human,® that he chide not the gods
when in affliction,” that his mind soar not too high,
that, the grain of guilt planted by pride ripens to a
harvest of tears,*—such is the teaching which, with
glowing words, flashes on us in every page of the poet.
Not even an Aschylus, however, was able to grasp
these ideas in their purity, or to rise above the con-
tradiction which tins mnot only through Greek
tragedy, but through the whole of the Greek view
of life. On the one hand, even he gives utterance
14185?]113131' s B 13?11;1@0‘03, Fr. 155 (154).
¢ Prometh. 550. © Fraom. 369 Dindorf. Sto-
8 Pers. 93; Fragm. 299 Din- beus, Serm, 108,_&:_3, attributes
dorf (352 Nauck]). the words to Buripides.

4 Prometh. 511. 8 Pers, 820.
5 Fragm. 295 (390); Agam.

CaAT,
e

=1
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to the ancient belief in the envy of heaven, which
is so closely connected with the peculiarity of
natural religion ; sickness lurks under the rudest
health ; the wave of fortune, when it bears man
highest on its crest, breaks on a hidden reef; would
the man on whom fortune smiles escape ruin, he
must voluntarily throw away part of what he has;!
even the deity itself ordains guilt, when bent on
utterly destroying a family.> On the other hand,
Aschylus never tires of insisting on the connection
between guilt and punishment. Not only in the
old stories of Niobe and Ixion, of the house of Laius
and of that of Atreus, does he paint with telling
touches the pitilessness of divine vengeance, the
mischief which follows in the wake of pride, the
never-dying eurse of crime; but also in the unex-
pected result of the Persian expedition he sees a
higher hand, visiting with punishment the self-ex-
altation of the great king, and the insults offered to
the gods of Greece. Man must suffer?® according to
his deeds; God blesses him who lives in piety with

out.guile and pride, but the transgressor of right,

vengeance * though it tarry at first suddenly over-

takes ; some Diké strikes down with a sudden blow,?
others she slowly crushes; from generation to gen-
eration the curse of crime gathers strength, so like-
wise virtue and happiness ® descend to children and

1 Agam. 1001; compare the * Agam. 1563; Choeph. 309;
story of Polycrates in Herodo- Fr. 282,

tus, iii. 40. i Eumen. 530; Fr. 283,
* Niobe, Fr. 160; blamed 3 Choeph. 61.
by Plato, Rep. 330, A. ¢ Agam. 750.

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

children’s children ; the Furies rule over the destiny fs

of men, avenging the father’s sins on the sons,!
sucking the eriminal’s life-blood, stealthily clinging
to his feet, throwing round him the snares of mad-

Tess, pursuing him with punishment down to the

shades.? So hard and pronounced is the thought of
divine justice and of implacable destiny running
through all these mighty poems.

A1l the more remarkable on that account is the
vigour with which the poet breaks through the
fetters which this view of the world imposes. In
the Eumenides, these moral conflicts, the play of
which Aschylus can so well pourtray,® are brought
to a satisfactory issue, the bright Olympie Goddess
appeasing the dark spirits of vengeance, and the
severity of the ancient bloodthirsty Justice yielding
to mercy. In the Prometheus, natural religion as
a whole celebrates its moral transfiguration; the
jealousy of the Gods towards mortals is seen to melt
into graciousness; Zeus himself requires the aid of
the Wise One, who, for his kindness to men, has
had to feel the whole weight of his wrath; yet, on
the other hand, the unbending mind of the Titan
must be softened, and Zeus’ rule of might be
changed by willing submission into a moral rule.
What the poet places in the legendary past is in
reality the history of his own time and of his own
mind. Zschylus stands on the boundary line be-
tween two periods of culture, and the story he tells

! Bum. 830. * Choeph. 896; Eum. 198,
2 Eum. 264, 312. 566.
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of the mitigation of ancient justice, and of the new
rule of the Gods, was repeated in another way, when
the sternmness of the generation of Marathon gave
place to the bright sunshine of the age of Pericles.
To the spirit of this new age Sophocles has given
the most fitting expression. Albeit his principles
agree with those of his predecessor, his poems,
nevertheless, convey a very different impression.
CThe keynote of the poetry of Sophocles is likewise
reverence for the Gods, whose hand and laws en-
compass human lifeJ From them come all things,
even misfortune ;! their never-decaying power no
mortal can withstand; nothing can eseape its de-
stiny ;2 from their eyes no deed and no thought can
be hid;?® their eternal laws,’ the offspring of no
mere human power, none dare transgress. Men,
however, are weak and frail, mere shadows of a
dream, a very nothing, capable only of a passing
semblance of happiness.” No mortal’s life is free
from misfortune,® and even the happiest man cannot
be called happy before his death;’” nay, taking all
things into account, which the changing day brings
with it, the number of woes, the rarity of good
fortune, the end to which all must come, it were
well to repeat the old saying, ‘Not to have been
born is the best lot, and the next best is to die as
soon as may be.)® The highest wisdom in life is,

! Ajax, 10863 Trach. 1278.
2 Antig. 604, 951; Fr. 615.
* Electra, 657.

4 (Bd. T. 864 ; Ant. 450.

5 Ajax, 125; (Ed. T. 1188;

Fr. 12, 6186, 860,

® Ant. 611: Fr. 530,

7 (Jud. T. Trach. 1, 943; Fr.
532, HEs,

¢ {Fd. Col. 1213,

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

therefore, to control desire, to keep the passions in
check, to love justice, to fear God, to be resigned to
fate. Man should not exalt himself above human
measure ; only the modest man is acceptable to the
Gods ;! it is absurd to seek a higher instead of
being content with a moderate lot ; arrogance hurries
on to sudden destruction ; Zeus hates the vaunts of
a boastful topngue,>—all these teachings Sophocles
illustrates by the example of men who have been
hurled from the summit of fortune, or who have
been ruined by intemperance and overbearing. He,
too, is full of the thought of the worth of virtue
and of divine retribution. He knows that upright-
ness is better than riches, that loss is better than
unjust gain, that heavy guilt entails heavy punish-
ment, but that piety and virtue are worth more
than all things else, and deserving a reward mot
only in this world, but also in the next;* he even
declares that it is more important to please those in
another world than those in this.? He is moreover
convinced that all wisdom eomes from the Gods,
and that they always bring men to what is right,?
albeit men must never cease from studying and
pursuing it themselves.® He bids them to commit
their griefs to Zeus, who from heaven above looks
down and orders all things, and to bear what the
Gods send with resignation,” and in this belief is

! Ajax, 127, 758; (Bd. Col. = Fr. 834, 227, 809, 865; in
1211 ; Fr. 320, 528. the unintelligible Bein Auépe
z (Ed. T. 873 : Ant. 127, probably there is a efa potpe.

8 Fr, 18, 210, 196; FPhiloc. ¢ Fr. 731, T36.
1440. * Elec, 174 Fr. 523, 862.
i Ant. 71 .
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neither shaken by the good fortune of many bad
men, nor yet by the misfortunes of many good
ones.!

The same thoughts had inspired the poetry of
/Eschylus, and yet the spirit of the drama of Sopho-
icles is a very different one from his. Sophocles has
‘a higher artistic execution to show, a fuller dramatie
‘handling, a more delicate delineation of the inner
life, a more-careful unravelling of action from cha-
racters and of characters by means of actions, more
beauty of proportion, language clearer and more
pleasing ; whereas for stormy force, for wild grandeur,
for majestic view of history, Alschylus stands un-
rivalled. Nor yet is the moral platform of the two
tragedians quite the same. g‘:'Both are penetrated
with reverence for the divine powers; but in Eschylus
this reverence is combined with dread which has
first to be got over, and with antagonism which
has to be overcome before the trustful resignation
and the blissful peace of the piety of Sophocles
can be attained. The power of fate seems with
Aschylus much harsher, because less called for by
the character of those whom it reaches; the reign
of Zeus is a reign of terror, mitigated ounly by
degrees, and man must perish if the Deity enter into
too close relations with him.? Both poets celebrate
the victory of moral order in the world over human
self-will ; but in /Eschylus the vietory is preceded
by severer and more dreadful struggles. Moral

1 Fr, 104, Io in the Prometheus, espe-
2 Compare the character of ecially v. 887, &c.

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

order works, with him, as a stern and relentless
power, crushing the refractory ; whereas, with Sopho-

cles, it completes its work with the quiet certainty |
of a law of nature, awakening rather pity for human -

weakness than terror. That conflict of the older
bloodthirsty justice with the milder justice of modern
times, round which the Eumenides of Alschylus
play, Sophocles has left behind ; with him justice is,
from the very beginning, harmoniously united with
merey, and the most acenrsed of all mortals ﬁnds. in
the ¢ (Edipus Colonens’ reconciliation at last. His
heroes, too, are of a different order from those of
his predecessor. In Alschylus moral contrasts are

so sharp, that human representatives of them do -

not suffice; hence he brings the Gods themselves
into the Dbattle-field, Zeus and the Titans, the
daughters of Night and the denizens of Olympus;
whereas the tragedy of Sophocles moves entirely in
the world of men. Mschylus deals by preference
with headstrong natures and passions uncontrolled ;
the strong point of Sophocles is to depict what is
noble, self-contained, tender; stremgth is by him
generally conpled with dignity, pain with resigna-
tion. Hence his female characters are so specially
successful. Aschylus paints in a Clytzmnestra, the
demoniacal side of woman’s nature in all its repul-
siveness; Sophocles in an Antigone pourtrays pure
womanliness, knowing ‘how to love, but not to
hate,)! and putting even hatred to shame by the
heroism of her love. In short, the poetry of Sopho-
1 Amt, 523,
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cles sets before us the sentiments of an epoch and
a people which having, by most successful efforts,
risen to a happy use of its powers, and so to fame
and position, enjoys existence, and which has learned
to lock on human nature and all that belongs to it
in a cheerful pirit, to prize its greatness, to mitigate
its sufferings by wise resignation, to bear its weak-
nesses, to control its excesses by custom and law,
From him, as from no other poet, the idea is borne
to us of a beautiful natural agreement between duty
and inclination, between freedom and order, which
constitutes the moral ideal of the Greek world.
Only some four Olympiads later comes Euripides.
Yet what a remarkable change in ethieal tone and
view of life is apparent in his writings ! Asan artist,
Euripides is far too fond of substituting caleulation
in place of the spontanecous outcome of the poet’s
mind and diseriminating eriticism in place of ad-
miring contemplation. By scenes of an exciting
and terrifying character, by chorus-songs often
loosely connected with the action of the play, by
rhetorical declamation and moralising he seeks to
produce an effect which might be gained better and
more legitimately from the unison of the whole,
That harmony between the moral and the religious
life which commended itself so agreeably to us in
[ Sophocles, may be seen in a state of dissolution in
the plays of the younger poet.) Not that he is
lacking in moral maxims and religious refiections.
He knows full well that piety and the virtue of
temperance are the best things for man; that he

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

who is mortal must not be proud of advantages nor
despair in misfortune ; that he can do nothing
without the Gods; that in the long run the good
man fares well and the bad fares ill ; that a modest
lot is preferable to fitful greatness;' that the poor
man’s fear of God is worth more than the estenta-
tious sacrifices of many a rich man ; that virtue and
intelligence are better than wealth and noble birth.®
He discourses at length of the benefits conferred by
the Gods on men ;3 he speaks right well of their
righteous and almighty rule,! and he even traces
back human guilt to their will.?

However numerous such expressions may be in
his writings, still they do not contain the whole of
his view of the world, neither is the ethical peeu-
liarity of his poetry to be found in them. Euripides
has sufficient appreciation of what is great and
morally beautiful, to be able to paint it, when it
comes before him, in a true and telling manner.
Tor all that, as a pupil of philosophers,® as a kindred

1 Baech. 1139. To Bchl. Hip-
polyt. 1100, Kirchh. Fr. 77,
80, 257, 804, 855, 395, 507, 576,
621, 942, 1014, 1016, 1027,
Nauclk.

z Fr, 329, 53, 254, 845, 514,
940.

8 Suppl. 197.

4 Troad, 880; Hel. 1442,
Compare the concluding verses
of this piece, which also noenr
at the end of the Andromache
and Bacchz. Fr. 797, 832, 875,
969.

s Hippol. 1427,

¢ The testimony of the an-

cients respecting, the connec-
tion between Huripides and
Anaxagoras has been quoted in
Zerrer’s Philosophie der Grie-
chen, vol. i. 790, 3. For the
traces thereof, which are prin-
cipally found in some of the
fragments, compare Hirruxe's
BEuripides Restitut. 109, 118,
139.  Anawagoras, however,
does not, like Kuripides, make
Barth and Ether, but Air and
Ether come first after the
original mixing of 21l things.
The well-known and beautiful
passage {Fragment 902) com-
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spirit to the better Sophists, he is too far removed
from the older lines of thought to be able to give
himgelf freely and with full conviction to the
traditional faith and morality. His sober under-
standing feels the improbability and unseemliness of
many legends, and the artistic spirit has not such
an exclusive hold on him that he can overlook this
feature for the sake of the ideas that they embody, or
for their poetic worth. The fortunes of men do not
seem to him to be directly the revelation of a higher
power, but rather to be proximately the result of
natural causes, of caleulation, of caprice, and of
aceident, Even moral principles appear wavering.
If, on the whole, their authority is admitted, still
the poet, cannot conceal from himself that even an
immoral ecourse of conduct has much to say in its
defence. The grand poetic way of contemplating
the world, the moral and religious way of looking at
human life, has given place to a sceptical tone, to a
disintegrating criticism, to an appeal to plain facts
as they are.  Hschylus brought the Eumenides, all
in the uncouth guise of antiquity, yet with most
fearful effect, on to the stage ; whereas the Electra
of Euripides says to her brother, or rather the poet
himself says, that they are mere fancies of his
imagination.! Whilst Iphigeneia is preparing to
sacrifice the captives, she reflects that the goddess
mending the investigator, who Younger men, like Prodicus
contemplates with innocence and Socrates, Euripides may
the eternal order of immortal have known, but cannot have

nature, is referred to Anaxa- been their pupil.
goras, Compare also Fr, 7. ! Orest. 248, 387.

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

herself eannot possibly require this sacrifice, and
that the story of the feast of Tantalus is a fable.!
Likewise in the Fleetra? doubts are thrown by
the tragic chorus on the miracle of the change in
the course of the sun. In the Troades,® Hecuba
questions the tale of the judgment of Paris, and
explains the assistance of Aphrodite in carrying off
Helen as meaning the attractive beauty of Paris.
In the Bacchee,® Teiresias gives a stupid half-
natural explanation of the birth of Bacchus® The
Gods, says Euripides,’ have no needs, and therefore
the stories which impute to them human passions
cannot possibly be true. Lven the general notions
of divine justice give him offence. This he will not
regard as a punishment for particular acts, but
rather as a universal law.” TIn other instances, the
actions and commands of the Gods are held up to
blame—blame, too, for the most part, not called for
by the character of the acting persons, and going
unpunished in the sequel, so that it necessarily
appears as the poet’s own convietion ;® whence he
concludes at one time that man need not disturb
himself because of his faults, since the Gods commit
the same; at another time, that the stories about
the Gods cannot be true® The prophetic art is

! Iphig. Taur. 372 that God cares only for great

Z 7h4 events, leaving wunimportant
3 963. things to chance.

1 965, s o 448, 1315 Elect, 1298 ;
§ Frag. 209. Orest. 277, 409; Here, Fur.

¢ Herc. Fur, 1325.
? Fr. 508, with which the
saying (Fr. 964) is connected,

339, 654,
® Herc. Fur. 1301.
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held in equally low estimation, and the opportunity
is seized in the Helen,! to prove, on highly rational-
istic grounds, that it is all a liec and deceit.?

With these legends and rites, however, belief
in the Gods is most thoroughly interwoven. No
wonder, therefore, that the poet often puts into the
mouths of his heroes statements respecting the
existence of the (Gods, which would sound more
natural coming from Protagoras than from men and
women of the legendary past. Talthybius raises the
question whether there be Gods, or whether Chance
guides all things ;® another doubts their existence,!
because of the unjust distribution of good and bad
fortune; Ieeuba in her prayer wonders what the
deity really is, whether Zeus, or natural necessity, or
the spirit of mortal beings;® Hercules and Clyteem-
nestra leave it open whether there be Gods, and who
Zeus is ;% even the Ether ig explained to be Zeus.
One thing at least these utterances prove, that
Euripides had wandered far away from the ancient
faith in the Gods. Allowing that be is sincere when
he says that only a fool ean deny the deity and give
credence to the deceitful assertions of philosophy
respecting what is hidden,® still his attitude appears

ILLUSTRATED BY TRAGEDIANS.

towards the popular faith. Probahly he allowed that
there was a God; certainly he attached no value
to the legendary notions respecting the Gods;
holding that the essence of God could not be known,
and assuming the oneness of the divine nature
either by glossing over or b';' plainly denying the
ruling Pantheism.!

Nor did the popular ideas respecting the state
after death fare better at his hands. Naturally
enough, he makes use of them when a poet can use
them, but then it is also said, that we know not how
it is with another life, we only follow an unfounded
opinion. In several places Euripides expresses the
view,2 derived partly from Orphic-Pythagorean tra-
ditions, and partly from the teaching of Anaxagoras
and Archilaus? that the spirit returns at death to
the ether whence it came ; * leaving it apparently an
open question, whether at all, or to what extent,
consciousness belongs to the soul when united with
the ether.” That the sphere of morals did not

to have been preponderatingly sceptieal and eritical

1743,

2 Sophoeles, Aoctig. 1033,
makes Cleon attack the pro-
phet, but his accusations are
refuted by the sequel. Nob so
with Euripides.

3 Hel, 484,

+ Fr, 288 ; compare Fr. 892,

5 Troad. B7T.

& Herc. Fur, 1250; Iph. Aul.
1034; Orestes, 410, and the
iragment of Mefampﬁ,e Er.
483,

T Fr. 935, 869,

§ Hr. 905, 981.

1 Fr. 904 says the ruler of
all things is now called Zens,
now Hades, which would point
o the opinion that the popular
Gods are only different names

-for the one God. Helios and

Apollo are identified (Fr. 781,
11) according to the tradition
of Orphens.

2 Hippolyt. 192.

3 Compare JZeller's Philoso-
phie der Griechen, Part I. pp.
888, 430, 822, 846.

+ Buppl. 532, the genuine-
ness of which Kirchhoff wrongly
suspects; Hel. 1012 ; Fr. §36.

5 He says in the Helen : The
soul of the dead no longer lives,
but yet it has an eternal con-
sciousness (yrdun  afdvaros)
after it has umited with the
immortal Ether. From this
he deduoces the belief in retri-
bution after death, and he asks
(Fr. 639, compare Fr. 452, 830),
whether on the whole life is
not a death and death a life.
On the other hand, in the
Troades, 38, it iz stated that

the dead man is feelingless,

like an unborn child; in Fr.
536, that he is a nothing, earth

c2
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remain unaffected by these doubts may be gathered

- from the general character of his tragedies more

definitely than from those particular utterances
which in some measure sufficed to give offence
even to his cotemporaries.! The tragic movement in
Euripides, lies less in a conflict of moral forces such
as schylus and Sophocles knew how to depict
so expressively, but depends rather on personal pas-
sions, arrangements, and experiences. His heroes
have not that ideal character which makes them
types of a whole class. Hence, in most cases, that
higher necessity, which called forth admiration in
the case of Eschylus and Sophocles, is not active in
the development of the Euripidean drama, but the
final result is brought about by some external means,
either by divine interposition or by some human
trick. Thus, rich as he may be in poetic beanties,
successful in painting individual characters, experi-
enced in knowledge of human life and human
weaknesses, thrilling in many of the speeches and
scenes in hi¢ tragedies; yet most undeniably he has
come down from the moral and artistic height of his
two great predecessors, by introducing into tragedy

and a shade; Fr. 734 appears throne ; or that of the old man
only te rec mrmse the immor- in Io 1051, that it befits the
tality of fame: and in the forbupate man fo shun wrong,
Heraclid. 591, he leaves it an but thatall meansof vengeance
open guestion ‘whether the dead are lawful in case of INjury.

have feelings or not.

L Ag, for instance: 9 yAdod
dudpoxe, &c.  Hippol. 607, or
the language of Iiteocles in
FPheen. 504, 525, that men will
do a.nythmg for power, and
even commit crimes for a

Tt is troe Euripides does not
give these as his own senti-
ments. Yet even his cotem-
poraries noticed their resem-
blance to the moral teaching
of the Sophists.

ILLUSTRATED BY DIDACTIC POETEY.

habits of inward reflection, of studied effect, and
of a1t1ﬁua,1 lanwuacre“, which Agatho with mineing
elegance, and Critias with sophistic moralising, were
not slow to follow.!

Cotemporary with Hschylus, or even a little
before him, the poets Epicharmus, Simonides, and
Pindar flourished: soon after him Bacehylides.
The first of these, Epicharmus, it has been shown in
an earlier work,? takes a rational view of the world,
and entertains clear notions on moralg, and theology,
thanks to his knowledge of philosophy. Simonides.®
so far as his views can be gathered from scattered
fragments, appears mainly to insist on that modera-
tion and self-restraint which result from econsidera-
tion for human weakness and frailty. Our life is full

(2) Zhe
Dhidactic
Poets.

() Simro-
rides,

of toils 4 and caves; its fortune is nneertain; swiftly

it hurries away; even prudence? is too easily lost
by men; their hardly-won virtue is imperfect and
unstable ; it changes with circnmstances; the best
man is he on whom the Gods bestow prosperity. A
faultless man must not be looked for; enough to
find one moderately righteous.y The same vein of
feeling is found in Bacchylides, on whom descended
the mantle of Simonides. He knows that no one is
altogether happy, that few are spared some heavy
changes of fortune, and bursts, yet not alone, into
1 Zeller's Geschichte der w.rell as by MHschylus, a poet of
Philosophie, Part L p. 925, and the good old time. Aristoph,
Nauck. Trag. Frag. 599, Clouds, 1352,
2 Zeller's Philosophie der 1 Fr. 32, 36, 33, 39, 85,
Griechen, Part I p. 427 (Ger- ¥ Fr. 42
man). & Fr. 5
3 Called by later writers, as

(») Bue-
chylides.
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the complaint: ¢ Not to have been born were the
happiest lot.”! Hence the highest practical wisdom
consists, in his view, in equanimity, in contentment
with the present, in absence of care for the future.?

At the same time he shares the conviction that man

can discover what is right, and that Zeus, the all-
seeing ruler of the world, is not to blame for the
misfortunes of mortals.” These are the very senti-
ments of the older moral poets, without any notice-
able change in the moral platform.*

A spirit far more peculiar and more powerful,
and more nearly akin to Afschylus, finds utterance
in the poems of Pindar. At the bottom of Pindar’s,
as of /Eschylus', view of the world, lies a most
exalted notion of the deity. *God is the all;”
nothing for Him is impossible ; Zeus govegn;all
things according to his will ; He bestows success or
failure ; ¢ law, which governs mortals and immortals,
accomplishes its purposes with mighty hand.” Nor
are the deeds of men hid from the all-seeing eyes of
God.! Only beautiful and noble traits can be attri-
buted to the deity; he who accuses it of human
vices cannot escape punishment.’ Such being the

ILLUSTRATED BY DIDACTIC POETRY.

exalted position of the deity, man occupies thereto
a two-fold attitude. On the one hand bhe has a
nature related to that of the Gods; one is the race
of men,! the tace of Gods is another, yet both
descend from the same mother; hence in nature and
spirit mortals are not altogether unlike immortals.
On the other hand, looking at their power, there is
an infinite difference,? for changeful is our lot, and
joy and sorrow lie for us ever near together? True
wisdom, therefore, consists in not transgressing the
bounds of what is human, in locking to the Gods
for all that is good, in taking with contentment what
they bestow. ¢Seek mot to be a God,’ exclaims the
poet : mortality becomes mortals ; he who soars to
heaven will, like Bellerophon, have a precipitate
fall4  Only where God leads is blessing and suc-
cess;? in His hand rests the issue of our labour,
according as it is determined by destiny.’ Krom
the deity comes all virtue and knowledge;” and
doubtless for this very reason, as being a gift of
God, natural talent is placed by Pindar far above all

L L S A I

& e 19,

¥ Fr. 29,

v Zotier, Part I, p. 90.

4 Clemens, Stromat, v, 610:
HiyBapos . . . Gwrucpds eimav,
7l Beds ; bre b way. Although
Clement appears to give the
words beginning #f as a quota-
tion, it seems hardly likely
that they ecan have stood in

Pindar. Perhaps Pindar used

the words feds 7d wav in the
same sense that Sophoeles said
(Trach. 1278) oddér rodrav &
u#h Zevs, to express, All depends
wpon God,

s Fr. 119; Pyth. ii. 49, 88;
Nem. . 29, :

7 Fr. 146.

8 QL i 64; Pyrh. il 28,
ix. 42.

0L i 28, where, with a
curions eombination of eredu-

lity and rationalism, the story
of the feast of the Gods in the
house of Tantalns is declared
to be a fable, the occasion for
which was supplied by the
carrying off of Pelops hy Posei-
don.

! This, rather than the iden-
tity of both rages, must be the
meaning of the words & avdper
2y Beow yévos 1 men form a race
by themselves; the Gods form
another different therefrom.

2 Nem. vi. 1. According to

Frag. 108, the soul, the edwior
cigvos, comes from God alone,
and proves its higher nature
during the sleep of the body in
prophetic dreams.

3 01, 11. 30; Fr. 210,

1 0L v. 24; Isthm. v. 14;
vil. 49,

5 Fr, 85, where probably év
stands for &s.

& Pyth. xii. 28,

* OL ix. 28, 103: Pyth.i.41;
Fr. 118.
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acquirements, and the creative spirits on whom it
has been bestowed, above all other spirits, as the
eagle of Zeus is above the croaking ravens.! We
must resign ourselves to what God disposes, content
ourselves with our lot, whatever it be. Strive not
against Grod ; bear His yoke without kicking against
the pricks; adapt yourself to circumstances; seek
not what is impossible ; in all things observe modera-
tion ; beware of envy, which deals the strongest blow
to those most highly placed ;—these are the counsels
of the poet.? Nay more, to give greater weight
to his moral ecounsels, he not unfrequently appeals
to a future retribution of the wicked as well as
of the good, sometimes following herein the
received notions respecting Tartarus, Elysium, and
the islands? of the blessed, at other times connect-
ing therewith a belief in the migration of souls.t
In the main, Pindar’s platform, both religious and
moral, is not different from that of Aschylus, albeit
the thought of divine veageance does not stand out
with him in such tragie force.

Would we study this view of life going over to a
later form, no better example ean be selected than

1 0L i 86; ix, 100; Nem, i
25 iil. 40.

¢ Pyth. ii. 34, 883 iii. 21, 39,
1035 xi. 503 Fr. 201.

s 0l i, 56; Fr. 106, 120.
Fr. 108 seems only o presup-
pose the current notions, with
this difference, that a more
intense life is attributed to
souls in Hades than was the
view of Homer and the mass
of the pecple. Fr. 109 is pro-

bably interpolated by scme
Alexandrian Jaw.

i Hp, 110, OL ii. 68. Accor-
ding to the latter passage, in
which Pindar is most explicit,
reward or punishment follows
in Hades. BSome few dis-
tingnished men are allowed to
retumn to life, and may, by a
threefold life of innocence,
enjoy the higher bliss on the
islands of the blessed.

ILLUSTRATED BY HISTORIANS.

Herodotus. This friend of Sophocles, in writing
history, often allows himself to he guided by the
notions of olden times. He admits the rule of
divine providence in the order of nature,! and
equally clearly in the fortunes of men, and especi-
ally in punishment, which overtakes the guilty, even
though he have acted in the excess of an excusa-
ble passion.? Popular forms of worship he honours,?
knowing that every nation likes its own rites best ;
only a madman, he says, can treat these with
disdain.* Credulons, teo, he is, so far as to relate,
in all good faith, divers wonders and prophecies,’
among them some of the most extraordinary kind.
Even his piety is of an antique type, affected with
that fear of the divine powers which is so peculiarly
snited to matural religion, where the exaltation of
Gods above men is not conceived of as an essential
difference, but iz more physical than moral. Man
is not destined to enjoy perfect good fortune; his
life is exposed to changes innumerable; before
death no one may be called happy ; nay it is even a
general matter for doubt whether death is not better
for a man than life.5 He who in prosperity or ima-
gination soars above the lot of men, is invariably
struck by the envy of the deity, which, jealous of

1 Her. iii. 108,

= §f, 120: iv. 205; vi. 84:
viii, 129 » ¥ii. 138,

* For this reason e hesitates
to utter the names of Egyptian
Gods in a context which might
desecrate them, ii. B6, or to
speak of Hgyptian mysteries.

133 3R

&yl 12, 57: will. 87, 653
ix. 100. Here belong the pro-
phecies of Bakis and Muszus,
viii, 77; ix. 43, respecting the
genuineness of which he enter-
tains no doubt.

531, 8L,
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its privileges, will not brook a mortal rival! All
this is quite in agreement with the epirit which
breathes through the older poetry of Greece.

For all that, Herodotus neither ean nor will
conceal the fact that he is the child of an epoch, in
which thought bhas already begun to shake the
foundations of simple faith. Notwithstanding the
simplicity with which he tells many a wonder,?
there are times when he cannot resist the impulse
to explain away the marvels of legend, either refer-
ring them to natural causes in the rationalising
spirit of the Sophists, or at least mentioning with
approval such explanations given by others. Thus
the wanderings of Io and the rape of Europa are
explained at the very beginning of his work to mean

the carrying off by pirates of these two royal

maidens. In the story of Gyges the wonderful
power of the ring is referred to a very common
trick.? The prophetic doves of Dodona turn into
Egyptian priestesses.* The KEgyptian stories re-
specting Paris and Helena are preferred to those of
Homer and the general tradition of the Greeks,” on
grounds far removed from ancient poetry. Where
the Thessalian legend makes Poseidon interpose, he
sees the working of an earthquake® and remarks,

not without irony, that those who believe Poseidon

produces earthquakes, may believe he interposed in
this case also. Add to this that he occasionally

1 On the Beioy ¢lavepdy, conf. + 11, 56

1. 32, 84 iii, 40; vil. 10, 5, 46, & h 120,
1. B, 8 vii, 129,
SEnig
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expresses the opinion that all men know equally
little about the Guods,' and it will be patent, how
much doubt had already taken the place of the
ancient faith.

In Thueydides, the next great historian, doubt
has gone over into the matter of fact treatment of
history. The high moral tone of his style no one
will deny. Even in its unfinished form his history
of the Peloponnesian war has all the effect of an
impressive tragedy. This effect, however, is secured
by a simple setting forth of historical facts, without
introducing the interposition of the Gods to explain
events. Thucydides knows how indispensable reli-
gion is for the public good. He shows, by his very
description, how deeply he deplores the decay, not
only of morals but also of religion in his country.?
Yet the rule of the deity and of moral order in the
world he only allows to he seen in the progress of
events. Convinced that human nature is always
the same, he exhibits moral laws by showing how in
any particular case before him ruin naturally resulted
from the weakness and the passions of men, which
he knows so well and can judge so impartially.®
Nowhere is a belief betrayed in those extraordinary
ocemrrences, in which the hand of God manifests
itself in Herodotus. Where his cotemporaries see
the fulfilment of a prophecy, he contents himself
with sober criticism.* To depend on oracles instead

1 i1 8 (Schl). scription of the Sicilian expe-
2 See the well-known pas- dition, its motives and results,

sages ii. B3 ; iii, 82. vii 15, 24, 30; vii. 75, BT.
* jii. 82, 84; and in the de- + For instanoe, 1i. 17, 4.

(B Thae-
eydides.
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of using remedies, he calls the folly of the masses;!
he openly expresses disapproval of the disastrous
superstition of Nicias®. In the panegyric of the
dead,® which is quite as much a memorial of his
own views as of those of Perieles, there is not a
word on the legendary history of Athens, that
hackneyed theme of earlier panegyrists ; but instead
thereof, there is a statesmanlike tone in the way in
which he clings to facts and practical problems.
His history is a brilliant evidence of a mature judg-
nent, of high intellectual culture, of a varied expe-
rience of life, of a calm, unimpassioned, penetrating,
and sober view of the world, It is a work which
kindles the highest respeet not only for the writer,
but for the whole period, which could rear up such a
genius.

Not that this work conceals the darker sides of
that period. Read but the deseriptions it gives?* of
the confusion of all moral notions in the factions
struggles of the Peloponnesian war, of the desolation
of Atheng by the plague, of the decline of piety and
self-sacrifice, of the wild riot of all the selfish
passions, to be satisfied of the decay of moral execel-
lence, even in that period of might and culture.
Beyond all question, along with this outward change
of conduct, general convictions were shaken also.
To place this fact beyond doubt, Thucydides puts in
the mouth of several of his speakers, and particularly

!y, 103, where the Athenian =it B,
18, without doubt, expressing ¥ii, 85,
the writer's opinion. 4 ii, 53; 1ii. 82.

ILLUSTRATED BY COMEDZY.

of those coming from Athens, naked avowals of the
most selfish principles, such as could only come from
the lips of some one of the younger Sophists. All
who have the power seek to rule; no one is re-
strained by considerations of right from pursuing his
advantage by hook or by crook; the rule of the
stronger is the universal law of nature ; at bottom
every one determines what is right and honourable
by his own interests and enjoyments; even the best
regulated states act on this idea, at Jeast in their
foreign relations. These and such like utterances
are put into the mouths of Athenian popular men
and ambassadors on every opportunity.! Even those
who suffer from Athenian selfishness are in the end
hardly able to blame it.? Have we not here moral
and political conditions the exact counterpart of the
sophistic type of philosophy?

Nor were other prudent men blind fo the dangers
which this progress of events involved, little though
they were able to stem it, or to run counter to the
spirit of their times. Among such was Aristophanes.
This poet is an enthusiastic admirer of the good old
time as he paints it with its steady morality, its
strict education, its military prowess, its orderly and
prudent administration® He warms to his subject
whenever he speaks of the days of Marathon.*
With ruthless satire, now in the form of bantering
jest, now in that of bitter earnestness, he lashes the

Yi, 76: iii. 40; w. 89, 105, 1816.

111: vi. 85. 4 Wasps, 1071; the Achar-
2 v, 61, nians, 676.
% Clouds, %82; Enights,

(1) The
Conie-
dins.

Aristo-
phanes.



30

Casp,

STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE.

innovations which have supplanted time-honoured
institutions—demoeracy running riot with dema-
gogues and syeophants ;! poetry, empty, effeminate,
free-thinking, faithless to its moral purpose, degraded
from its artistic height ; ? sophistic culture with its
fruitless speculations, dangerous alike to faith and
morals, the producer of shameless quibblers, atheistic
rationalisers,® or conscienceless perverters of justice,
instead of steady citizens and sober-minded men.
Love for what is ancient is with him undeniably an
affair of personal conviction. Of this his zeal is
proof, the warmth and classic beauty of those pass-
ages which tell the praise of the olden time and its
ways. Stronger proof still lies in the general tone
of his comedies. Proud, and not without reason, of
the courage with which he discharged his citizen’s
duty against Cleon,* he forces even the reader of to-
day to acknowledge that he was an honourable man
fighting for a principle.

Whilst hotly taking the field against the spirit of
innovation, he at the same time not only presupposes
this spirit in his audience, but actually represents
and promotes it himself. Demagogues and syco-
phants he lashes; yet in lashing them tells ns that
every place is full of them ; that democracy has a
hundred heads, ever full of vitality ; that the Athe-
nian people, like a childish old man, are ever the
victim of the most impudent of their flatterers; that

! Wasps; Clouds, 568. The * Clouds ; Birds, 1282, 1553 ;-
* Sycophants are taken to task. Frogs, 1491,

on every opporfunity.
* Frogs; Achar. 393.

4 Wasps, 1029, 1284 : Peace,
951 ; Achar. 959; Clouds, 542,

ILLUSTRATED BY COMEDY.

the true-hearted men of the older generation are quite
as intent on their judicial dues as the whole wor-
shipful body of citizens are on their lawsuits; that
the young champions of Spartan severity are as
debauched as the demagogues ;! that the sovereign
people, since the re-establishment of Solon’s consti-
tution, has gone on as capriciously as before, only
wanting female government to complete the folly.?
Even in his plays he himself indulges in the arts
of the demagogue and the sycophant; Socrates he
slanders, and many another as heartily as any rhe-

_torieian could do ; and to outbid those who squandered

the public property in order to bribe the people, he
tells the citizens of Athens that if things were fairly
done,?® they ought to receive far more than they did.
For a reform in religion and morals, the prospects
with him are bad. He praises the moral training of
the ancients, but observes with a smile that morality
is little at home amongst his hearers,® and finds the
vices from which his people suffered at bottom very
natural.” Women he brings on the stage to lash
their licentiousness; but that licentiousness he re-
presents as so deep and so general, that there can
hardly be hope of improvement. He makes an on-
slaught on the philosophers who deny the Gods, but
in one of his first comedies he gives us to understand,
that belief in his time rested on tottering feet.®

" ' Wasps; Birds, 58. 1 Clouds, 1055.

2 Fecles. v. 456; conf, > Compare  Birds, 137
Flato. Rep. viil. 563, B. Frogs, 148 ; Knights, 1384,

3 Wasps, 655. ¢ Knights, 82.
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Not only here and there,' but in whole acts and
plays,® he exposes the Gods, together with their
priests, with andacious recklessness, bringing them
down with rough wit to a human level and indeed
to what is low and common ; laying bare the moral
weaknesses in which they resemble men nakedly and
minutely ; making the world of Gods, like that of
men, turn in such a wild whirl, that neither the
spectator who takes delight in this perverted world,
nor yet the poet, can have any real respeet for beings
who are so readily and recklessly at the service of
his imagination. Much of this may be attributed to
the license of comedy ; ® yet more than enough re-
mains to show that the poet himself, as well as his
audience, had strayed far from the ancient morality
which he so regretfully wishes to recall ; that his
enthusiasm for it, like Rousseau’s wild dream of
returning to a state of natuve, is only the outcome
of discontent with the present, only the expression of

2 romantic idea, not a sentiment penetrating every-

day life, and ruling every thought and feeling.
Thus, take them where you will, the age and the
surroundings from which Attic philesophy came
forth appear penetrated by a spirit of innovation,
rendering it impossible for the most decided lovers
of antiquity to adhere to the life and beliefs of their
ancestors.

Amongst other signs of this change, one pheno-

! Clouds, 869, 896, 900, 2 In the Frogs, Peace, and
1075 ; Birds, 564, 1608 ; Hocles. the Birds.
778 ; Plut. 128, 697. 2 Plut. 663,

ILLUSTRATED BY NEW RELIGIOUS IDEAS.

menon deserves to be noticed, which ap?eared about

the time of the Peloponnesian war—the increasing

spread of mystery worship; and of soothsaying in
connection therewith. Hitherto in extraordinary
cases the alleged predictions of the older prophets
had been looked up,! as is the wont of men ; now
the mischief and abuse carried on therewith reached
an incredible piteh.* To judge by the numerous
allusions in the writers of this and the following
generation, the Orphiec and Corybantic mysteries
probably gained at this time both in ground and sup-

porters® In itself this was a noticeable inmovation

in more than one respect.

1 Herad. viil, T; ix. 437,
mentions prophecies of Bakis
and Musmus respecting the
Persian waz.

* This is particularly evident
in Aristophanes, who loses no
opportunity of lashing the pro-
phets. Not to mention cursory
attacks, as in Clonds, 330:
Birds, 521 ; Enights, 109, 818,

960, 967 (comp. Lysist. 767),

he shows what liberal use
Cleon and other demagogues
made of superstition to flatter
the self-love of the people, and
to direct its will by the so-
called prophecies of Bakis, In
Peace, 1047, he introduces a
prophet Hierocles, who, from
interested motives, opposes the
conclusion of peace, and is
evidently meant for a real
person 3 in the Birds, 959, a
prophet, whointrudes himself at
the founding of a city, to pick
up a trifle.  Such like pheno-
mena may have given occasion

Viewed as a matter of

to the polemic of Buripides.

3 Amongst others, Philolans
(Zetler, Part 1. 388) and Plato
(Phzedo, 69, C. ; Rep. ii. 363, C. +
364, B, ; Laws, vi. 782, C.), and
more partienlarly Huripides
and Aristophanes. The former
(Hippol. #49) deseribes Hippo-
Iytus as a pupil of Orpheuns,
and (Fr. 475) infroduces a
mystic, who, initiated into the
orgies of Idean Zeus of Zag-
reus, and the Curetes, devates
himself to an Orphic life,. The
latter nof only depicts (in the
Frogs, 145, 312) the life of the
initiated and wuninitiated in
Hades as radely and vividly as
the conseerated priests do in
Plato, but also (in Peace, 374)
hints at the opinion that man
cannot die quietly withont re-
ceiving initiation before death,
and (in Wasps, 119) allndes to
the enstom of initiating the
sick for the purpose of healing
them.

b
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form it was one thing to seek counsel from public
oracles making use of ancient rites naturalised from
time immemorial in fixed spots; a very different
thing to fall back on the alleged answers of indi-
vidual prophets and private forms of worship with-
out fixed loecality, propagated by vagrant priests,
practised in self-constituted confraternities, and
claiming to elevate all who took part in them as
the special elect above the mass of mankind, both
in this world and in the next. What was this in-
creasing fondness for private forms of worship and
irregular prophecy but a proof that the public reli-
gion was not altogether satisfactory, whilst at the
same time it contributed to intensify the evil?
Viewed as to its real nature, this mystical piety has
departed from the received form of faith and life.
Tn it, the notions of the Gods begin to lose their
distinetness by fusion;! perhaps even to it the
tendency to pantheism may be referred, which has
been already noticed in individuals in the fifth cen-
tury.2 "The conception of human life and of human

ILLUSTRATED BY NEW RELIGIOUS IDEAS.

nature has changed owing to a clearer belief in im-
mortality, introduced by the dogmas of the migra-
tion of souls and of future retribution ;! and of this
change traces may be seen even in the poetry of the
time of Euripides.? Lastly, in conneection herewith an
aseetic code of morals® has come into vogue, en-
joining abstinence from animal food,! celibacy,’ the
avoidance of certain defilements,® and the wearing
of white clothing. Philosophy, it is true, could
only appropriate in an intellectual form the general
idea of this aseeticism, the renuneiation of what
belongs to the senses. Not till a later time did it
embrace it asa whole with all its external belongings,

1 This is more immediately
true in the case of Dionysus.
In mystic theclogy this God,
as the representative of the
changing life of nature, dying
in winter, reviving in spring,
was honoured under the name
of Dionysus Zagreas, and
treated as one of the Gods of
the nether world, On this
account the Dionysus-mys!eries
are so important for the fuiure
life. To the initiated in them
( Pilgto, Phaedo, 69, C.; comp.
Aristopl, Frogs) may be pro-

mised life in Hades with the
Gods, among whom must surely
be found the God in whose
service they were enlisted. At
a later time, following Hera-
clitus’ example, Donysus was
identified with Plato. Ses
Zeller’s Gesch, d. Phil, vol. i
51, 5; 592, 5.

* Besides the extracts from
Euripides already quoted, p. 19,
1, compare the fragment in
Clemens, Stromat. v. 603, D,
which Nawek. Fragm, Trag.
588, attributes in all proba-

bility to Aischylus’ son Eupho-
rion: Zels forw aillip, Zebs Gt
i, Zets T obpawds, Zels Toi T
wdyra x&ri TEvd dwéprepoy.

! Comp. Zeller, vol.1. 54, 388,
581, 654,

? Besides Euripides (p. 19,
1), Melanippides (Fr. 6 in
Bergk, Lyr. Gr. p. 982) appears
to have regarded the soul as
immortal. Io, too (Fr. 4 in
Bergk, p. 164), appropriates the
Pythagorean belief in immor-
tality. A resolution of souls
into ether may also be implied
in the popular belief mentioned
by Aristophanes (Peace, 832),
that the dead become stars.

3 See Furipid. Hippol. 949 :
Fr. 475; Plato, Laws, vi. 782,
C.: comparing therewith the
principles of Empedocles and
Pythagoras.

¥ Probably Eurip. Fr. 884,
refers to this.

* That this was a part of

Orphic perfection may be ga-
thered from Kuripides, wio
Lolds up Hippolytus as a type
of an Orphic, probably oniv
because this despiser of Aphro-
dite (Hippol. 10, 101), by his
typical chastity, reminds of
Orphic virginity. A vow of
chastity also oceurs in Electra,
v. 254, and it is well known
that marriage was forbidden to
many priestesses, though more
rarely to priests.

5 Devyw yeveaiy Te Bporiy ral
vewpotiens ob xpyurTipevos (-
rip. Fr, 475, 16), consequently
the same rxafapetew dnd whBovs
kel Aexods (touching a corpse
or woman who has been con-
fined), which the Pythagorean
of Alexander Polyhister in
Diog. viil. 83 requires. Birth
and death, for reasons eclosely
allied, are vegarded as pollu-
ting. Compare Furip. Iphig.
Taur, 3723 Fhwe. il 104,

D2
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in the system of the Neopythagoreans, Such,
however, was the state of intellectual life and mental
development in Greece that, before that time came,
it had entered itself on another and a more brilliant
career.

37

CHAPTER IIL

CHARACTER AND PROGRESS OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY IN
THE TIFTH CENTURY.

THE age of Socrates inherited from earlier days a
rich store of religious ideas, of moral prineiples, and
scientific conceptions; at the same time it had
fallen away at every point from the earlier tone of
thought and eustom. Traditional lines seemed now
to be all too narrow; new paths were looked for;
new problems pressed for solution. The legendary
ideas respecting the Gods and the state after death,
had lost all meaning for the great majority of the

educated ;! the very existence of the Gods had been |

denied by many; ancient customs had fallen into

disuse ; the orderliness of civil life, the simplicity
and purity of domestic life, had given place to a.
wanton dissoluteness of conduet, and an unserupu- |

_idus pursuit of pleasure and profit. Principles sub-
versive of all law and of all right were being un-
bloshingly advocated with the ready approval of the
younger generation, The severity and grandeur of
the earlier art, the lucid beauty, the classic grace,
the self-contained dignity of the later art, began to
resolve themselves into the study of mere effect :

! Conf. Plato, Rep. 1. 830, D.

CHAP.
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and under the influence of sophistry, philosophy had
come to disbelieve, not only in individual systems,
but also in the whole course of previous inquiry,
and even in the possibility of knowledge at all.

Far, however, from being exhausted, the mental
vigour of Greece was only fully emancipated by the
throes and struggles of the fifth century. Its
horizon was extended ; its energy was stimulated ;
its views and conceptions enriched. Its whole con-
sciousness had gained a new field since its success in
deeds of renown'and distinguished exploits. If the
meridian of classic art and of free political life was
past towards the close of this period, still the newly
awakened culture of the understanding was full of
intellectual promise for the fature; for sophistry
had been destructive, not constructive, only sug-
gesting, not bringing to maturity., Some new and
thorough change was ecalled for to satisfy not only
practical but also intellectual requirements. Ancient
propriety of conduect, and the received philosophic
teacking*having been once ousted by the altered spirit
of the times, simple return thereto became impossible,
But to despair on this account of all knowledge,

- and of all principles of morality, was most precipi-

tate. Allowing even that the received view of both
was inadequate, it by no means followed, that all
science and all morality was impossible. On the
contrary, the more the pernicious consequences of
such a view were exposed, the more urgent became
the duty of avoiding them by a thorough transfor-
mation of the whole tone of feeling and thought,

ILLUSTRATED BY PROGRESS OF PHILOSOPHY.
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withont, however, attempting the impossible task of Gr—lriu».

simply restoring the past.
For this purpose some new path must be struck
out ; and what that path should be, a far-sighted

A. Dis-
tinetion of
Socratic

eye could discern with sufficient elearness by the aid jrom pre-

of past experience. Traditional prepriety of conduct
had given way before the spirit of innovation,
because it rested upon instinet and custom, and not
on any clear recognition of necessity. To uudertake
a permanent restoration of moral life, it must he
founded upon knowledge, Earlier philosophy had
been unable to satisfy the needs of the times,
because it had been directed exelusively to a stody
of nature ; because to the mass of men it did nof
give sufficient. preparation for the work of life, nor
to the thinking spirit any clue to the problem of its
being and déstiny. New philosophy must meet this
want, must direct its attention to the sphere of
mind and morals, and work into shape the ample
store of ethical ideas ynderlying religion, poetry,
and reeeived custom. Earlier systems had sue-
cumbed before the doubts of sophistry, because their
method was too partial, too little depending on
definite econceptions respecting the nature and
problem of knowledge to be able to withstand a
searching eriticism which destroyed their several
platforms by means of each other, and argued from
the change and uncertainty of the phenomena of
the senses that knowledge must be impossible. No
building that would last could be erected except by
laying the foundations deeper, except by finding

Soeratic

philoso-

why.
(1} The

pre-Sovr-

tic tradi-
tional ; the
Secratie
resting on
Enoncledge.
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Ccuap.  some means of supplementing these several points
1L of view by each other, of harmonising them when
contradictory in some higher bond of union, and of
grasping the unchangeable essence of things amid
,changing appearances. (The means wanted were sup-
plied by Dialectie, the art of forming conceptions,
and the result was philosophical Idealism.; Thus the
‘knowledge of the faults and deficiencies in existing
conditions led naturally to the turn taken by philo-
sophy after the time of Socrates. Scientific ethics
becaine necessary because of the giving way of
moral convietions ; a wider inquiry, because of the
narrowness of the philosophy of nature; a critical
method, because of the contradiction of dogmatic
systems ; a philosophy of conceptions, because of the
uncertainty of the observations of the senses; Ideal-
ism, because of the unsatistactory nature of a mate-
rialistie view of the world.

(2) The Precisely these features distinguish the Socratie
Pre=SOUT-
tie philo-

sty of

natures ~ Dhilosophy of nature;® the trausitional philosophy

the Soora- of the Sophists was the first to leave mature for

fig of eon- g . ’ ] L

ceptions.  ethical and dialectical questions.  After Secrates
the dialectical tendeney is supreme. His own at-
tention was exclusively occupied with determining
coneeptions and inguiries respecting virtue. With
rare exceptions the imperfect Socratic schools con-
fined themselves to the same field. Plato, founding

! Comp. Zoller’s Phil, der

* In the sense given, idid. |
Griechen, Part I. pp. 854, 860. 155,

philosophy from that which went before it. The |
sophy @ pre-Socratic philosophy was simply and solely a |

ILLUSTRATED BY PROGRESS OF PHILOSOPHY.

his system in conceptions, completing it in morals,
forms a marked eontrast to the natural philosophers
who went before him. Even in Aristotle, who treats
of physics in detail and with an evident preference
for the subject, they are only‘a single branch of a
gystem, and in point of value subordinate to meta-
physies.

Such an extension of ground showed that the
whole platform of philosophy had changed. Why
else should the mind have embraced other and more
comprehensive materials, had it not changed in it-
self and therefore become discontented with what
had been ? For the same reason the philosophic
method was now a different one. In previous times
the mind had dealt directly with its object as such.
In the Socratic and post-Socratic systems it deals
primarily with coneceptions, and only with objects
indirectly, through the medium of conceptions.
The older systems asked, without further preliminary,
what predicates belonged to things; for instance,
Whether what isreal admits of motion or not ?—How
and out of what the world is made? The Socratie
philosophy ever asks, in the first place, what things
are in themselves according to their conception,
thinking not otherwise to obtain mformation re-
specting their properties and conditions than by
the help of the conception of things thoroughly
mastered.!  No conception of a thing can, however,

! Compare, not to mention After having vainly husied

other passages, the clear state- himself with the inquiries of
ment in the Phzdo, 99 D: the natural philosophers, he
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be obtained, except. by grouping together the various
aspects and qualities of that thing, by smoothing
down apparent contradictions, by separating what is
permanent from what iy changing ; in a word, by
that critical method, which Socrates introduced, and
which Plato and Aristotle elaborated and developed.
Former philosophers having gone forth from parti-
cular prominent features to arrive at the essence of
things, and having failed because of their one-
sidedness, it was now required that all the pro-
perties of an object should be taken into account and
weighed from every side, before a judgment could be
formed thereupon. Thus the philosophy of con-
ceptions steps into the place of dogmatism. In this
way criticism, which by means of sophistry had
destroyed the older philosophy, was taken into the
service of the new philosophy; the varions aspects
under which things may be regarded were brought
together and referred to each other ; but not content
with the negative conelusion that our notions canuot
be true because they contain opposite determinations,
the new philosophy aimed at uniting these opposites
in one, and showing that true science is not affected

by eontradiction, inasmuch as it only refers to that

which unites opposites in itself, to the exclusion of
contradiction, This pursuit of knowledge through

declares himself convinged, that
he has only got into deeper
darkness by directing his
inguiries into things in them-
selves.  (7& dvra orowar . . .

_ BAéwwy mpds Ta mpdypare Tols

dupart kol éedeTy Tay alofrewr

émixeip@y drreofor nbTdy.) Eofe
80 por xofver €is Tobs ANdjous
woTapuydiTe €y énelvals ocromenr
Tav GrTwy Tir éAnleiar (the true
essence of things), ie. instead
of wpdypara, Adyoi, instead of
rra, dNGfein TéY e,
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conceptions is the common peculiarity of the
Soeratic, the Platonic, and the Aristotelian philo-
sophy. That the lesser Socratic schools follow the
same bent will be seen hereafter.

If only conceptions can give true knowledge, it
follows that (true being can only belong to that
which is known by means of coneeptions, that is, to
the essence of things as it presents itself in thonghty
This essential being eanuot, however, be looked for
in matter. Anaxagoras had early realised that
matter could only become a world by means of
spirit ; since then the old materialistic physics had
been discredited by sophistry; nothing remained
but to regard the form and purpose of things, the
immaterial part in them as the essential part for
determining the coneeption ; nay, even to assign to
it a true reality underlying the appearance. In
this way the Soeratic philosophy led logically to
Idealism.

The beginnings of this Tdealism are wnmistak-
able even in Socrates. His indifference to physieal
inquiries and his preference for ethical ones prove
conclusively that he attributed to the inner world a
much higher value than to the outer would. Resolve
his theory of final causes in nature into the meta-
physical elements out of which it is composed ; the
conclusion is inevitable that not the material of
which a thing is made, but the conception which
gives it shape, makes a thing what it is, and that
this accordingly represents ifs true nature. This
Idealism is more pronounced in the school of Megara 3
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and in Plato it runs through all parts of his philo-
sophy side by side with a current of pre-Socratic
doctrines. Even Aristotle is not faithless to this
view. Whilst denying the independent existence of
the Platonic ideas, he nevertheless asserts that
reality consists not in matter but in form, and that
the highest reality belongs to mind free from matter.
On this ground he maintains, quite in harmony with
his predecessors, that even in natural science final
causes are higher than material causes. Compared
therefore with.the natural philosophers of the pre-
Socratic period, even Aristotle may fairly be called
an Idealist.

Starting from a consideration of nature, the
pre-Socratic philosophy made it ite chief endeavour
to inquire into the essence and causes of external
things, for this purpose going back to their material
properties. An entirely different character is dis-
played in the philosophy founded hy Socrates. This
begins with the study of self rather than the study
of nature—with ethies rather than physies. Tt
aims at explaining phenomena, first of all by means
of conceptions, and only in the second place natu-
rally. It substitutes an attitude of inquiry for
dogmatic statement, idealism in the place of mate-
rialism, Mind is now regarded as the higher element
compared with matter. The philosophy of nature
has developed into a philosophy of conceptions.

As yet the claim was not advanced that the
human mind is the measure of truth and the end of
science. Far from reaching the subjective idealism

ILLUSTRATED BY PROGRESS OF PHILCSOPHY.

of Fichte—an idealism in fact only possible in
modern times—the philosophy of this period is not
nearly so subjective as in the post-Aristotelian
schools.! In them the interests of speculation are
subordinated to those of morals; knowledge is re-
garded only as a means fo virtue and happiness;
whereas the independent value of knowledge is fully
admitted by the great philosophers of the present
period. To them knowledge is an end in itself;
speculation is the highest and noblest thing; action
is made to depend upon knowledge, not knowledge
to depend upon the aims of active life. Only a few
one-sided followers of Socrates, who, however, prove
nothing as to the general tendency, are an exception
to this rule.

A simple belief in the possibility of knowledge
is here displayed which was wanting in the post-
Aristotelian philosophy. The doubts of the Bophists
are refuted, but there is no mneed of overcoming
doubt in the thinker’s mind. The questions asked
are, How can true knowledge be obtained ? Tn what
kind of mental representation must it be sought?
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How must the conception of it be determined? No -

doubt is felt as to the possibility of knowledge.
The search for a test—the fundamental question of

the later schools—is altogether unknown? to the

! Take for instance the The- as to the possibility of know-
ztetus; the question raised ledge involved in the inguiry
there as to the conception of for a standard,
knowledge (émorhun § +f wore * Compare Zeller, 1. c.; In-
Tuydywer br; Thewtet, 145, B.), troduction to Part ITT, and L.
isquite different from the doubs 137.
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STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE.

thinkers of this time. Fqually unknown to them
are the answers to that problem. They did not, as
did the Epicureans and Stoies, cut short, the question
by practically begging it. They did not, as did the
Seeptics, despair of knowledge. They did not, as
did the Neoplatonists, resort to higher revelations.
They were content to look to precision of thought
for the source of truth. Even that branch of science,
the independent pursnit of which was so much
neglected by later thinkers—physies—was studied in
this epoch with suceess. Socrates and the majority
of his pupils ‘may have neglected it, but not so
Plato; and Aristotle carried it to a point final in
the main for nearly two thousand years, When the
post-Aristotelian Ethics had finally broken away
from the principles of the old Greek morality,
owing partly to their world-wide comprehensiveness,
partly to their rupture with politics, to the with-
drawal of the moral consciousness from the outer

world, to silent resignation and morose asceticism ;.

a moment’s recollection of the many-sided sympathies
of Socrates, with his cheerful enjoyment of life, and
his devoted attachment to his country, or of Plato’s

- teaching concerning the state, or of Aristotle’s con-

cerning virtue and society, or of the relation between

the Cyrenaic and the Epicurean doctrine of happi-

ness,! brings home at ouce the difference of epochs.

It is true that the philosophy of this second

period attempts to get beyond the received bounds

in ethies. It supplements the propriety of custom
¥ Comp, Zeller, 1. ¢, i. 139.

ILLUSTRATED BY PROGRESS OF PHILOSOPHY.

by a theory of morals and conscious action. Tt
distingnishes more definitely than the current view
between the outward deed and the intention. It
requires a rising above the life of the senses to
what is ideal. Light is thrown on the meaning
and motives of moral consciousness, A universal
philanthropy is taught, which is not lost in local
patriotism ; and accordingly the stute is only regarded
as an institution for the attainment of virtue and
happiness, and not as the final moral cause. For
all that this period is far removed from the apathy
of either Stoic or Epicurean, from the imperturb-
ability of the Sceptic, from the asceticism of the
Neoplatonist. Tt seeks not to sever man in his
moral activity from nature ; with Aristotle it regards

virtue as the perfection of a natural gift ; with

Plato it advances from the love of what is sensibly
beautiful, to the love of what is morally beautiful.
It requires the philosopher tp work for his fellow men.
The world-citizenship of a later time is absent; ab-
sent too is its nationality and political life. Even
in this respect, it holds the classic mean between a
slavish surrender to the outer world, and a narrow
withdrawal therefrom.

Compared with the pre-Soeratic era, the age of

- Socrates is characterised by the diversion of philo-
| sophy from external nature to thought or to ideas.

Compared with the following age, it is marked by
the objective character of its thought, that is, by the
fact that the thinker is not concerned with himself
and the certainty of his own knowing, but with

47

CHAL.

1L



43

CHAP,
IT.

D. De-
ecelopment
of the
Socratic
philoso-
Pl

STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE.

attaining to the knowledge of what is in itself real
and true. In short its theory of a knowledge of
conceptions determines its scientific platform. From
this theory follows its breadth of view, reaching
alike beyond the physical one-sidedness of the pre-
Socratic, and the moral one-sideduess of the post-
Aristotelian schools, its eritical method in opposition
to the earlier and later dogmatism, and its idealism,
transfiguring the whole aspect of the outer world,
without, however, entailing any mthdra,wal there-
from. ;

The development of this theory was carried out
in a simple and natural order by three philosophic
schools, the founders of which belong to three
suceessive generations, and are prmrf-'.onall'y connected
agteachers and pupils.! First comes Socrates assert-
ing that the standard of human thought and action
lies in a knowledge of conceptions, and teaching his
followers to acquire this knowledge by analysing
notions ecritically. Hence Plato concluded that
objective coneeptions are in the true sense the only
real things, a derivative reality belonging to all
other things—a view which he upheld by a more

critical analysis, and developed to a system. Lastly,

Aristotle argued that in a thing the conception itself

constitutes its real essence and makes it what it is.

By an exhaustive analysis of the scientific method,

he showed how conceptions were to be formed and

applied to particulars, and by a most comprehensive

inquiry into the several parts of the universe, he
¥ Comyp. Zeller, I. 9, 186, 142,

ILLUSTRATED BY PROGRESS OF PHILOSOPHY.

examined the laws and connection of conceptions,
and.-the thoughts which determine all that really is.
Socrates had as yet no system. He had not even
any material groundwork. Convinced that only in
acquiring conceptions is true knowledge to be found,
that true virtue consists in acting aceording to con-
ceptions, that even the world has been ordered in
accordance with definite conceptions, and therefore
shows design, in any given case he tries by a eritieal
testing of prevailing notions to gain a conception of
the object with which he has to deal, and to this he
devotes all his powers, to the exclusion of every
other interest. But he never went beyond this
formal treatment. His teaching was confined to
these general postulates and assumptions, His im-
portance lies not in a new view of things, but in a
new conception of knowledge, and in the way he
forms this conception, in his apprehension of the
problem and method of sumce, in the strength of
his philosophical bent, andin the simplicity of his
philosophieal life,

The Socratic search for conceptions has grown in

| Plato to a discovery of them, to a certainty of pos-
| sessing them, and gazing upon them. With him

objective thoughts or ideas are the only real things.
Mere idealess existence or matter as such is simply
non-existent ; all things else are made up partly of
what is and partly of what is not; they therefore
are only real in proportion to the part they have in
the idea. Granting that this is in advance of the
Socratic view, it is no less certain that it follows
E
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logically from that view. The Platonic ideas, as
Aristotle rightly understood them,' are the general
conceptions, which Socrates had arrived at, separated
from the world of appearance. They are also the
central point of the speculations of Aristotle. With

him the conception or the form constitutes the

essence, the reality, and is as it were the soul of
things; only form without matter, pure self-con-
templating mind is absolutely real ; only thought is
to man the most intense reality, and therefore also
the most intense pleasure in life. Yet there is this
_difference between Aristotle and Plato, that whereas
Plato separates the conception from the appearance,

| regarding it as independent—as an i8éa, Aristotle
| places it im things themselves, without, however,

implying that form stands in need of matter to be-
‘ come actual, since it is in itself actual. Aristotle
will not remove the idea out of the phenomenal
world because in a state of separation it cannot serve
as a connecting link between individual things, nor
yet, be the cause and substance of things. Thus the
theory is seen to be ome and the same which
Socrates, Plate, and Aristotle represent at different
'stages of growth. In Socrates it is undeveloped,
but full of vitality, pushing itself forward through
' the husk of earlier philosophy; in Plato it has
' grown to a free and independent existence ; and in
Aristotle it has overspread the whole world of being
and consciousness, exhausting itself in the effort,
and moving towards a perfect transformation in
' Met. i 6, 987, B. L. :

ILLUSTRATED BY PROGRESS OF PHILOSOPHY,

later systems, Socrates, 50 to speak, iz the pregnant
germ, Plato the rich bloom, Aristotle the ripe fruit

of Greek philosophy at the perfection of its historical

growth.

. One phenomenon ounly will not fall into this his-
torical chain, but threatens to break the continuity
of Greek thought, viz. the imperfect attempts to
expand the Soeratic principle which are seen in the
Megarian, the Cynic, and the Cyrenaic schools. Tn
these schools no real and essential progress of the
philosophic consciousness was to be found, philo-
sophy being by them restricted to subjective train-
ing of thought and character, although in principle
at any rate it had in the time of Socrates arrived at
objective knowledge, such as could only be found in
a system. Nor yet can they be said to be wholly
unimportant. For not only were they, at a Iateﬂr
period, starting points for Stoicism, Epicureanism, and
Scepticism, but they also promoted independently
thereof many scientific inquiries, by means of which
they exercised an undeniable influence on Plato and
Aristotle. Elsewhere, and even in this epoch, the
same case occurs in the older Academy, and in the
Peripatetic schools, both of which had no independ-
ent influence on the growth .of philesophy, but yet
cannot be overlooked im its history. Of all these
phenomena one and the same thing must be said.
Their chief importance lies not in their having
theoretically expanded a prineiple, but in their
having been practically helpful in advancing it, by
preserving the older forms of culture for cotempor-
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aries to see, here and there improving and widening
them, and by thus keeping the philosopher’s mind
in sight of a many-sidedness, without which later
systems would never have included the produets of
the earlier ones.

This permanence of philosophic schools is mnot
therefore met with until philosophy had attained a
certain general extension, in Greece mnot until the
time of Socrates and Plato. Whereas Plato, by sum-
ming up all the pre-Socratic scheols, put an end to
their existence ; after his time no theory was put for-
ward which did not perpetuate itself in a school until

the time that Neoplatonism put the coping-stone on.

Greek philosophy, in and with which all previous
systems were extinguished. In later times, however
many intellectual varieties rise up side by side, only
a fow of them possess a distinet life of their own.
The rest are a traditional survival of previous views,
and cannot, in considering the peculiar philosophical
character of an age, be taken further into account.
They need only be mentioned in apassing way. This
statement applies to the imperfect followers of
Socrates. Their doetrines are not an advancement
in principle, but only incomplete reproductions of
Socratic views, connected with Socrates in the same
way that the elder Academy is with Plato, or the
Peripatetic school with Aristotle.

PART: 11,

SOCRATES.

CHAPTER IIIL

THE LIFE OF SOCEATES.

THERE is no instance on record of a philosopher
whose importance as a thinker is so closely bound
up with his personal character as a man as it was in
the case of Socrates. Every system, it is true, as
being the work of a definite person, may best be
studied in the light of the peculiarities, culture,
misfortunes and circumstances of its author ; yet in
the case of others it is easier to separate the fruits
of their intellectual life from the stock on which
they grew ; doctrines can generally be received and
handed down quite unchanged by men of very dif-
ferent characters. In the case of Socrates this is
not nearly so easy. His teaching aimed far less at
definite doctrines, which can be equally well em-
braced by different men, than at a special tone of
life and thought, at a philosophic character and an
art of intellectual inquiry, in short, at a something not
to be directly imparted and handed down unaltered,
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but to be propagated freely, others heing stirred up
to an analogous development of their peculiarities.

Hence the inereased anxiety for accurate information

as to the training of a character which has had so
powerful an influence on history. Here a very
common difficulty arises. What Soerates was, and
how he acted in his riper years, is well known ; but

HIS LIFE.

nearly ecotemporary with all those great men who
adorned the age of Pericles. As a citizen of Athens
he participated in all these elements of culture,
which congregated in that greal metropolis, thanks
to its unrivalled fertility of thought. If poverty and
low birth somewhat impeded his using them,' still

only the roughest outline is preserved of the circum-
stances of hislife. Over the earlier part of it thick
darkness rests. For the history of his intellectnal
and moral training, if we except a few scanty and for
the most part untrustworthy statements of earlier
writers, we are left entirely to conjecture.

The youth and early manhood of Socrates fall in
the most brilliant period of Greeian history. Born
during the last years of the Persian war,! he was

! The best ascertained date
in the life of Socrates is the
date of his death. According
to  Demetrivg  Phalerivs and
Apollodorus (in Diog. ii. 44),
ne died in Olympiad 95, 1
[DHod. xiv. 37), probably in
the second half of the month
Thargelion. For in this year
must be placed the return of
the Delian fewpls, which (ac-
cording to Plate, Phedo, 59,
D), arrived the day before the
execution of Sovrates.  Comp.
K. F. Hermann, De theoria
Deliaca, Ind. Sechol. Gatting.
1846, About a month eariier
( Xenophon, Mem. iv. 8, 2, says
definitely thirty days), ie. in
the month Munychion, the ju-
dicial inguiry took place.
Socrates must aceordingly have

been condemmed in April or

May 399 B, and have suf-
fered death in May or June the
same year, Since at the time
of his death he had passed his
seventieth year (Plato, Apol
17, 1.), but not long (Crito,
52, 1., calls him in round num-
bers seventy), his birth cannot
have fallen later than O1. 77, 3,
or 469 B.¢. If his birthday is
rightly fixed on the 6th Thar-
gelion (Apoll. in Phag. i1 44;
Plut. Ou. Conv. viil, 7, 1>
Hlian, ¥V, H. i, 25), and was
not past at the time of the
judicial inguiry, we should
have to go back for it to 470
or even 471 B.¢. (Comp. Béelh.
Corp. Imseript. ii. 821; Her-
mani, 1. ¢ 7). i

The guestion then arises whe-
ther these statements respect-
ing the date of his bixth are

facts or a mere fiction; and
whether the birthday of So-
crates, the parevrucds, was notb
placed on the 6th of Thargelion
to make it agree with that of
Artemis, just as Plato’s was
made to agree with Apollo’s.
If g0, he mayhave been born in
469 B.C. (Olymp. 77, 3). Any-
how, Apolladorws 18 wrong,
placing 1t in 468 B.C. (0L 77,4),
(Ming. 1. e.). Norcan the state-
ment noticed by Diogenes that
he was only sixty years of age
outweigh the clear language of
Plato; it probably rests upon
a transeriber’s mistake. Her-
mann's remark (Plat. Phil. 666,
D& Philos. Jon. setat. ii. A, 39)
that Socrates could mot have
been bornin the third or fourth
vear of an Olympiad, since he
was twenty-five (Synes. Calv.
Ene. ¢. 17) at the time of his
interview with Protagoras,
which  interview Thappened
(Plate, Parm.) at the time of
the Panathenza, and con-
seguently in the third year of
an Olympiad, will not hold
water. Suppesing the inter-
view to be even a fact, which
is very doubtiul, the remark of
Synesing (Calv. Enc. c. 17)
respecting the age of Socrates
is a pure guess, and altogether
refuted by the languaze of the
Thertet. 183, F, and the Par-

men. 127, Q. wdvu wos, opdlpa
yéos.

! That his father Sophronis-
cus ( Xen. Hellen.i. 7,15 ; Plato,
Lach. 180, D. ; how Epiphanins,
Exp. Fid. 1087, A., comes to
call him Elbaglus, is difficult
to say) was a sculptor, may be
pathered from Diggy, 1. 18,
The services of his mother
Phznarete as a midwife are
known from Plate’s Themtetus,
149, A. As regards circum-
stances, it is stated by Deme-
trins Phaler, in Plutarel's Life
of Aristides, e. 1, that be not
only possessed land, but had
seventy minm—a considerable
sum—at interest ; but this
statement is at variance with
the testimony of the best
witnesses. The reasons for it
are without donbt quite as weak
as those for a similar statement
respecting Aristides, and arose
seemingly from some Peripa-
tetie’s wish to find aunthorities
for his view of the worth of
riches. Plato (Apol. 23, B., 38,
A.; Rep. i. 337, D.) and Xeno-
phon ((Ee, ii, 2; xi. 8 ; Mem. i.
2, 1) represent him not only as
Very [OOT, Ty ptkpl KEKTHLEVDS
and &y wevle pupig, but they also
give reasons for thinking so.
Plato makes him say, perhaps
he could pay a fine of a mina,
and XNenophon depicts him as

5h]
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in the Athens of Pericles, not even the lowest on the
city roll was debarred from enjoying the rich pro-
fusion of art, which for the most part was devoted
to the purposes of the state, nor yet from associating
with men in the highest ranks of life. This free
personal intercourse did far more to advance intel-
lectual culture at that time than teaching in schools
Soerates had reached manhood before the Sophists
introduced a formal system of instruction. Intelli-
gible as it thus becomes, that an energetic man in
the position of Socrates should have found many
incitements to and means of culture, and even should
have been carried away by the wonderful elevation
of his native city, still nothing very accurate is
known respecting the routes by which he advanced
to his subsequent greatness.! We may suppose that
he enjoyed the usual education in gymmastics and
musie,® although the stories which are told of his

HIS LIFE. i

teachers in music! deserve no ecredit. We hear
further that he learnt enough of geometry to be able
to grapple with difficult problems, and that he was
not ignerant, of astronomy ; ? but whether he acquired
this knowledge in his youth, or only in later years,
and who was his teacher, we cannot te11.3) We see
him, in mature years, in relations more or less close
with a number of characters who must have exerted
a most varied and stirring influence on hismind.* It

estimating his whole property,
inclusive of his cottaze, at five
minm. The story of Libanius
(Apol Becr, t. iii. p. T), accord-

& ing to which Socrates inherited
eighty minz from his father,
and having lost them by lend-
ing, bore his loss with extreme
composure, looks like a story
intended to show the indiffer-
ence of a philosopher to wealth.
Had Plato and Xenophon
known the story, we may he
sure they wounld not have
omiited to tell it.

! Bee the work of K. F. Her-
mann, De Socratis magistris
et disciplina juvenili, Marh.
1837.

# Plato says so plainly in the

Crito, 50, D. Even apart from
this testimony there could be
no doubt. Porphyry’s state-
ment (in Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
i. 29, p. 8)—a statement un-
dounbtedly derived from Aris-
toxenus—that Socrates was too
nneducated to be able to read,
need scarcely be refuted by
anthorities such as Xen. Mem,
b U e S I
clearly an exaggeration of the
well-known éradevsia (Plata,
Symp. 221, E., 199, A, Apal. 17,
B.}), which enly belongs to the
satirical outside of the philoso-
pher, but was readily taken
hold of and exaggerated by
jealousy in later times.

1 According to Mam. Tyr. as the friend rather than as the

xxxviil. 4, Connus was his
feacher in music, and Eunenus
in poetry, Alexander (in
Diog. ii. 19) ealls him a papil
of Damon, whereas Sextus
(Matth. vi. 13} makes Lampo
his teagher. All these notices
have undoubtedly come from
passages in Flato which are ir-
relevant. Socrates calls Connus
his teacher (Menex. 235, E.,
and Euthyd. 272, C.), but ac-
cording to the latter passace
he was a man at the time, so0
that he must have gone to
Connus simply with a view to
revive a skill long since ac-
quired. It is more probable
(however - often such notices
are given as historical, and
with further details: (ie. ad
Fam. ix. 22; Quint. i. 10;
Val, Moz, viti. 7 ; Dieg.ii. 32 ;
Stof. Flor. 29, 68) that the
passages in Plato refer to the
Connus of the comic poet
Ameipsias, the origin of the
whole fabrication. See Her-
mann, P. 24, Damon’s name
is mentioned in the TLaches,
180, D., 197, D.; Rep. ii. 400,
B., 424, C., in which passages,
Lowever, this musician appears

instructor of Socrates, ancd as
an important political cha-
racter, from his connecticn
with Pericles. The Phwdo, 80,
C., and the Apology, 20, A.,
mention Euenus, vet not as a
teacher, and hardly even as an
acguainiance of Socrates. And
lastly, Lampo mentioned by
Sextus probably owes his exist-
ence to amistake, Sextus may
have written Damon instead of
Connus (Stebeus, Flor, 29, 68,
has Connus in the same connec-
tion)—-or else Lamprus (a name
which cecursinthe Menexzenus,
though not as that of a teacher
of Socrates), and transcribers
made it Lampo. The celebrated
prophet of this name canmot of
course hiave been intended.

£ Xen. Mem. iv. 7, 3, 5.

3 Mawimus 1.c. says Theodore
of Cyrene, but this is only an
inference from Plato’s Thexte-
tus and not warranted by it.

+ For instance, the Sophists,
Protagoras, Gorgias, Polos,
Hippias, Thrasymachus, but
especially Prodieus, Of Plato,
Prot., Gorg.,, Hip., Rep. i.; den.
Mem. ii, 1, 21; iv. 4, 5, &e.
Also Enripides, who was on

57

Crap,
11T,



CHAP,
II1.

SOCRATES.

is beyond doubt that he owed much to such rela-
tions ; but these friends cannot in striet accuracy be
described as his teachers, although we may often find
them so called ;! neither is any light derived hence
for the history of his early training. We further
meet with expressions which show that he must
have had a general acquaintance with the views of
Parmenides and Heraclitus, of the Atomists, of
Anaxagoras, and perhaps of Empedocles.? Whence
he derived this knowledge, it is impossible to say.
The stories that he received instruetion in his younger
years from Anaxagoras and Archelaus, can neither
be supported by satisfactory evidence, nor are they
probable in themselves.? 8till more uncertain is his

such intimate terms with him
that the comic poets charged
him with borrowing his trage-
dies from Socrates. (CL Dieg.
it 18: Hhan, V. H: ii. 18)
Also Aspasia; cf. Xen. (Be. 3,
14; Mem. ii. 6, 36; Aschines,
in (Cfe. de Tnvent. i. 31; in
Max. Tyr. xxxviili 4 ; conf,
Hermann De AHsch. relig. 16;
Hermesianax in  _lifen. xiii,
509, a; Diotima ( Plato, Symp.).
Respecting several of these we
know not whether Plato was
true to facts in bringing them
into eonnection with Socrates.

1 Boerates calls himself in
Plato a pupil of Prodicus
(Zeller, 1. c. i, 878, D), of Aspa-
sin (Menex. 235, E.), and of
Diotima (Symp, 201, D.), all of
which statements have been
repeated in past and present
times. ~ See Hermann, Soo.
Mag. p. 11.  'We may suppose
that the instruction given by

the two ladies consisted in free
personal intercourse, even al-
lowing that Diotima is a real
person, and the Menexenus a
genuine dialogue; and the
same remark applies equally to
Prodicus. Maximus ealls Ischo-
machus his teacher in agri-
culfure, but he probably ar-
rived at this conclusion by
misusderstanding Xen. (Ee. 6,
17. The story that he was a
pupil of Diagoras of Melos (the
Scholiast on Aristosh. Nubes, v.
828), is obviously false.

* Xen. Mem. 1. 1, 143 iv. 7, 8.

3 The authorities are: for
Anaxagoras, Aristid. Or. zlv.,
P. 21, and the nameless authori-
ties referred to by Digg. ii. 19
and 435, whom Suidas Swicodr.
aceording fo custom follows ;
for Archelaus, Diog. ii. 18, 19,
23, x. 12, and those mentioned
by him, In, Aristoxenus, and
Dincles. . Besudes these Cicero,

HIS LIFE.

supposed intercourse with Zeno and Parmenides.
Even little is known of the philosophical writings

Sextus, Porphyry (in Theod.
Cur, Gr. Aff Xil. 67, p. 173),

Clement of Alexandria (Strom.

i. 302, A.), Simplicius, Fusebius
(Pr. Bv, =, 14, 13, xiv. 15, 11,
xv. 61, 11), Hippolytus, the spu-
ricus Galen, and a few others;
conf. Krisehe, Torsch, 210.
The evidence in favour of
Anaxagoras is very insuflicient,
and the language respecting
him used by Socrates (Plato,
Phzdo, 97, B., and Xenophon,
Mem. iv. 7, 6) makes it impro-
bable that he knew him person-
ally, or was acquainted with
his views, except from books
and hearsay, which of course
does not exclude any casual or
accidental meeting, The tra-
ditions respeeting his relations
to  Archelaus are hetter an-
thenticated; yet even here
there is mmuch that is suspi-
cions. Of the two earliest
anthorities, Toand Aristoxenus,
the former, who was an older
cotemporary of Socrates, does
not make Archelaus his in-
structor. All that is stated in
Liog. ii. 23, on his authority, is
that Socrates, when a young
man, travelled with Arvchelaus
to Samos, This assertion, how-
ever, flatly contradicts Plato
(Crito, 62, B.), who says that
Socrates never left Athens, ex-
cept once to go to the Isthmian
games or when on military
duty. DMiiller, however, gets
over the difficulty (Frag. Hist.
Gr. ii, 49, N. 9) by supposing
that Plato was only referring
to Socrates when grown up.

Tt is just possible that Plato

may not have known of a jour-
ney which Socrates took in his
earlier years. That be should
have knowingly omitted to
mention it, az Alberti, Socr, 40,
supposes, is hardly likely. It
is also possible some mistake
may have been made. To may
not have meant a journey to
Samos, but his taking part in
the espedition to Samos of 441
B.0., which, strange to say, is
not mentioned in the Apology,
23, E. Or the error may he
with Diogenes, who applied to
Sccrates what Io had said of
some one else,  Or it may not
be the Io of Chicg, but some
later individual who thus
writes of Socrates. Certain it
iz, that Jo’s testimony does not
prove Socrates to have been a
pupil of Archelans, Hven if the
relation were proved te have
existed in Soecrates’ younger
days, it would still be a ques-
tion whether his philesophy
was influenced thereby.
Aristoxenus goes further.
According to his account in
Digg, il. 16, Socrates was the
favourite of Archelaus, or, as
Porphyry represents the matter,
he became acquainted with
Archelaus in his seventeenth
year, lived with him many
years, and was by him initiated
into philosophy, We shall have
oceasion tonatice hereafter how
little dependence can be placed
on the statements of Aristoxe-
nus respecting Socrates. Were
the other statement given on
his autherity which is to be
found in Diogenes closely con-
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with which he was acquainted.! A well-known
passage in Plato’s Phedo * describes him as advanc-
ing from the older natural science and the philosophy
of Anaxagoras to his own peculiar views. But it is
most improbable that this passage gives an historieal
account of his intellectual development, if for no
other reason, at least for this one,’ that the course of
development there leads to the Platonic theory of
conceptions ; let alone the fact that it is by no
means certain that Plato himself possessed any fuller

HIS LIFE. -

and certainly soon gave up.! Considering it to be
his special calling to labour for the moral and intel-
lectual improvement of himself and others, this con-
viction forced itself so strongly upon him, as to
appear to him in the light of a divine revelation.?
He was, moreover, confirmed therein by a Delphic
oracle, which, of course, must not be regarded as the
cause of, but rather as an additional support to, his
reforming zeal.? How and when this convietion first

information respecting the intellectual progress of

his teacher.

No doubt he hegan life by learning his father’s

trade,* a trade which he

nected with this one, the state-
ment that Socrates did not be-
come a pupil of Archelaus till
after the condemmnation of
Anaxagoras, his untrustworthi-
ness would be at onee exposed ;
{forSocrateswas seventeen when
Anaxagoras left Athens, and
had lopg passed his years of
pupilage.  The assertions of
Arvistoxenus, however, are in
themselves improbable. For,
supposing Socrates to have heen
on intimate terms with Arche-
laus, when young, twenty years
before Anaxagoras was ban-
ished, how is it concelvable that
he should mnot have known
Anaxagorasl—and if he was
imstructed by bhim in philo-
sophy, how is it that neither
Xenophon nor Plato nor Ari-
stotle ever mentions Archelaus ?
All the later authorities for
the relation of the two philo-
sophers appear to rest on Ari-
stozenus, As there is nothingin

probably never practised,

the teaching of Archelauns, with
which the Socratic teaching
can be connected, it seems
probable that be had little to
do with the philosophy of
Socrates, even though Socrates
may have known him and his
teaching. Besides, Socrates (in
Xen. Sym.) ecalls himself an
abrovpybs Tis porodlas, o self-
taught philosopher.

! He seems to have known
those of Anaxagoras. A sup-
posed allusion to the writings
of Heraclitus (in Diog. ii. 22)
is uncertain, nor is it esta-
blished that he ever studied the

Mus, N. . xix. 514; Alberti,
Socr. 13; Usberwey, Unters.
d. Plat. Schr. 94; Steinhart,
Plat. L., 207,

i Timon and Daris in Dioyg.
i, 19, 'Timz=us, according to

Porphyry in Gyl e, Jul. 208,
A. Flato (Rep. vi. 498, B.)
seems to have had the case of
Socrates in view.

3 Porphyry leaves it open
whether Socrates or his father
practised sculpture; nor is any-
thing proved by the story that
the Graces on the Acropolis
were his work (fMeg. Paus. i
22). No allusions are found in
Aristophanes, Plato, or Xeno-
phon to the senlptor’s art.
Hence we may conclude that
if Socrates ever practised it, he
gave it up long before the play
of the Clondswasacted. Duris
and Demetrius of Dyzantinm
(in Diog. ii. 19), in stating that
he was a slave, and that Crito
took him from a workshop and
brought him up, appear to con-
found him with Phedo.

2 Plato, Apol. 83, C.: éusl §¢
Toiro . ... mpooTérakToi WD
7ot Beodl mpdrrew ral & pavreluy
wat €& évvmriwy kol warti Tpime,
émep Tis woTe kal BANY Bela poipa
Gvpdre ket drielr wpooérake
woLeiv,

3 According 1o the well-
known story in the Apol. 20,
E., which has been repeated
countless times by suceeeding

writers, the matter stands thus :
Cheerephon had asked at Delphi
if there was a wiser man than
focrates, and the priestess had
answered in the negative.
The Iambics which purport to
contain the answer in Diog.
il. 37, and Swid. cogpds helong
of course 1o a much later
period. Wherenpon, says So-
crates, he had thought over
the sense of the oracle, and, in
the hope of finding it, he had
conversed with all who made
pretensions to knowledze. At
last he has found that neither
he himself nor any other man
was wise, but that others be-
lieved themselves to be wise,
whilst he was conscious of his
want of wisdom. He con-
sidered himself therefore en-
listed in the service of Apollo
and pledged to a similar sifting
of men, to save the honour of
the oracle, since it had declared
him, although one so wanting
in wisdom, to be the wisest of
men. Allowing that Socrates
really said this—and there is
no doubt that he said it in
substance—it by no means fol-
lows that his philosophical
activity dated from the time
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dawned on him, cannot be determined. Most prob-
ably it grew gradually in proportion as he gained
more knowledge of the moral and intellectual ecir-
cumstances of his time, and soon after the beginning
of the Peloponnesian war he had found in the main
his philosophical centre of gravity.!

From that time forward he devoted himself to
the mission he had assumed, regardless of everything
else. His means of support were extremely scanty,?
and his domestic life, in company with Xanthippe,
was far from happy.? Yet neither her passionate

of the Pythian oracle. Else
what should have led Chwmre-
phon to put the guestion, or
the oracle to give the answer
it did? So thatif in the Apo-
logy he speaks as though the
Delphic Oracle had first stirred
him up to the sifting of men,
that must be a figure of speech.
Without going so far as Colotes
(in Plut. adv. Col. 17, 1), and
Athemeus (v, 218) and many
modern writers ( Birueher, Hist.
Phil. i. 534, Ven Dalen and
Hewmann), snd denying the his-
torical character of the oracle
altogether—and certainly the
proofs are not very striet—wea
can at least attach no great im-
portance toit. Ttmay havebeen
of service to Socrates just as his
doctor's degree was fo Lmther,
assuring him of his inward
call, but'it had just as little to
do with making him a philoso-
phical reformer as the doctor’s
degree had with makine Luther
arelicious reformer. The story
of the response given to his
father when he was a boy

(Plut. Gen. Bocr. o. 20) is al-
together a fiction.

! This is proved by the part
which Aristophanes assigms to
Socrates in the Clouds. If at
that time, 424 B.0., he could be
described as the chief of the
new learning, he must have
worked for years according to
a definite method, and have
gathered about him a circle of
friends. In the Connus of
Ameipsias, which seems to have
been acted at the same time as
the Clonds, he likewise appears
as a well-known person, and Io
in his travelling memorials had
previously alluded to him. See
p:57,1;88,3,

3 Ree p. 35, 1.

? The name of Xanthippe is
not only proverbial now. Later
writers of antiquity (7eles. in
Stob. Flor. 5, 64; Senceaq De
Const. 18, 51 Epist, 104, 177;
Porphyry in Theod. Cur. Gr.
Aff. xii. 65: Diogemes 11, 367 ;
Plutareh Coh. Ira, 13, 461, who
however fells the same of the
wife of Pittacus, Trang. An.

HBLS LIFE.

character was permitted

i. 471 ; FElian, V. H. xi 19;
Athenaus, v. 219; Synesiug,
&c.), relate of her so many
little stories and disgraceful
traits that one almost feels in-
clined to take up the eudgels
in her behalf, as Heumann has
sctually done (Acta Fhil i
103). What Xenophon (Mem.
i. 2; Bym. 2, 10) and Plato
{Phaeca, 60, A.) say, shows that
she cannot have been altogether
badly disposed. At least she
was solicitous about her family,
though at the same time she
was extremely violent, over-
bearing, and intractable. It is
remarkable that Aristophanes
in the Clouds says nothing of
the married life of Socrates,
although thiz might have af-
forded him material for many
a joke. Probably Socrates was
not then married. His eldest
son is called twenty-five years
later (Plato, Apol. 34, D.;
Phedo, 60, A)) wepdcwy 75n,
and there were two young
children. Besides Xanthippe,
Socrates is said to have had
another wife, Myrto, a danghter
or grand-danghter of Aristides:
after Xanthippe according to
Aristotle (in Diog. ii. 26 ; conf,
Stob. Floril, 86, 25, Posidon in
Ps. Plut. De Nob. 18, 8; less
accurate is Platarch’s Aristid.
27 which Athen. xiii. 555 fol-
lows); before her according to
another view (also in Diog.);
and at the same time with her
according to Aristoxenns, De-
metring  Phaler,, Hieronymus
Rhod., Satyrus, and Porphyry,
in Cyril. c. Jul, vi. 186, I, ; so
that he had two wives at once.
The mistake in the last view

to ruffle his philosophie

has been already exposed by
Panztius (according to Plut.),
and in modern times most
thoroughly by Luzac (Lecti-
ones Attice, Leyden, 1809).
Not only is such a thing in-
compatible with the character
of Bocrates, but amongst bis
cotemporaries, foes and
friends, Xenophon, Plato, Ari-
stophanes, and other comic
poets, including Timon, there
is no aliusion to a relation,
which, had .it existed, would
most undoubtedly have caused
a great sensation and have
provoked attack and deferce
and derision in the highest
degree. The laws of Athens
never allowed bigamy, and ihe
decree pmrporting to be in
favour of it, hy which Hier-
onymus altempts to give pro-
bability to his story (the sanie
decree quoted by Gell N. A.
xv. 20, 6, in support of the
alleged bigamy of Furipides),
either never was passed or
must bear a different meaning.
The only question is, whether
there can be any foundation
for the story, and how its rise
can be explained. Shall the
Pseudo-Aristotle be believed,
who says that Myrto was his
second wife, and the fwo
younger sons her children? But
how can this be rteconciled
with the Phado 60, A., leaving
alone the fact that Myrto, as a
daughterof Aristides, must have

been alder than Socrates (whose

father in Laches, 180, D.,is men-
tioned as a school eompanion of
her brother), and far too old
then to bear childven? Or shall
it, on the contrary, be conceded
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composure,! nor eould domestic cares hinder the

(with Luzac) that Myrto was
Soerates’ first wife, and that he
married Xanthippe after her
death? This, too, is highly im-
probable. For,in the first place,
neither Xenophon nor Plato
know anything about two wives
of Boerates, although the Sym-
posium  wounld have invited
some mention of them. In the
second place, all the bio-
graphers (a few unknown ones
in Diozenes excepted) and par-
ticularly the Psendo-Aristotle,
from whom all the rest appear
to have taken the story, say
that he married Mvrto after
Xanthippe, and that Sophro-
niscns and Menexenus were her
children. Thirdly, Socrates
cannof possibly have married
the sister or the niece ol Lysi-
machus, the son of Aristides,
before the battle of Delium,
since at the time of the battle
(Lach. 180, D.) he did not
know Lysimachus personally.
Nor can his first marriaze have
been gontracted after that date,
since Xanthippe's eldest son
was grown up at the time of
herdeath. Andlastly, in Plato’s
Themtet. 150, E., shortly before
his death, Socrates mentions
this Aristides, as one of those
who had withdrawn from his
intelleetual influenee without
detriment to his relationship as
a kinsman.

Thus the conneetion between
Socrates and Myrto seems to
belong  altogether to the re-
gion of fable, The most pro-
bable account of the origin
of the story is the following,

We gather from the remains
of the treatise mwepl ebyevelas
(Stob. Flor. 86, 24, 25: BR,
i3), the gennineness of which
was donbted by Plutarch, and
cerfainly cannot be allowe,
that this dialogne was con-
cerned with fhe qguestion,
whether nobility belonged to
those whose parents were yir-
tupus. Now none were more
celebrated for their spotless
virtue and their voluntary
poverty than Aristides and So-
crates, Accordingly the writer
brought the two into eonnec-
tion. BSocrates was made to
marry a daughter of Aristides,
and since Xanthippe was
known to be his wife, Myrto
was made to be his second
wife and the mother of his
younger children. Others,
however, remembered that
Xanthippe survived her hus-
band. They thought it un-
likely that Soerates should be
the som-in-law of a man dead
before he was born, and they
tried to surmount these diffi-
culties in varions ways. As
regards the first difficulty,
either it was maintained that
Myrto was his second wife and
that the younger children were
hers, in which case it was
necessary to place her gide by
side with Xanthippe, as Hier-
onymus actually did, inventing
a popular decree to make it
probable; or to avoid romance,
this supposition had tobe given
up, and Myrto was said to be
his first wife, who then can
have borne him no children,

For note ' gee next page.
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occupation which he recognised to be the business
of his life. His own concerns were neglected lest he
should omit anything in the service of God.?2 To be
independent, he tried, like the Gods, to rise superior
to wants;® and by an uncommon degree of self-
denial and abstemiousness.! he so far succeeded that
he could beast of living more pleasantly and more
free from troubles than any one else” Tt was thus

‘possible for him fo devote his whole powers to the

service of others without asking or taking reward ;¢

since Lamprocles, his eldest
son, according to Xenophon,
was a child of Xanthippe.
The second difficulty could be
got over either by making
Iyrto a grand-daughter in-
stead of a danghter of Ari-
stides, or by making her father
the grandson of Aristides the
Just. Plato, Lach. 179, A.;
Thest., &c. The former was
the usmal way. The latter is
the view of Athenweus.

! SBee Xenophon 1. ¢, not to
mention later anecdotes re-
specting this subject.

2 Plato, Apol. 23, B.; 31, B,

5 Cont, Xen, Mem. i. 6, 1-10,
where he argues against Anti-
phon, that his is a theroughly
happy mode of life, ending
with the celebrated words:
Tb ply unBeyds Géeabar eiov elvar,
7Y 8¢ ds dayiorwy dyyvrdre Tod
Beiov.

+ The contentment of So-
crates, the simplicity of his
life, his abstinence from sen-
sual pleasures of every kind,
his spanty clothing, his walk-
ing barefoot, his endurance of
hunger and thirst, of heat and

cold, of deprivations and hard-
ships, are well known. Conf.
Xen. Mem, 1. 2, 13 8, 5; Plato,
Symap. 174, A., 219, B.; Ph=d-
Tus, 220, A.; Aristoph. Clonds
103, 361, 409, 828, Birds 1282,

5 Xen. Mem. 1. 6, 4; iv. &, 6.

8 Xen, Mem. i, 2. 521 5,6
i. 6, 3; Plato, Apol. 19, D. 31,
B.; 83, A.; Huthypro, 3. D.;
symp, 219, B. In the face of
these distinct statements the
story told by Aristoxenus (Diog.
ii. 20) that from time to time
he collected money from his
pupils, can only be regarded as
a slander. Tt is possible that
he did not always refuse the
presents of opulent friends —
(Diog. ii. T4, 191, 34: Sen. de
Benef. 1. 8; vil, 24; Quintil.
Inst. xii. 7, 9). Questionable
anecdotes (Diog. ii. 24, 31, 65

Stod, Flor, 3, 61; 17, 17) do

not disprove this, since no de-
pendence can be placed on
these authorities, He is said
to have refused the splendid
offers of the Macedonian Arche-
laus and the Thessalian Scopas
(Diog. ii. 25 ; Sen. Benef. v. 6 ;
Arrian or Plut, in Steh. Floril.

F
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and this occupation so confined him to his native
city that he rarely passed its boundaries or even its
gates.'

To take part in state affairs,® he did not, how-
ever, feel to be his calling; not only believing it
impossible to hold a statesman’s position?® in the
Athens of his day without violating his principles,
and disliking to truckle to the demands of a
pampered mob ;¢ but far more becanse he felt his
own peculiar task to lie in a very different direction.
Any one sharing his convietion that care for self-
culture must precede care for the public weal, and that
a thorough knowledge of self, together with a decp
and many-sided experience, is a necessary qualifica-
tion for public life,” must regard the educational
treatment of individuals as a far more pressing
business than the like treatment of the community,
which without the other would be profitless;® con-
sidering it a better service to his country to educate
able statesmen than actually to discharge a states-

man’s duties.” One so thoroughly fitted by nature,

HIS LIFE.

G

taste, tone of thought and character, to elevate the Cmar.

moral tone and develop the mind of others by means
of personal intercourse, could hardly feel at home in
any other line of life.! Accordingly, Socrates never
attempted to move from his position as a private
citizen. By serving in several campaigns with the
greatest bravery and endurance,? he discharged his

97, 98: Dio Chrys. Or.xiil. 50),
and this tale is confirmed as
regards the first-named indi-
vidual by Aristotle (Bhet. il
93), in a passage which Bayle
(Dict. Archelans Rem. D.) dis-
putes without reason.

! In the Crito, 52, B.; 53, A.,
he says, that except on military
duty he has only once left
Athens, when he went as a
deputy to the Isthmian games.
From the Phwedrus, 250, C., we
gather that he rarely went

outside the gates.

2 Plate, Apol. 81, C.

3 Plato, Apol. 31, D.; Rep.
vi. 496, C.; Gorg. 521, C.

4 Pilato, Apol. 33, A, or, as
the Gorgias 473, E., ironically
expresses it: because he was
too plain-spoken for a states-
man. Conf. Gorg. 521, D,

s Plate, Apol. 36, Symp. 216,
A.: Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 6 ; iii. 6.

¢ Plato,Apol 29, C.; 30, D.;
33, C.; Gorg. 513, E.

T Xen. Mem. 1. 6, 15.

! Bocrates asserts this ex-
plicitly in Plate. In Apol. 31,
D., he remarks that his Satudvior
sent him back from a puoblic
life, and wisely too; for in a
fareer spent in stemming the
passionate impulses of the
masses he would long .since
have been rnined. The &aiud-
wiop which deters him is the
sense of what is suited to his
individuality. Thatthis was a
right kind of sense may be
gathered from the considera-
tion that a public career, in his
case, would not only have been
unsuccessful, but would also
have been most injurious for
himself; and Socrates msually
estimates the moral value of
conduct by success. If, as no
doubt was the case, this con-
sideration confirmed his dislike
to a public career, still the
primary cause of this dislike,
the source of that insuperable
feeline, which as a BSapdvor
preceded every estimate of con-
seguences, was without doubt
something immediate. Had a
public position suited his cha-
racter as well as the life he
chose, he would as little have
been deterred by its dangers
as he was by the dangers of
that which he had adopted
(Apol. 29, B)., He states;

however, that his occupation
afforded him great satisfaction
with which he could not dis-
pense, Apol. 38, A,  6mt kal
TUyxdre: pépioctor  dyaldy by
avBpeme Tobre, fndgrys dpépas
mepl GpeTijs Tovs Adyous Toicichar
kal Tdr EANwy, wepl Gy fueds
éuob  dwotere Braheyoudvov rat
Spavrdy kol EAAovs éerdlovras, 6
B¢ GvetéracTos Blos ov BueTos ay-
Bode.

* Bee the stories in Plato,
Symp. 219, E.; Apol, 28, E.;
Charm, i.; Lach. 181, A.
Of the three expeditions men-
tioned in the Apology, that
to Potidea, 432 B.o, that to
Delium, 424 B.C., and that to
Amphipolis, 422 B.¢., the two
first are fuolly described. At
Potidsea Soerates rescued Alei-
biades, but renounced in his
fayour his claim to the prize
for valour. His fearless retreat
from the battle of Deliom is
mentioned with praise. An-
tisthenes (in Athen. v. 216, b)
refers the prize affair to the
time after the battle of Delium.
Probably Flato is right, being
generally well informed on
such matters. The doubts which
Athenzns raises respeeting
Plato’s acconnt are trivial. Of
course other accounts derived
from his account cannot be
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duties to his country. As a citizen he met un-
righteous demands alike of an infuriated populace
or of tyrannical oligarchs, in every case of danger,!
firmly and fearlessly ; but in the conduct of affairs
he preferred to take no part.

Neither would he come forward as a public
teacher after the manner of the Sophists. Not only
taking no pay, but giving no methodical course ;* not
professing to teach, but only to learn in common with
his fellows ; not forcing his convietions upon others,
but simply examining theirs ; not dealing out ready-
made truth like coin fresh from the mint, but awalken-
ing a taste for truth or virtue and showing the way
thereto; he sought to overthrow spurious, and to
discover real knowledge.! Never weary of converse,
he eagerly seized every opportunity for instruetive and

moral chit-chat. Day by day he was about in the -

market and public walks, in schools and workshops,
ever ready to have a word with friend or stranger,
with eitizen or foreigner, but always prepared to give

HIS LIFE.

an intellectnal or maoral turn to the talk.! Whilst thus
serving God in his higher calling, he was persuaded
that he was also serving his country in a way that no
one else could do2 For deeply as he deplored the
decline of discipline and edueation in his native city,?
he could place no reliance on the Sophists, the moral
teachers of his time.r The attractiveness of his
discourse gathered around him a cirele of admirers,
consisting for the most part of young men of
family,” drawn to him by the most varied motives,
standing to him in every kind of relation, and
coming to him, some for a longer, others for a
shorter time.® These friends he was anxious not
only to educate, but to advise in everything pertain-
ing to their good, even in worldly matters;7” and out
of this changing and, in great measure, loosely con-
nected society, a nucleus was gradually formed of
decided admirers,—a Socratic school, united, far less
by a common set of doetrines, than by a common
love for the person of its founder. With more

guoted to support it. The
story that Soerates rescued
Xenophon at Delivm (Sérabo,
iz, 9,7; Diog.) seems to com-
iound Xenophon with Alel-
biades.

! Yem. Mem. 1. 1, 18, and 2,
q1: iv. 4, 2; Hellen. 1. 7, 15
Plato, Apol. 32, A.; Gorg. 473,
B. ; epist. Plat. ¥ii. 824, D. ; see
also Lwzae, De Socrate cive,
421923 ; Grote’s Hist. of Greece,
viil. 238-285. ;

2 Plato, Apol. 83, A.: éyb 3¢
Bibdoiaros iy ovbevds mdmwor
ryenduny €l Bé Tis poy Adyortas

Kal T euauToD TpdTTorTos EmiBusel
dicotery . . . ouderl wdwoT' épdi-
wmea, ibid. 19, D. Xen. Mem.
i.2, 3 and 31. The assertion
of the Epicurean Idomeneus,
and of Favorinus in Digg. il
20, that he gave instruction in
thetorie, needs no further re-
futation.

3 Proofs in all the dialogues.
See particularly Plate, Apol.
91, B.; 23 B.; 29, D.; 80, H;
Rep. i. 836, B. The Socratic

method will be discussed here-

after.

1 Xen, Mem, i, 1, 10; iii
10 ; Plato, Symyp., Lysis., Char-
mides, Phaedrus, Apol. 23, B.;
30, A. The paorpoweia which
Boerates boasts of, Xen, Symp.
3, 10; 4; 36, 8, 5, 42, is no-
thing else, this art consisting
in making friends lovable, by
virtue and prudence.

* Plato, Apol. 30, A.; Conf.
36, C.; 39, 3; 41, D.; Gorg.
521, D.

3 Xen. Mem, iii. 5, 13.

f Mem. iv. 4, 5, which is not
at variance with Plafo, Apol.

19, D, nor yet with the passages
quoted p. 69, 1.

3 Plato, Apol. 23, C., af wéo
uot émaxorovloiyTes ols pdAioTa
oxolf) eoriv, of Tév wAouriwrd-
Twr. Still we find among his
ardent admirers, not only Anfi-
sthenes, but also Apollodorus
and Aristodemus, who appear,
according to Plate, Symp. 173,
8, to have been equally poor.

6 Conf. Xen. Mem. 1. 2, 14:
iv. 2, 40; Plate, Thezt. 150, D.

? Conf. examples, Mem. ii. 3,
T 8,9 5 21L.6, T,
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intimate friends he frequently had common meals,!
which, however, can scarcely have been a fixed
institution. Such as appeared to him to require
other branches of instruction, or whom he believed
unsuited for intercourse with himself, he urged to
apply to other teachers, either in addition to or in
place of himself.* This course of action he followed
until his seventieth year with his powers of mind
unimpaired.®* The blow which then put an end to
his life and his activity will be mentioned hereafter.

U Xen, Mem, iii, 14, knew him, not showing any
2 Plato, 'Thewtet. 151, B trace of weaknessin his mental

Xen, Mem, iii, 1; Symp, 4, 61. powers or in his activity up

# Xenophon and Plato most- to the last moment. That this
ly represent.Socrates as an old was a wrong view, Mem. iv. 8,
man, as he was when they 8, states distinctly,
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THE CHARACTER OF BOCRATES.

{ ANCIENT writers speak of the character of Sccrates in

terms of the greatest respect. There are, however,

CHAP.
IV.

some exceptions, quite apart from the prejudice A. Zhe

occasioned by his condemnation, which no doubt

greatness
af the eha-

lingered some time after his death.) Followers of 7aver of

Epicurus indulged their love of slander even at his
expense,! and one voice from the Peripatetic School
has scandalous stories to tell respecting his life: as
a boy he was disobedient and refractory jcas a youth, |
irregular in his habits; as a man, coarse, a:rroga,nt-,f
passionate, and licentious.”) The stories of this kind

1 (licero de N, D. i, 34, says
that bis teacher, the Epicurean
Zeno, called him an Attic buf-
foon. Epieurus, however, ac-
cording to Dieg. . §, appears
to have spared him, although
he decried every other philo-
sopher.

¢ The sonrce from which these
unfavourable reports, collected
by Luzae, come, is Aristoxenus,
Lect. Att. 246 (from whom we
have already heard similar
things, p. 5%, note : 62, 3 ; 65, 6).
From this writer comes the
statement mentioned in Por-
phyry : ds diicel yeydvoe Tpaxys
€is Opyhv, kal owoTe KpaTnbeln TG

mdfer Bid wdows &oynuociims
éBddiler —Synesius (Enc, Galv,
81 confines this to his younger
vears ;—also the statement of
Cyril. c. Jul, vi, 185, C.; Theod.
Cur. Gr. Aff. xii. 63, p. 174: d7e
8¢ grexfely fwb 7Toi wdiovs
TolTor Sewhy elvar Ty Goxnuoo-
tyny obBerbs wap obire dvdparos
dmoayéoBai ofire mpdyparos ; and
another of Cyril. 186, C. Zeod.
1. ¢.) that Socrates was in other
ways temperate, mpbs 8¢ The Tav
&?paaxcrimv xpiicir  cdodpirepoy
uer elvar, Gouclay 88 ui wposeivar,
7§ yép Tals youerals 7 Tals Kowals
ypirdar udrais, and then after
the history of his bigamy he

Soerates.
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extant are so improbable, and the chief authority
for them is so untrustworthy,' that we cannot even
with certainty * infer that Socrates only became what
he was after a severe struggle ® with his natural dis-

concludes: elvac 8¢ ¢mowy abrdy
ér Tats OuwiAiars aiv@s Te PiA-
amexbfpove kal Aolbopoy kal tBpt-

‘orucey.  From the same source,

as witness Plut. Mal, Her. ¢. 9,
p. 856, comes the charge which
Theod. 1. c. 1. 20, p. 8 quotes
from Porphyry, without naming
Aristoxenus, elvat §¢ adrde mpbs
obder uér apun, Grallevror &
wepl mdvra, so that he was
hardly able to read, besides
what follows (ibid. xii. 66,
p. 174; conf. iv. 2, p. 56):
éNéyero BE mepl adrol s dpa wals
Sy odk e Bidoerer pbiE ebTdiTws
wpdTor wewr ydp pacw alTiv T
warpl Barehéoar, Gmweldoiivra wal
drdre welhedoesy alTir AaBdrra
T8 dpyava Ta wepl Thw Téxwmy
amarr@r omoubfimore dAywpho-
CUTOTOU WPOOT Ay LT IS TEPLT PEXELY
abTby drovdfiTore Béksier . . . A
8¢ ral TEY émmipwuérey ral Tdie
Swkpdrer Ot els Tovs GyAous elorw-
feiro kal Tas BizTpiBis émoieiTo
wpos Tais TpaTelus kal wpos Tals
‘Epucss, Herewith is connected
the story of the physiognomist
Zopyrus: (Cie. Tusc. vi, 37, 83 ;
De Fat. iv. 10; Adlar. Apk. De
Fato, vi., Pers. Sat. IV. 24 cont.
Max, Tyr. xxxi. 8), who declared
Socrates to be stupid and pro-
fiigate, and received from him
the answer, that by naturs he
had been 80, but had been
changed by reason, This ac-
count can hardly be true, It
looks as if it had been devised to
illustrate the power of reason
over a defective natural dispo-

gition, as illustrated in Plate,

was current in the time of Ari-
stoxenus, he may have used itfor
his picture; but it is also pos-
sible that his description pro-
duced the story, which in this
case would have an apologetic
meaning, The name of Zopyrus
wonld lead us to think of the
Syrian magician, who, accord-
ing te Aristotle in Digy. ii. 45,
had foretold the violent death
of Hocrates.

1 As may be already seen
from the stories respecting the
bigamy, the gross ignorance,
the wviplent temper, and the
sensual indulgences of Socrates.

% As Hermann does, De Soer.
Mag. 30.

i Though this is in itself
possible, we have no cerfain
authority for such an assertion.
The anecdote of Zopyrus is,
as already remarked, very un-
certain, and where is the war-
rant that Aristoxenus followed
a really ecredible tradition?
He refers, it is true, to his
father Spintharus, an actual
acguaintance of Socrates. But
the question arises, whether
this statement is more trust-
worthy than the rest. The
chronology is against it, and
still mere so is the =ub-
stance of what Spintharus
says. It may also be asked
whether Spintharus spoke the
truth, when he professed to
have witnessed outbursts of

HIS CHARACTER.

position.  Our best authorities only know him as the
perfect man, to whom they look up with respect, and
whom they regard as the exemplar of humanity and
morality. 9:}% one,’ says Xenophon, ¢ ever heard or
saw anything wrong in Socrates; so pious was he

that he never did anything without first consulting |
the Gods ; so just that he never injured any one in

the least: so master of himself that he never pre-
ferred pleasure to goodness; so sensible that he
never erred in his choice between what was better
and what was worse. In a word, he was of men the

best and happiest.)*

He further represents Socrates as a pattern of
hardiness, of self-denial, of seif-mastery'; 48 a man
of piety and love for his country, of unbending
fidelity to his convictions, as a sensible and trust-

anger in Socrates, who must
then have beem in the last
years of his life, Certainly
we have no more reason to
believe him than his son.
Tastly, Aristoxenns does nof
confine his remarks to the
youth of Socrates, but they
are of a most general character,
or refer distinetly to his later
vears. Luzae, 1. c. 261, would
appear to have hit the truth
when he makes Aristoxenus
responsible for all these state-
ments. For Aristozenus ap-
pears not only to have carried
his warfare with the Socratic
Schools against the person of
Socrates, but also to have in-
dulged in the most capricious
and unfounded misapprehen-
sions and inferences, His
overdrawn imagination makes

Socrates as a boy dissatisfied
with his father's business, and
as a man pass his life in the
strests. In the same way he
finds that Socrates must have
been a man without culture,
becanse of expressions such as
that in the Apology, 17, B., or
that in the Symp. 221, E. ; 199,
A.; violent in temper, in sup-
port of which he refers to
Symp. 214, D.; and dissolute
becanse of his supposed bigamy,
and the words in Xen. Mem. i.
3, 14; ii. 2, 4, and p. 51, 2.

! Mem, i. 1, 11; iv. 8, 11.
B. Langed's objections to the
genuineness of the concluding
chapters of the Memorabilia
(iv. 8) (De Xenoph. Apol., Berl.
1873) do not appear sufficiently
strong to preclude their being
cited as an authority.
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worthy adviser both for the bodies and souls of his
friends, as an agreeable and affable companiom,
with a happy combination of cheerfulness and
seriousness ; ‘above all, as an untiring educator of
character, embracing every opportunity of bringing
all with whom he came into contact to self-knowledge
and virtue, and especially opposing the conceit and
thoughtlessness of youth. ) :

Plato says the same of him. He too calls his
teacher the best, the most sensible, and the most
just man of his age,' and never tires of praising his
simplicity, his moderation, his control over the wants
and desires of the senses ;)imbued with the deepest
religious feelings in all his doings, devoting his whole
life to the service of the Gods, and dying a martyr’s
death because of his obedience to the divine voice ;
and like Xenophon, he deseribes this service as the
exercise of a universal moral influence on others, and
particularly on youth. In his picture, too, the solemn
side in the character of Socrates is lighted nup by a
real geniality of manner, an Attic polish, a cheery
kindness and a pleasing humour. Of his social virtues
and his political courage Plato speaks in the same
terms as Xenophon, adding an admirable description
of Socrates on military service? Every trait he
mentions gives a picture of moral greatness, as
wonderful as it is original, with as little of pretence
and imitation about it as there 1s of self-satisfaction
and display.® /

! Hee the end of the Phaedo.
2 See page 67, note 2.

¥ Most, of the fraifs and
anecdotes recorded by later

HIS CHARAUTER.

Owing to its being a native growth, the Socratic
type of virtue hears thronghout the peculiar impress
of the Greek mind. Socrates is not the lifeless ideal
of virtue, to which a superficial rationalism would
reduce him, but he is a thorough Greek and Athe-
nian, taken ag it were from the very core of his
nation, possessed of flesh and blood, and not merely
the universal moral type for all time. His much-
lauded moderation is free from the ascetic element,
which it always seems to suggest in modern times.
Good company he enjoys, although he avoids noisy
carousals;* if the pleasures of the senses are not to
him an aim in life, no more does he avoid them,
when they come in his way, nay, not even when in
excess. The call for small cups in Xenophon’s
banquet is not made for fear of indulging too largely,
but only that exhilaration may not be too rapid.?
Plato deseribes him as boasting that he can equally

writers are in harmony with xix. 9, 9; Val. Max. viii, §;
this view of Bocrafes. Some _Flien, V. H. i. 16; ii. 11, 13,

of them are certainly fictions.
Others may be taken from wri-
tings of pupils of Bocrates,
which have been since lost, or
from other trustworthy sources.
They may be found in the fol-
lowing places:—Cie. Tuse. iii,
15, 51; Off, i, 26 and 90;
Seneca, De Const. 1R, 5; De
Tra, 115,35 1. 11, 2937, 15
Tranqu. An. 5, 2; 17, 4; Epist.
104, 27; Plin, H. Nat. vil. 18 ;
Plut. BEduc. Pu. 14, p. 10; De
Adulat. 32, p. 70; Coh. Ira, 4,
p. 4565 ; Trangu. An, 10, p. 471 ;
Garrulit. 20; JDigg. ii. 21, 24,
27,803 wi. 8 Gell. No A1 1.

36 iii. 28 ix. T, 295 xii, 15;
xiil. 27, 82; Athen. iv. 157 ¢.;
Steb. Flor. 17, 17 and 22;
Basil. De Leg. Grece. libr. Op.
IL. 179, a.; Themist, Orat, vii,
95, a.; Simpl, in Epict. Enchir.
¢, 20, p. 218, A few others
have been or will be zeferred
to.

1 Plato, Symp. 220, A. ; conf.
174, A.

2 Xen. Mem, 2, 26: %p 8¢
AUy of Taides wikpais KAWL Tuk-
ve érnlerd(wair, ofitws ob Bioa-
(duevar b Tol ofrou upebiew,
AN dvamsifdueror mpds TO Taryyi-
wheaTepov agudueta.
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well take much or little, that he can surpass all in
drinking, without ever being intoxicated himself; ! at
the close of the banquet he represents him, after a
night spent over the bowl, as pursuing his daily work,
leaving all his companions under the table, as if no-
thing had happened. Moderation is here depicted
not as consisting in total abstinence from pleasure,
but in perfect mental freedom, neither requiring
pleasure, nor being ever overtaken by its seductive
influence. In other points also his abstemiousness
is recorded with admiration.? That his morality was
far below our strict standard of principles numerous
passages in Xenophon’s ¢ Memorabilia ’ prove. His
relations with youth bear the Greek peculiarity of
affection for boys. However much his character is
above all suspicion of actual vice,'—and he can even
treat with irony a supposed love-affair of his own,’—

HIS CHARACTER,

at the same time, there was a certain element of

msthetic pleasure about his relations with youthful _

beauty which at least was the ground and origin,
even though an innocent one, of deeper affection.!
The odious excrescences of Greek morality called
forth his severest censure; yet at the same time,
according to Xenophon,? and Aschines,® and Plato,*
Socrates deseribed his own relations to his younger
friends by the name of Eros, or a passionate attach-
ment grounded on westhetic attractions. Similarly
in his ethical or political views, Grecian peculiarities
may be noticed, nor is his theology free from the
trammels of popular faith. How deeply these lines
had influenced his character may be gathered not
only from his simple obedience® to the laws of his
country throughout life, and his genuine respeet for
the state religion,’ but far more also from the trials

L Symp. 176, €.; 220, A.;
213, E.

2 Xen. Mem. 1. 2, 1; 3, 14
We have already seen thal
Aristoxenus and his followers
cannot prove the contrary.

B4 8 14;iL 1, 5; 2, 4; iii.
11; iv. 5, 9. Conf, Conv. iv.
38.

4+ The cotemporaries of So-
crates seem to have found no-
thing to object to in Socratic
affection. Not only is there
no allusion to it in the judicial
charge, but not even in Ari-
stophanes, who would undonbt-
edly have magnified the smsl-
lest suspicion into the gravest
charge, The other comie poets,
ascording  to  Athen., v. 219,
knew nothing of it. Nor does

XKenophon deem it necessary
to refute this calumny, and
therefore the well-known story
of Plato’s banguet has for its
objeet far more the glorifica-
tion than the justification of
his teacher. On the other
hand, the relation of Socrates
to Alcibiades, in the verses
purporting to be written by
Aspasia, which Aéfeneus com-
municates on the anthority of
Herodicus, have a very sus-
picions look, and Tertullian
Apol. ¢, 46 mistakenly applies
the words Swgbelpe Tods véovs
to  pederastia. In  Juvenal
(Bat. ii. 10) Soeratici cinedi
refer to the mammers of his
own time,

_ * Xen, Mem. iv, 1, 2; Symp.

4, 27: Plato, 8ymp. 213, C.;: home. In Flato he invokes

216,1D.; 222, B. ; Charm. 155, D.

1 Xen. Mem., i. 2, 29; 3, 83
Sym. 8, 19, 32, with which
Plato agrees.

2 Symp. §, 2 and 24; DMem.
iv. 1, 2. ;

3 In his Aleibiades he speaks
of the love of Bocrates for
Aleibiades. See Aristid. Or
xlv. mepl fyropucis, p. 80, 54.

4 Prot. beginning; Symp.
177, D.; 218, B.; 222, A_; not
to mention other expressions
for which Plato is answerable.

s Plato, Apol. 28, E.

¢ Xenophon, Mem. 1. 1, 2, as-
sures us not only that Socrates
took part in the public sacri-
fices, but that he was frequently
in the habit of sacrificing at

Helios, Symp. 220, D.; and his
last words, according to the
Pheedo, 118, A., were a solemn
charge to Creto fo offer a cock
to Esculapins, Often is belief
in oracles mentioned, which he
always conscientiously obeyed
(Mem. i. 3, 4; Plato, Apol. 21,
B.) and the use of which he
recommended to his friends
(Xen. Mem. ii. 6, 8; iv. 7, 10;
Anabas. 1. 1, 5). He was
himself fully persmaded that he
possessed an oracle in the truest
sense, in the inward voice of
his 8apdvior, and he also be-
leved in dreams and similar
prognostications. (Pleto, Crito,
414, A.; Phzdo, 60, D.; Apal
33, 0.) .
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of his last days, when for fear of violating the laws,
he scorned the ordinary practices of defence, refusin g
after his condemnation to escape from prison.! The
epitaph which Simonides inscribed on the tomb of
Leonidas might well be inseribed on that of Socrates
also: He died to obey his country.?

Deeply as Socrates is rooted in the national
character of Greece, there is about him something
un-Greek, and almost modern in appearance. This
foreign element it was which made him appear to his
cotemporaries a strange person, altogether unlike
anyone else. So new and unintelligible was this
trait that it was deseribed as his extreme singular-
ity According to Plato’s account,® it consisted in
a want of agreement between the outward appearance
and the inward and real nature, and so formed a

‘marked contrast to the mutual interpenetration of

both, which eonstitutes the usual classic ideal. On
the one hand we see in Socrates indifference to the
outer world, originally foreign to the habits of his
countrymen; on the other hand, a meditativeness

! This motive is represented pGAXov Tols pduoes éupdvar drobda-
by Xenophon (Mem. iv. 4, 4) yeiv 1) mapavousy (pv.

and Plate (Apol. 34, D. ; Pheedo,
98, C.) as the decisive one,
although the Crito makes it
appear that a dfight from
Athens would have done no

od to himself, and much
arm to his friends and de-
pendants. The Apology speaks
as though entreaties to the
judges would have been mun-
worthy of the speaker and his
country.

? Xenoplon says: wposihero

3 Plato, Symp. 221, C.: IloA-
Ad pev obw dv Tis kol #ANa Exou
SwipdTy érawésar ral favudoin

. T0 8¢ upderl dvlpdmay
Bupotoy elvar, phTe TaEr woa@y
piTe @y viv Gyrey, Toito dfoy
wapths Qaduares . . . . olos B
ofvroat yéyove vy dromiov dvlpw-
o5 kel alris of Adyor abron 0Lb
yybs v efipor Tis (v, ofite Tav
viv olite Ty Takmov.,

4 Bymp. 215, A.; 221, E.

HIS CHARACTER.

unknown before. Owing to this indifference there
is about him a something prosaicand dry,and, if the
expression may be allowed, philistine-like, sharply
contrasting with the contained beauty and the
artistic grace of life in Greece. Owing to his con-
templative turn there is about him something akin
to the revelation of a higher life, having its seat
within, in the recesses of the soul, and not fully
explained in its manifestations, and which even
Socrates himself regarded as superhuman, In their
account of these two peeuliarities both Plate and
Xenophon are agreed. Even from an outward point,
of view, the Silenus-like appearance of Socrates,
which Plato’s Alcibiades,' and Xenophon's Socrates
himself * describe with so much humour, must rather
have concealed than exposed the presence of genius
to the eye of a Greek. But more than this, a
certain amount of intellectual stiffness, and an un-
Greek indifference to what is sensibly beautiful,
may be noticed in his speech and bebaviour. Take
for instance the catechising process given in the
¢ Memorabilia,”® whereby a knowledge of his duties
is brought home to a cavalry officer, or the formality
with which things,* long familiar to his hearers, are
proved, or the way in which the idea of the beautiful
is resolved into that of the useful.® Or hear him,
on grounds of expediency, advising conduct, which

! Symp. 215; conf. Thewt, but this is of course quite un-

14, 3, E. tenable.
* Bymp. 4, 19 2, 19; Epi- SET 3

etetus (Diss. iv. 11, 19) gives i S}:‘mp. ifi. X0, 95 @i 11,

Socrates a pleasing appearance, 3 1i. 8, 4.

it}

CHAP.
Iv.



80

CHAP,
Iv,

SOCRATES.

to us seems simply abominable ;1 in the Phadrus?
refusing to-walk out because he can learn nothing
from trees and the country; in the Apology? taking
exception to the works of poets and artists because
they are the results of natural genius and inspiration,
and not of reflection.* Or see him in Xenophon's
Symposium,’ despite the universal custom of the
ancients,f dancing alone at home, in order to gain
healthful exercise, and justifying his conduct by the
strangest of reasons ; unable even at table  te forget
considerations of utility. Taking these and similar
traits into account, there appears in him a certain
want of imagination, a one-sided prominence of the
critical and intellectual faculties, in short a prosiness
which clashes with the poetry of Gréek life, and the
refined taste of an Athenian. Even Plato’s Aleibiades®
allows that at first sight the discourses of Soerates
appear ridieulous and rude, treating as they invari-

11,8, 14, And when Charmides found
2 230, D. Socrates dancing: T pev ye
8 This point will be subse- mp@Tov dkemhdyny kal éesa, ph

quently discussed. patvoto, k. 7. A, Of the same
4+ 92 C. character was his instruection

HIS CHARACTER,

ably do of beasts of burden, smiths, tailors, and

tanners, and apparently saying the same thing in the
same words. Was not this the very objection raised
by Xenophon?! Very strange must that plain un-
adorned common sense have appeared to his cotem-
poraries which carefully avoided all choice figures,
and only used the simplest and most common ex-
pressions.

This peculiarity was not, however, the result of
any lack of taste, but of the profound originality of
Lis ideas, for which customary figures were insuffi-
eclent. Sometimes again the soul of the philosopher,
diving into its own recesses, so far lost itself in this
labour as to be insensible to external impressions,
and at other times gave utterance to enigmas, which
appeared strange to it in a wakeful state? It not
unfrequently happened that deep in contemplation he
remained, for a longer or shorter time, lost to the
outer world,? and standing like one of absent mind.
According to Plato, he once remained in this state,
standing on the same spot, from one day to the

1 Mem. 1. 2,37: ‘0 8¢ Kperias® 2 Accordingly in the Aristo-

51 21T,

¢ Qompare Menexenus, 236,
€. dAAG pévror oof e B¢ xapl-
Cecfou, Sore Kby dAlyov el pe
wenebors GmebipTa  dpxhowatar,
yapiraluny v and Cicero pro
Mur. 6: Nemo fere saltat so-
bring, nisi forte insanit. De
Offie. iii. 19: Dares hanc vim
M. Crasso, in foro, mihi crede,
saltaret. Plut. De Vit Jud. 16,
£33 also the expressions in
Xenophon : "Opxhoopat i Ala.

* Evrapba O éyéAaray dmavTes.

in music under Connus, if the
story were only true of his
having received lessoms with
the schoolboys., Plato, Eu-
thyd. 272, C.

7 Xen. Symp. 3, 2.

8 Symp. 221, B, Conf. Kal-
licles in Gorgias 490, . : wepl
ourle Aéyers ral Toté kal laTpols
kai QAvaplas . . . . GTexp@s ye
&el cruTens Te kul yrapeas ral pa-
wyeipovs Adyey ral larpobs ovdéy
watiel, &5 wepl TolTwy HEY dyTa
T Adyar.

wANS. Tor 8¢ Tor me améyesfar,
&, Gefioer, & Sdrpares, Téw
gruTEwy kol T TewTdvwr ral
TR yulxéwy, kol yép oluar ad-
Tobs 48y kararerpidfar Bimbpr-

Aovuérovs Brh cov. Again in iv.

4, 6: kat & pey ‘Iwmias: ETe Yyap
o, Ehm. @ Sdrpares, ekelva Ta

aiTe Aéyas & éyw wdlor wore

aov fxovea. The like complaint
and the like answer is met
with in Plaio's Gorgias, 490,
K. Conf. 497, C.: ouwpd kol
ATeve. epaTipaTa.

tellan problems, xxx. 1, 953, a,
26, he is reckoned amongst the
melancholy, which is net at
variance with the gentle firm-
ness (14 ordower) which Ari-
stotle (Rhet. i, 13) assions to
him, et

¥ Plato, Symp. 174, D. Tal-
quardsen, 1. Themon. d. Soer.
28, 63, and Aiberti, Socr. 143
have entirely mistaken the
meaning of the text in sup-
posing that it attributes to
Socrates any ecstatic states.

(62

21
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next.! So energetically did he struggle with him-
self to attain an insight into his every motive. In
doing this, he discovered a residuum of feelings and
impulses, which he watched with conscientious
attention without bemg able to explain them from
what he knew of his own inner life. Xence arose
his belief in those divine revelations, which he
thought to enjoy. And not only was he generally
convinced that he stood and acted in the service of

}II_S CHARACTER,

Socrates boasted; in modern times this view was
for a long time the prevailing one.! Somewhat
humiliating it no doubt was in the eyes of ration-
alising admirers, that a man otherwise so sensible as
Socrates should have allowed himself to be ensnared
by sueh a superstitious delusion. Hence attempts
were not wanting to excuse him, either on the
ground of the universal superstition of his age and

God, but he also held that supernatural suggestions
were communieated to him, not only through the
medium of public oracles,? but also in dreams? and
more particularly by a peculiar kind of higher
inspiration, which goes by the name of the Socratic

Saups -
ALLOVLOV.

Even among the ancients this inspiration was
regarded by many as derived from intercourse with

a special and personally-existing genius

1 Symp. 220, C. The circnm-
stances may be regarded as a
fact; still we do not know from
what. source Plato derived his
knowledge of 'it, nor whether
the authority which he followed
had not ezaggerated the time
of Socrates’ standing, Favo-
rinus in Gell. N. AL di. I, makes
the one oeccasion into many,
and says stare solitus, etec,
Phitep. De an. R. 12, places the
oceasion during the battle of
Delinm,

2 Conf. p. 77, 6, and 90.

3 Conf. p. 6L, 2. In the
passage here quoted Socrates
refers to dreams in which the
deity had commanded him to

5 of which

devote himself to his philoso-
phical activity. In the Crito
44, A., a dream tells him that
his death will follow on the
third day.

+ Volguardsen, Das Demo-
ninm d. Socr. und seine Inter-
preten, Kiel, 1862, Ribbing,
Teber Socrates’ Daimonion
(Boeratische Studien 11, Up-
sala  Universitets ATskrrEt
18'?0‘

5 The bill of accusation
against Socrates seems to have
understood the Bawudwiow in this
sense,  since it charges him
with 1ntmdumng Erepa Kmiwd
Samdme in the place of the
Gods of the state; nor does

Ribbing's (Socrat. Stud. IL 1)
remark militate against this,
that Meletus (i Plato, Apel.
26, B.) thus explained his lan-
guage: Socrates not only denies
the Gods of Athens but all and
every God; the heavenly beings,
whose introduction he attri-
butes to Socrates not being
regarded as Gods, just as at a
later time Christians were called
#6s00 though worshipping God
and Christ. Afferwards this
view appears to have been
dropped, thanks to the deserip-
tions of Xenophon and Plato,
and does not reeur for some
time, even in spuricus works
apiributed to  these writers.
Even Cicero, Divin. 1. 54, 122,
does oot translate Sawdvoy by
genius, but by ‘divinaom quod-
dam,’ and doubtless Antipater,
whose work he was quoting,
took it in the same sense. But
in Christian times the belief in
a genius became universal, be-
cause it fell in with the current
belief indemons.  So, too, it 15
found in Plut. De Genio So-
cratis, ¢. 20; Max. Tyr. xiv. 33
Apulsius, De Deo Socratis, the
Neoplatonists, and the Fathers,
who, however, are not agreed
whether his genius was a good

one or a bad one. Plutarch,
and after him Apuleins, men-
tion the view that by the fo-
momoy must be understood a
power of vague apprehension,
by means of which he eould
guess the future from prezno-
stications or natural sicns.

I Compare Liedemiann, Gelst
der spekulat. Philosephie, ii.
16 ; Meiners, Ueber den Genius
des Sokr. (Venn, Schriften,
iil. 1); Gesch. d. Wissensch.
IL. 399, 538; Bulle, Gesch, d.
Phil. 'iT], 338: Kraeg, Geseh. d.
alten Phil. p. 158, Lasaulz too
(Socrates’ Leben, 1858, p. 20
in his wuneritical and unsatis-
factory treatise respecting the
Baudrior, believes it to be areal
revelation of the deity, or even
a real genius, and even Foi-
gquardssn.  sums up as the
result of his careful, and in
many respects meritorious, dis-
quisition, that a real divine
volce warned Socrates, The
older literature in Olaarius, 148,
185, and Brucker, 1. 543, in-
cluding many supporters of the
opinion that the genivs of
Soecrates was only his own rea-
son. Further particulars in
Frug, L e. and Lelut, Démon de
Socrate, 163,
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nation, or else of his having a physical tendency fo

fanaticism.!

Some even went so far as to assert

that the so-called supermatural revelations were a
shrewd invention,2 or a product of his celebrated
irony.2 It is hard to reconcile such a view with the

1 The first-named excuse is
universal. ~ Marsiliug Ficinus
(Theol, Platon, xiii. 2, p. 287)
had assumed in Boerates, as
well as in other philosophers, a
peculiar bodily dispesition for
ecstasy, referring the suscep-
tibility for supernatural reve-
lations to  the melancholy
temperament, The personality
of the dmmon is not however
called into guestion by him or
by his supporters (Olearius,
147), Modem writers took
refuge in the same hypothesis
in order to explain in Socrates
thepossibility of a superstitions
belief in a Smupdwor. For in-
stance, Tiedemann, * The degree
of exertion, which the analysis
of abstract conception requires,
has, in some bodies, the effect
of mechanically predisposing to
ecstasy and enthusiasm.! *So-
crates was so cnltivated that
deep thought produced in him
a dulness of sense, and came
near to the sweet dreams of
the érworariel.” < Those inclined
fo eestasy mistake suddenly
rising thoughts for inspira-
tions,!  ‘The extraordinary
condition of the brain during
rapture affects the nerves of
the abdomen and irritates
them, To exercise the intellect
immediately after a meal or to
indulge in deep thought pro-
duces peculiar sensations in
the hypochondriacal! In the

same strain is Meiners, Verm.
Schr. iii. 48, Gesch. d. Wis-
sengch. ii. 358, Conf. Selwarze,
Historische Untersuchung : war
Hoerates ein Hypochondrist ?
quoted by Krug, Gesch. d. alten
Phil. 2 A. p. 163.

* Plossing, Osiris and  So-
erates, 185, who supposes that
SBocrates had bribed the Del-
phic oracle in order to produce
a political revelution, and
vaunted his intercourse with =
higher spirit.  Chanvin in
Olearins.

3 Fraguwier, Sur Tironie de
Hocrate in the WMémoires de
'Académie des Inscriptions, iv.
868, expresses the view that So-
crates understood by the Sar
pdrioy his own natural intelli-
gence and power of combi-
nation, which rendered it pos-
sible for him to make right
guesses respecting the foture;
somewhat ironically he had
represented this as a matter of

pure instinet, of felor or feia
pofpa, and employed for this

purpose dawdrey and similar
expressions, He remarks, how-
ever, that Sopcrates had no
thought of a geniuvs famili-

arig, Bmpdnov here being used -

as an adjective and not as a
substantive. Similarly Bollin
in his Histoire ancienne, if. 4,
2 and Barthilemy, Voyage dn
jeune Anacharsis, freats the
expressions nsed respecting tho

HIS CHARACTER,

tone in which, on the testimony of both Plato and

Xenophon, Socrates speaks of the suggestions of
the Satuéviov, or with the value which he attaches
to these suggestions on the most important occa-
sions.! To explain the phenomenon by the irrita-
bility of a sickly body falls not far short of deriving
it from the faney of a monomaniae, and reduces the
great reformer of philosophy to the level of a mad-
man.? All these explanations are now superfiuous,
Schleiermacher having shown,® with the universal
approval of the most competent judges,* that by the
Satpéveoy in the sense of Socrates, no genius, no
separate or distinet personality ean be understood,
but only vaguely some heavenly voice or divine
revelation. No passage in Plato or Xenophon speaks

Saworior in Plato’s Apology as
plaisanterie, and considers it
an open question whether So-
crates really believed in his
genius. On others sharing the
view, see Lélut, 1. c. p. 163,

1 Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 4. Plato,
Apol. 31, C.; 40, A; 41, D.

2 Many have spoken of the
superstition and fanaticism of
Soerates in a more modest way,
but comparatively recently
Létut (Du Démon de Socrate,

1836) has boldly asserted, ‘ gue

Socrate était un fon’—a cate-
gory in  which he places
amongst others not-only Car-
dan and Swedenborg, but
Luther, Paseal, Boussean and
others. His chief argument is
that Socrates not only be-
lieved in a zeal and personal
genius, but in his hallucina-
tions believed that he audibly

heard its woice. Those who
rightly understand Plato, and
can distingnish what is gennine
from what is false, will not

‘meed 2 refutation of these

untruths.

3 Pilatow's Werke, i, 2, 4532,

‘4 Prandis, Gesch, d. Gri
Rom, Phil. ii, a. 60. _Ritter,
Giesch. d. Phil. ii. 40, Her-
mann, Gesch. n. Syst. d. Flato
i,.236. Soeher, Uber Platon’s
Schriften, p. 99. Cousin in the
notes to his translation of
Plato’s Apology p. 385, Arische,
Forschungen, 227. Ribbing,
16. Conf. Hegel, Gesch. d,
Phil, 1. 77. Ast too (Platon's
Leben und Schriften, p. 482),
who takes Sawdror for a sub-
stantive meaning the deiiy,
does not see therein a genius,
but only a feior.
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of Socrates holding intercourse with a genjus.! We
only hear of a divine or heavenly sign,® of a voice
heard by Socrates,?® of some supernatural guidance
by which many warnings were vouchsafed to him.*
All that these expressions imply is, that Socrates
was eonscious within of divine revelations, but of
how produced and whence coming they say absolutely
nothing,” nay their very indefiniteness proves plainly
enough that neither Socrates nor his pupils had any
very clear notion on the subject.® These revelations,

! The passage Mem. 1. 4. 14 ;
Urav of Beol méprwaiy, Somep ol
¢fis wéurew alrovs cuuBotAovs,
proves nothing, as euuBovious
is used as a metonym for oupu-
PoviAds.

2 Plato, Pheedr. 242, B.: 7o
Bawwdridy Te kot T elwdbs omueiir
por yiyreglar éyévero, wal Tiva
pwviy Eboka abTéle annvoar. Rep.
iv, 496, C.: 7d Srupdriov onusior,
Futhy. 272, B. : éyévero 7o cim-
fos onueioy, T darudrror.  Apol.
50; 7b Tof feol ompuetoy — Td
eiwfbs onuetor. Thid, £1,7°D. c.
70 onpreiov.

3 Piato, Apol. 31, D.: éuol 3¢
Toi7’ dorly éx mabds Gpiduevoy,
pawpi) Tis yryronern.  Xen. Apol.
12 : Beoti oo,

4 Plato, 1. c.: G710 por O=idy T2
wod Saupdwioy yiyverar,  Also 40,
A 4 elwbvid por warricd 7 Tob
Seporlfov, Thewt, 151, A.: T
yeyviuerdy por Bepdvior.—Tu-
thyphro 8, B.: 87 &) ob 70 Sau-
wovioy @fis vavrd ExdaroTe tyly-
veabar.— Xen, Mem. 1. 1, 4: 7
Baruditor £y onuelven: iv. 8, 5.1
Jravridldy 70 Sapdwor. Symp.
8, 5. Kven the spurions Writ-

ings, Xenophon's Apology and

Plato’s Aleibiades, do not go
forther; and the Theaces.
128, D, with all its romance
respecting the prophecies of
the Goubtvior, expresses itself
throuvehout “indefinitely, nor
need the ¢wel 1ol Sauoriov .
128, F. ba taken for a person.
The spuriousnessof the Theages,
notwithstanding Socher's de-
fence needs no further exposure,
eepecially after being exhaus-
tively shown by Hermann, p.
427, 3 ]
 Doubtless Socratesregarded
God or the deity as its ultimate
source. DBut he expresses no
opinion as to whether it came
herefrom directly or mediately.
¢ It is much the same thing
whether 76 Samudrior be taken
for a substantive or an adjec-
tive. The probable rights of
the case are, as Arisclie, Forsch,
239 remarks, that Xenophon
uses it as a substantive =70
Beiny or é Beds, whereas Plato
uses it as an adjective, ex-
plaining it as Saudrior enpelor,
and says Sawdrir wor yiyverar
The grammar will admif of
either, Conf. Arist. Bhet. ii. 23,

HIS CHARACTER,.

moreover, always refer to particular actions,' and.

according to Plato assume the form of prohibitions.

1398 a, 15. When, therefore,
Ast cites Xenophon against
Plato’s explanation of Saiudvia
as Baudvia T paypara, heprobably
comniits a uerdBomis eis GAAo
~évos. The very difference be-
tween Xenophon and Plato
proves how loosely Socrates
spoke of the dawdvioy.

! This applies to all the in-
stances of its intervention
mentioned by Plato and Xeno-
phon. They are the following :
(1) In Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 5,
Socrates, when urged to pre-
pure a defence, replies: A&
v Tow Ala, 789 jrov érixeipovrTas,
opovtical Tijs Tpos Tels DikasTar
GmoAoylas HrapTidbn T4 Sapdviov.
(2) In Plato, Apol. 31, D., asked
why he did not busy himself
with political matters, Socrates
yeplies : The Sapdrior was the
reason : TobT Eorey O ol ever-
Tttt T8 WOMTIRG TPETTEW.
(3) Ibid. (after his condemna-
tion): a singular occurrence
took place, 7 vip eiwduid uo
payriel) % Tod Saswoviov &y piv
T3 wpbrley xpivs wowrl mdyy
wurph el Ay wel wdyw énl opikpots
dravTiovusyn, € T1 péAAon il
Spbds mpdfew, vuri Be
oiire Efbyrs cwley oixofler dpavTi-
dfn TH ot Beoll amusion, olTe
Swben dvéBawoy évroudol éml md
SucaoThpioy, ot v T Adye
oiBauns wéXhovri 71 dpeiv KalTot
v tiAAois Agyols ToAAmY0D BN ue
éréoye Adyorre werniv. (&) In
Plato, Thext. 151, A he says: if
such as have withdrawn from
my society again return, éviots
pty T yrpduerdy ot Foupovior
Gruwhvel Sursival, éulols BE éd.

Add to these cases a few others
in which Socrates himsslf more
or less jokes about the Samudror,

and which deserve to be men-

tioned becanse it there appears
in the same character as else-
where. (5) Xen. Symp. 8, 5,
where Antisthenes throws in
Socrates’ teeth: rorvé pér 70 dai-
wbvioy wpogesilueros of Sradéyy
pot Tord B E\Aov Tov édufueros.
(6) Plato, Phadr, 242, B., when
Socrates wished to depart : 7o
Sayudvedy Te ial elwlos onpeioy pot
~iyeaOot dyévero del BE e érimye
b by péAdw wpdrren kol T
vl ot adrdbey Erotoal, % ue
obie éF drmlevan Tply Gy GdoTidonpal,
&s T fuaprnrdéte eis Td Beiov.
(7) Ibid. Enthyd. 272, B.; as
Socrates was about to leave
the Lycewm, éyévero 70 eiwbis
onueior To Sayubrioy, he therefore
sat down again, and spon after
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus
really came in. In all these
cases the dmpdmoy appears to
have been an inward voice de-
terring the philosopher from 2
particular action, REven the
more general statement that
the Sapévioy always made its
warnings heard whenever So-
crates thonght of a political
career, falls in with this con-
ception of it. In a similar
sense the passage in the Re-
public vi. 496, D. should be
understood, where Socrates re-
marks that most of those who
had the capacity for philosophy
were diverted therefrom by
other interests, unless peculiar
circumstances kept them, such
as sickness, which was a hin-
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Sometimes the Saiuduiov stops him from saying or
doing something.! It only indirectly points out
what should be done, by approving what it does not
forbid. In a similar way it indirectly enables
Socrates to advise his friends by not hindering
him from approving their schemes, either by word
or by silencé.? The subjects respecting which the

drance o political life. T4
' duérepor oluc GEwow Adyew T
Saupdrior muslon §) vp wol Tun
GAAp ) olBewt T@r Eumpocler
yéyove, The heavenly sign
keeps Socrates true to his
philosophical calline, by op-
posing him whenever he thinks
of following anything else,
such as politics, Conzeguently,
not even this passage obliges us
to give another meaning to its
utterances than they bear
according to Plate’s express
words, which describe them as
conveving a judgment respect-
ing the admissibility of a
definite action, either contem-
plated or commenced by So-
crates. Hvenatthe commenee-
ment of the spurious “Alci-
biades, not more than this is
said, and in the Theages. 128,
D. the prophecies of the Sauyed-
»iov have reference only to par-
ticular future actions (not only
of Socrates, but of others), from
which it dissnades. These two
labter authorities, are, however,
of no value.

' Apol. 81, D.: fre po Beldy
T kol Boudrioy slyverar ., .
€uol 8¢ Toir’ dorly ék waubls dotd-
pEvoy vl Tis yeyvondrn, § dray
yémrar el dworpérer we Tobrov
o v wOAw mpdrrew, wporpémer
3¢ otimore.  Phaedr. 242, O,

* From the Platonic state-
ments réspecting the Saqudvroy
which have just been given,
Xenophon's statements differ,
making it nob only restraining
bul inciting, and not confined
to the actions of Socrates only.
Mem, i. 1, 4 (Apol 12): 7d
yap  Bapdviov &by equalvew,
keal woAAOTS Taw Evvdrrwy wpory-
yopeve Th plv worely, Th & uh
motely, s roi daruoviov Tpoonal-
vovros * kal Tols wev webousvars
abTE Tuvédepe, Tavs Be ul reibo-
pévors peréuehe.  Thid.iv.3,12:
gol & Epn (Euthydemus), &
Sdipares, dolnaowy i guudrepoy
i) Tols UAXets xpiada (sc. oi feol)
elye unde émepwrdusvor fwd cov
wpeenualvovet oot & e yph worely
et &, Still both statements
may be harmonised as in the
text. Evidently Plato iz more
accurate, His language is far
more. definite than that of
Xenophon, and is throughout
consistent, witness the varions
cases mentioned in the previons
note. Xenophon, as is his wont,
confined himself to what canght
the eye, to the fact that the
Saruérior enabled Hocrates to
judge of actions whose conse-
quences were uncertain, all the
more S0 because he aimed
before all things at proving
Bocrates’ divination to be the

HIS CHARACTER.

heavenly voice makes itself heard are in point of
value and chavacter very different, Besides a matter
of such deep persomal interest to Socrates as EI:LiS
judicial condemnation, besides a gquestion h:ln'mg
such a far-reaching influence on his whole activity as
that whether he should take part in public life or
not, it expresses itself on occasions quite unimpor-
tant.! It is in fact a voice so familiar to Socrates
and his friends,? that, whilst regarded asa something
enigmatical, mysterious, and unknown before, a;ﬂbrd-
ing, too, a special proof of divine providence, it can
nevertheless be diseussed without awe and mystery
in easy and even in flippant lunguage. The facts of
the phenomenon resolve themselves into this, that
not unfrequently Socrates was kept back from carry-
ing out some thought or intention by a vague feeling
for which he could not account, in which he discerned
a heavenly sign and a divine hint. Were he asked
why this sign had been vouchsafed.to him, the
reply would have been ready—to deter himself or
others from that which would be harmful.® In order,
therefore, to vindicate the claims of the Saipoviov,

same as other forms of divina-
tion, and so defending his
teacher from the charge of
religipus innovaticn. Asto the
special peculiazity of the So-
cratic Smpdwor and its inner
Tocesses, we can look to Plata
or hetter information.
Virdpy  dpl  cumpols, Ree
p. 87, L
2 wdvy wuked),  Thid,

8 It will be subsequently

shown that Socrates was on

the one hand thoroughly con=
vineed of the care of God for
man down to the smallest
matters, and on the othgr
hand was accustomed to esti-
mate the value of every action
by its comsequences. It fol-
lowed herefrom that te his
mind the cnly ground on which
God could forbid an action
was becanse of its ill-conses
quences,
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and to justify its raison d'éire, he sought to show
that the actions which it approved or oceasioned
were the most bensficial and advantageous.! The
Salwoviov appeared therefore to him as an internal
revelation from above respecting the result of his
actions—in a word, as an internal oracle. As such
it is expressly included, both by Xenophon? and
Plato,” under the general head of divination, and
placed side by side with divination by sacrifice and
the flight of birds. Of it is therefore true what
Xenophon'’s Socrates remarks respecting all divina-
tion, that it may only be resorted to for things

which man cannot discover himself by reasoning.*

! See Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 5,
where Socrates observes that
the dayedrior forbad him to pre-
pazre a defence, and then pro-
ceeds to discuss the reasons
why the deity found an inno-
cent death better for him than
a longer life. In Plate, Apol.
40, 3, he conecludes, from the
silence of the Sawdror during
his defence, that the condemna-
tion to which it led would be
for him a benefit.

& Xen. Mem, 1,1, 3; iv.8,12;
i. 4, 14. Conf. Apol. 12.

4 Apol. 40, A. ; Phaed. 242,0.;
Euthyphro, 3, B.

¢ Xen. Mem. 1. 1, 6: 74 pbv
&Ha‘}mﬂ?n ruveBotisvs kal ‘?rp:i'r'rew
@s dubwiler Bpwrr’ By mpoyBivac-
wepl B8 rdy &BfAwy Srws b dmo-
Biiwoire porTevropévous Eweumey
el momrée. For this reason,
therefore, divination was re-
guired : Texrovuchy péy yap %
XaAkeyTuchy Jf yewpyichy § dv8pd-
TRV GV G} TE@Y TOwlTWY Epywy

SEeraoTucdhy ) NoyioTicdy % olwova-
pardy §)  eTpatyyikiy yevéofar,
mivTe T8 Tolabra pabfuare kol
apfpimor yrwuy wiperée Cwdpile
et © Td Bé uéyioTa T év Tou-
Tois EPy Tobs Peads fovrois kara-
Aelwecbor @r older Sfhor eivar
Tois arfpimos. The greatest
things, however, as he imme-
diately explains, are the con-
sequences of actions, the ques-
tion whether they are useful
or detrimental to the doer.
Aceordingly, Socrates ohserves
that it is madness to think to
be able to dispense with divi-
nation, and to do everything
by means of one’s own intelli-
gence (and as he afterwards
adds, eféuiora Toicly) @ Saworty
Ge Tobs movTewouevovs, & Tols
Gufpdrars EBwrav of feol palodo:
Suarplverr, examples of which
are then given. Conf. iv. 3, 12,
where werruch, and also the
Sgeratic . popTied, i3 said to
refer to consequences (T cun-

-
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Herewith the whole field of philosophical inquiry
is excluded from the province of the Saspémor. This
field Socrates, move than any one of his predecessors,
claimed for intelligent knowledge and a thorough
understanding. As a matter of fact, no instance
occurs of a sclentific principle or a general moral
law being referred fo the Sauériov. Nor must the
sage’s conviction of his own higher mission be con-
founded with his beliefin the heavenly sign, nor the
deity by whom he considered himself commissioned
to sift men be identified with the Sa¢uoreor.! That So-
crates thought to hear the heavenly voice from the
time when he was a boy, ought to be sufficient warning
against such an error ;? for at that time he cannot
possibly have had any thought of a philosophic
calling. That voice, moreover, according to Plato,
always deterring, mever prompting?® cannot have
been the source of the positive command of the
deity to which Socrates referred his activity as a
teacher.t Nor is it ever deduced therefrom, either
by Xenophon or by Plato. Socrates indeed says
that the deity had assigned to him the task of
sifting men, that the deity had forced him to this
line of life ;® but he never says that he had received

¢époyra, T8 amoBnoduere), and belief in a genius. The same

the appropriate means (§ @
GpioTa yiyvomTe).

! This was often done in
former times; for instance by
Meiners, Verm. Schrife, iii. 24,
and still more so by Lélut, L c.
p. 113, who sees in the febs
from whom Scerates deriverd
his vocation a proof of his

mistake is committed by Faol-
guardsen, 1, e. p. 9, 12, against
whose view see Alberti, Socr. 58.
? dewaidls. See abovep. 88, 1.
3 Reep. 88,2,
f See p. 61, 2; 82, 5. 4
5 Plato, Apol. 23, B.; 28, D,
33, €.; Themtet. 150, .
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this commission from the Sawudvor.) To the

atpdveor he only owes a debt for help received in

his philosophic calling, whereby he was dissuaded
from proving faithless to his calling by meddling
with politics.?

Lastly, the 8atudvior has been often regarded as
the voice of conscience,® but this view is at once too
wide and too narrow. Understanding by conscience
the moral consciousness in general, and more particu-
larly the moral sense as far as this finds expression
in the moral estimate of our every action, its moni-
tions are not confined to future things as are the
monitions of the Socratic Saiuovior. Indeed, it
more frequently makes itself felt in the first place
by the approval or disapproval following upon
actions. Again, conscience esclusively refers to

‘the moral value or worthlessness of an action,

whereas the heavenly sign in Soerates always bears
reference to the consequences of actions. Therein
Plato, no less than Xenophon, sees a peculiar kind

HIS CHARACTER,

" of prophecy. Allowing that Socrates was occasion-

ally mistaken as to the character of the feelings and
impulses which appeared to him as revelations, that
now and then he was of opinion that the deity had
forbidden him something for the sake of its harmful

consequences when the really forbidding power was

his moral sense, yet the same cannot be said of all
the utterances of the Sawudveor. In deterring him
from taking up politics, no doubt the real restraint
lay in the feeling that a political career was in-
compatible with his conviction of an important
higher calling, to which he had devoted his life. Tt
may, therefore, be said that in this case a seruple of
conscience had assumed the form of a heavenly voice.
But in forbidding him to prepare a speech for
judicial defence, this explanation will ne longer
apply. Here the only explanation which can be
given of the heavenly voice, is that such a taking in
hand of his own personal interests did not ecommend
itself to his own line of thought, and that it appeared
unworthy of him to defend himself otherwise than by

10t is not true, as Fol-
quardsen, 1. c. B, says, that
i Plato, Apol 31, D, Socrates
mentions the Sawdrior as the
firgt and exclusive afrwov of his
miode of life, He there only
attributes to the Saudpioy his
abstinence from politics, not
his attention to philosophy.

* Bee p. 81, 2.

3 Stapfer, Biogr, Univers. T.
xlii, Socrate, p. 681 ; Rrandis,
Gesch, d, Griech, Bom. Phil.
i, a, 60 (Gesch. d. Entwick. d.
Griech, Phil. i, 243 is a modi-
fication of theabove), Breitens

Gach, Zeitschrift fiir das Gym-
nasialwesen, 1263, p. 499;
Ritecher, Arist. 256, Ribbing,
too, L e. 27, defends this view,
observing, however, that the
Saruduior (1) only manifests
itself as conseientia antecedens
and conecmitans, not as con-
scientia subseguens; and (2)
that its meaning is not ex-
hausted with the conception of
conscience, but that it figares
as “practical moral fact in
respect of personal relations
and particnlar actions.

an unvarnished statement of the truth requiring no
preparation.! All this, however, has little to do with

! Folguardsen 1. o. confounds
two things in explaining the
prohibition to prepare a defence
mentioned by Xen. Mem. iv.
8, 4, in the sense of Plato,
Apol. 17, A, as meaning that it
was not a guestion of a simple
defence, but of a defence in
the usual legal style with all
the tricks and manceuvres of
an orator. In Xenophon's ac-
count there is not a word of

this. Had this been his mean-
ing, it must somehow have
been indicated in the sequel;
it would have hesn said that
the Satworror kept him from de-
fending himsel?, because a de-
fence in keeping with his prin-
ciples would have been nseless
it is by no means a matter of
course that he would not have
Leen able to get up a speech
very much worthy of himself,

83
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judgments respecting what is morally admissible or
not, and has much to do with the questions as to what
is suited or unsuited to the -individual character of
the philosopher. Still less can the decision respecting
the readmission of seceded pupils! be referred to
conscience. The question here really was as to the
capacity of the respective persons to profit by his
instructions. It involved, therefore, a criticism of
character. The jokes, too, which Socrates and his
friends permitted themselves as to the Satudviov?
would be wholly out of place, were the Sawuoreor
conseience, As far as they are authentie, they are
evidence that the Sauudviov must be distinguished
from moral sense or conscience ; and it is quite in
harmony herewith to hear Socrates S'ly,a that the
heavenly voice often made itself heard on occasions
quite unimportant. ~Remembering further that
Socrates more perhaps than anyone else was
bent on referring actions to clear coneeptions,
excluding accordingly from the field of prophecy,
and therefore from the field of the Sawudveov, every-
thing capable of being known by personal inquiry,*
we shall see how little reason there is for thinking the
Satpbveor had prineipally or wholly to do with moral
decision.

The heavenly voice appears rather to be the

HIS CHARACTER.

general form, which a vivid, but unexplored sense
of the propriety of a partienlar action assumed for

the personal consciousness of Socrates.! The actions

to which this sense referred could, as we have seen,
be most varied in matter and importance, Quite as
varied must the inward processes and motives have
been out of which it grew. It might be some
conscientious seruple overpowering the philosopher’s
feelings without his being fully conscious thereof.
It might be some apprehension of the consequences
of a step, such as sometimes instantaneously flashes
on the experienced observer of men and of circum-
stances, before he can account to himself for the
reasons of his misgiving., It might be that an
action in itself neither immoral nor inappropriate,
jarred on his feelings, as being out of harmony
with his special mode of being and conduet. . It
might be that on unimportant occasions all those
unaccountable influences and impulses came into
play, which contribute all the more to our mental
attitude and decision in proportion as the object
itself affords less definite grounds for decision. In
this respect the Sarudvior has been rightly called
¢ the inner voice of individual tact, )2 understanding
by tact a geneml sense of propnetv in word and

But as Cron in Eos. 1. 175
obhserves : what idea must we
form to ourselves of Socrates,
if he reguired the assistance of
the Satudroy to keep him back
from that which he clearly saw

to be incompatible with his
principles?
1 Seeabovep. 86, No. 2and 4
* Ikid. No. 5 and 7.
3 Thid. No. 3.
¥ Bee p. 90, 4

1 The last remark follows
not only from what has been
stated, p. 40, 4, but it is also
inconceivable that Socrates
could have referred to a higher
inspiration impulses the sources
of w}uch he had discovered.
Nor does it conflict herewith,

that after the heavenly voice
has made itself heard, he after-
wards considers what can have
led the Gods to thus reveal
their will.

2 Hermann, Platonismus i
236 similarly Arisele, For-
schung, 1. 231, :
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action as exemplified in the most varied relations of
life in small things as well as in great.! This
sense Socrates early noticed in himself as unusually
strong.? and subsequently by his peculiarly keen
and unwearied observation of himself and other
men he developed it to such a piteh of accuracy,
that it was seldom or as he believed never at faunit.
Its psychological origin was, however, concealed
from his own consciousness. It assumed for him
irom the beginning the appearance of a fmem’n
influence, a higher revelation, an oracle.?

Herein is seen the strengih of the hold which
the beliefs of his countrymen had over Socrates:!
herewith, too, are exposed ‘to view the limits of his
self-knowledge. Feelings whose origin he has not
diseovered are seen to exercise over him an irre-
sistible power. On the other hand, the Sarpdwior,
when it does speak, takes the place of the usual

signs and portents, Hegel® not without reason

! The objections hereto raised
hy Tolguardsen, pp. a6, 63, and
Aiberti, Socr. 63, are partly

answerad by the arsument

which has preceded. Besides,
they have more reference to
words than to things. So far
as this is the cass, theru is no
use in disputing. B}' tact we
understand not only social but
moral tact, not only acquired
but natural tact, and this word
SEeMS very appropriate to ex-
peess the sense which Socrates

escribed as the Sapdrcor,

2 Beep. 89,2,

& Hegel, Gesch, d. Phil, i1, 77 :
The genius of Socrates is not
Socrates himself . . . but an

oracle, which, however, is not
external, but subjective, his
oracle. I bore the form of
knowlades, which was, how-
ever, connected with a certain
uneonscionsness.

L Krisehe L ¢.: What is not
in aur power, what our nature
cannot bear, and what is not
naturally found in our im-
pulses or our reflections, is
involuntary, or, according fto
the notion of the ancients,
heavenly : to this category be-
long enthusiasm and prophecy,
the violent throb of desire, the
mighty force of feelings.

3 Hegel 1. e. and Recht's
Plnlmopme, § 279, p. 36%.

HIS CHARACTER,.

sees herein a proof that the determining motives of

action, which in the case of the Greek oracles were -

things purely external, have come to be sought in
man himgelf. A high importance is here given to
forebodings incapable of being resolved into eclear
conceptions; in them a very revelation of deity is
seen. Have we not here a proof that the human
mind, in a way hitherto foreign to Greeks, had come
to occupy itself with itself, carefully observing what
transpired within? The power which these feelings
early exercised over Socrates, the devotion with
which he even then listened for the inmer voice,
afford an insight into the depths of his emotional
nature. In the boy we see the embryo of the man,
for whom self-knowledge was the most pressing
business of life, for whom untiring observation of
the moral and mental conditions, analysis of notions
and actions, reasoning as to their character and
testing of their value, were primary necessities.!
The same tone of mind also shows itself in other
peculiarities of Socrates, which to his cotemporaries
appeared so strange. At times he was seen lost in
thought, utterly unconscious of what was transpiring
around him; at times going on his way regardless
of the habits of his fellows; his whole appearance
displaying a far-reaching indifference to externals, a
one-sided preference of the useful to the beautiful.
What do al. these traits show if not the importance
which he attached to the study of self, to the solitary
work  of thought, to a free determination of self

1 Conf. Plate, Apel. 88, A, Sce above, p. 61, 3.
H

CHAP.
IV



93

CHAP.
TV

SOCRATES. :

independent of foreign judgments? Remarkable
as it may seem to find the stiffness of the man of
brains and the enthusiasm of the man of feeling
united in one and the same person, both fea.tur‘es
may be referred to a common source. What d1§-
tinguishes Socrates in his general conduct from his
fellow-citizens was this power of inward concentra-
tion. This struck his cotemporaries as being so
strange, and thereby an irreparable breach was made
in the artistic unity of Greek life. A

What the general importance of this peculiarity
may be, and what traces it has left in his{:nry, are
other questions leading to an inquiry into the
Socratic philosophy.
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CHAPTER V.

THE SOURCES AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
PHILOSOPHY OF SOCRATES.

To give an accurate account of the philosophy of
Socrates is a work of some difficulty, owing to the
well-known divergence of the earliest accounts.
Soerates committed nothing to writing himself;* of
the works of his pupils, in which he is introduced
as speaking, only those of Xenophon and Plato are
preserved.? These are, however, so little alike, that
we gather from the one quite a different view of the
teaching of Socrates from what the other gives.
Among early historians of philosophy it was the
fashion to construct a picture of Socrates, without
principles and eriticism, indiscriminately from the
writings of Xenophon and Plato, no less than from

! The mnimportant poetical
attempts of his last days (Plate,
Pheedo, 60, C.) can hardly be
countedas writings, evenif they
were extant. They a.ppf.a_'.r,
however, to have blen very soon
lost. The Pman ab least,
which Themist. (Or. ii. 27, ¢)
considers genuine, was rejecterd
by the ancient critics, accord-
ing to Digg. ii. 42. The
sourionsness of the Socratic
letters is beyond guestion, and
that 'Socrates committed no-

thing to writing is elear from
the silence of Xenophon, Plato,
and all antiguity, not to men-
tion the positive testimony of

Crrar,
L

A Nenu-
plon and
Plate g
wuthari-
ties.

Cie. de Orat. iii. 16, 60; Diog. -

i, 16; Plut. De Alex. Virt. i
4. A conclusive discussion on
this point in refutation of the
views of Leo Allatius is given
bg'SOlearius in Stani. Hist. Phil.
198,

? For instanee, those of As-
chines, Antisthenes, Phado.

"2
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later, and for the most part indifferent, authorities.
Since the time of Brucker, however, Xenophon has
come to be regarded as the only perfectly trust-
worthy authority for the philosophy of Socrates; to
a1l others, Plato included, at most only a supple-
mentary value is allowed. Quite recently, however,
Schleiermacher has lodged a protest against this

, preference of Xenophon.! (Xenophon, he argues,
'not being a philosopher himself, was scarcely capable
' of understanding a philosopher like Socrates:) The

object, moreover, of the Memorabilia was a limited
one, to defend his teacher from definite charges.

We are therefore justified in assuming @ priori that

there was more in Socrates than Xenophon describes.
Indeed, there must have been more, or he could
not have played the part he did in the history of
philosophy, nor have exerted so marvellous an
attractive power on the most intellectual and culti-
vated men of his time. The character, too, which
Plato gives him would otherwise have too flatly
contradicted the picture of him present to the mind
of his reader. Besides, Xenophon's dialogues create
the impression that philosophic matter has, with
‘detriment to its meaning, been put into the un-
philosophic language of every-day life; and that
there are gaps left, to supply which we are obliged
to go to Plato. Not that we can go so far as
Meiners;? and say that only those parts of the

1 On the philosophical merits Academie, Philos. KL 1818,
of Soerates, Sebleiermacher, p. 50. Conf. Gesch. d. Phil.
Werke, iil. 2, 293, first printed p. 81
in Abhandlungen der Berliner  * Geschichte der Wissen-

AUTHORITIES FOR HIS PHILOSOPHY.

dialogues of Plato can be considered historical,
which are either to be found in Xenophon, or imme-
diately follow from what Xenophon says, or which
are opposed to Plato’s own views. This hypothesis
would only give us the Socrates of Xenophon slightly
modified, whilst the deeper spring of Socratie
thought would still be wanting. The only safe
course to pursue is that adopted by Sehleiermacher

—to ask, What may Socrates have been, in addition

to what Xenophon reports, without gainsaying the
character and maxims which Xenophon distinetly
assigns to him? and What must he have been to
call for and to justify such a description as is given
of him in the dialogues of Plato? Schleiermacher’s
estimate of Xenophon' has been since adopted by
several other writers; and even before Schleier-
macher, Dissen? had declared that he eould only
find in the pages of Xenophon a description of the
outward appearance of Socrates. Schleiermacher’s

schaften in Griechenland und

Rom, ii. £20.

1 Brandis,in Rbein, Mus. von
Niebuhr wnd Brandis, i, b, 122,
Conf. Gesch. d. Gr.-Rom. Philos.
ii. a. 20; Ritier, Gesch. d. Phil
ii. 44 ; Ribbing, Usber d. rer-
hiiltniss zwischen den Xeno-
phont. und den Platon. Be-
richten iiber Bogrates. Upsala
Tuiversitets  Arvskrifr, 1870,
specially p. 1, 125, Alberts,
t00 (Soerates, 5), takes in the
main the side of Schleier-
macher, whilst allowing that
Plato’s account can only be
used for history with extreme

cantion—a cauntion which he
has himself failed to observe
in using the Phado (see above,
p. 60). Inrespectof the person-
ality of Socrates rather than his
teaching, Van Hewsde (Charae-

terismi principam philosopho-

mm veterum, p. 54) gives a
preference to Plato’s picture
as being truer to life than
Xenophon's Apolozy.

2 De philosophia - morali in
Xenophontiz de Sccrate eom-
mentariis tradita, p. 28 (in
Dissen’s Kleineren Schriften,
p. 87). :
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canon has heen equally approved of for discovering
the truly Socratic teaching, supplemented however
by the further remark,’ that Aristotle’s statements
supply a matter-of-fact verification for that teach-
ing. On the other haud, Xenophon’s historical
accuracy has been stoutly maintained by several
critics.?

In deciding between these two views, a difficulty
presents itself. The accuracy of one or the other of
our accounts can only be ascertained by a reference
to the true historieal picture of Socrates, and the true
historical picture can only be known from these con-
flicting accounts. This difficulty would be insur-
mountable, if the two narratives had the same claim

‘to be considered historical in points which they state

varyingly. Aristotle’s scanty notices respecting the
Soeratic philosophy would have been insufficient to
settle the question, even assuming that he had other
sources of information at command beside the
writings of Xenophon and Plato—albeit there is
not the least evidence for such an assamption. If
one thing is clearer than another it is, however,
this,—that Plato only elaims to be true to facts in
those points wherein he agrees with Xenophon, as,

for instance, in the Apology and the Symposium.

On others no one could well assert that he wished all

! By Brandis, 1. c. 29, Conf. Fries, Gesch, d.

AUTHORITIES FOR HIS PHILOSOPHY.

to be taken as literally true which he puts info the
mouth of Socrates. As to Xenophon, it must be
granted that, either from want of philosophic
sense, or from his exclusively practical tastes, not
unfrequently the seientific meaning and the inner
connection of the principles of Socrates escape his
notice. Tt should not be forgotten that the Memor-
abilia were primarily intended to be a defence of
his teacher against the charges brought against him,
charges which were the cause of his eondemnation,
and passed current years after his death. For this
purpose a description was requisite, not so much of
his philosophy as of his morals and religion, setting
forth his piety, his integrity, his obedience to
the laws, his services to his friends and fellow-
citizens rather than his intellectual comvictions ;
and Xenophon candidly confesses that this is the
main object of his treatise.) Even the question
whether, with the means at his command, a lifelike
reproduction of the dialogues of Socrates can be
expected from Xenophon, cannot be answered
affirmatively without some limitation. His treatise
was mot written until six years after the death of
Socrates, and we have not the least indication that
it was based on mnotes made either by himself or
others in the time immediately following the
dialogues.? What was committed to writing years

2 Hegel. Gesch., d. Phil. di.
69 ; Ritseher, Aristophanes und
sein Zeitalter, p. 893 ; Hermani,
Geseh. und Sy:t. des Platonis-
mus, i. 249; Labriols, La dot-

trina di Socrate (Napoli, 1871},

Phil, i. 250, For further lite-
rature on this point consult
Iurndall, De philosophia mo-
rali Socratis (Heidelberg, 1853),
p. T, and Hibbing, L. ¢.

1 Mem. i. 1,1 and 20; 2,1;
3,1:1v. 4,25; 5,1; 8,11,

2 Tt cannot be inferred from
Piato, Symp. 172, €. ; 173, B.;
Thewst. 143, A., that. Socrates’

friends (as Volguardsen, Demon
d. Sokr. 6, says) took down his
discourses at home and filled
up their sketches by furfher
ingmiries. Nay, the very dis-
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afterwards from his own or his friends’ memory has
not the claim to accuracy of a verbal report, but
rather owes to the writer its more definite form and
setting. No doubt it was his intention to give a
true account of Socrates and his teaching. He says
that he writes from his own recollection. He ex-
pressly observes in a few cases that he was present
during the conversation, and had heard similar
things from others, mentioning his authority.! If,
then, many a Socratic discourse is unknown to
him or has escaped his memory, if one or other line
of thought has not been thoroughly understood, or
its philosophical importance misunderstood, it may
nevertheless be assumed that Xenophon, as a pupil
of Socrates, accustomed to mix with him for years,
and able to communicate all that he actnally com-
municates, neither repeats on the whole what is false,
nor leaves any essential side of the Socratic teaching
untouched. From Plato, so far as his deseription is
historical or permits a reference to the Socrates of
history, many a trait supplementary of Xenophon’s
narrative may be expected, and many an explanation
of the real meaning of sayings, which his fellow-

AUTHORITIES FOR HIS PHILOSOPHY.

pupil understood too literally only from the side of

their practical utility. Hence objection ean hardly

be taken to the above-quoted canon of Schleier-
macher.! Nevértheless, it is highly improbable that
in essential points there should be an irreconcilable
difference between Xenophon's deseription and that
which we may take for historically established as
Plato’s.” The real state of the case can only be
ascertained by examining the statements of various
authorities in detail to test their worth and their
agreement, and this inquiry naturally coincides with
the exposition of the Socratic teaching from which
it can only be distinguished in point of form. It
will not be separated from it here. e_':’Socrates will be
described from the three accounts of Xenophon,
Plato, and Aristotle. If the attempt to form an
harmonious picture from these sources succeeds,
Xenophon will be vindicated. Should it not succeed,
it will then be necessary to ask which of the tradi-
tional accounts is the true one. '

To begin with the question as to the philosophi-
cal platform and fundamental principle of Socrates.
Here the sketches of onr main authorities seem te

courses which are vouched for
by this supposed care, cannot
possibly be historical.  Such
statements do not. therefore
wean more than similar ones
in Parm. 126, B. Neither does
Mem. i, 4, 1 refer to writings
of pupils of Becrates, but to
the views of opponents. Mem.
iv. 3, 2 appears to refer not
even to writings, but to oral
communications,

1 Mem, i. 8, 6: ds 88 3% rnl
égenety é56rer por Tovs Lurdyras

. . rodTwy B ypde indoa Gy
Sigpruovelvw, iv, 3, 2; others
have reported similar conver-
sations respecting the Gods, at
which they were present: éym
3¢ bre wpvs Eibuvbnuey Toudie
Biedéyero wapeyevduny. iv, §, 4:
Aékw B¢ wal & “Eppoyévovs Tod Ta-
woviicoy frovae wepl adrod,

LE RN Y i o

® As Ribbing, 1. c. asserts.
Hard is it to reconcile herewith
that Ribbing declines to ques-
tion ¢ the essentially historical
accuracy’ of Xenophon's de-
seription.
. & The oourse here followed
is also in the main that taken
by Strampell, Gesch. d. Prakt,
Philos. d. Gr.i. 116. He con-
siders it impossible to distin-

gnish in point of speculation
what belongs to Socrates and
what belongs fo Flato. As
regards morals, he hopes to
gain a true general view of
Bocrates by taking the maxims
which are attributed to him
by Xenophon, Plato, and Anri-
stotle, unanimously following
them out to their conseguences,
and testing the twaditions by
these.

B. Phile-
sophical
platiorm,



SOCRATES.

-

give grounds for the most opposite views. Accord-

' ing to Plato, Socrates appears as an expert thinker,

at home in all branches of knowledge ; whereas, in
Xenophon he is represented far less as a philosophér
than as an innocent and excellent man, full of piety
and common sense. Hence Xenophon’s account is
(specially appealed to in support of the view which
| regards Socrates as a popular moral man, holding
| aloof from all speculative questions, and in fact as
| far less of a philosopher than a teacher of morality
and instructor of youth.! It certainly cannot be
denied that Socrates was full of the most lively
enthusiasm for morality, and made it the business
of his life to exercise a moral influence upon others.2
Had he only discharged this function after the un-
scientific manner of a popular teacher, by imparting
and incoleabing the received notions of duty and
virtue, the influence which he exerted would be
inexplicable, not only over weaklings and hairbrains,
but. over the most talented and cultivated of his

.

CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS PHILOSOFPHY.

sophers, from Aristotle down to the Stoies and
Neoplatonists, to regard him as the founder of a
new epoch, and to trace their own peculiar systems
to the movement set on foot by him.

Even about himself and his doings more than
one feature is at variance with this view. It would
follow therefrom that knowledge is only of value in
as far as it is instrumental for aetion ; but so far was
Soerates from sharing this belief that he considered
actions only then to have a value when they proceed

from correct knowledge ; referring moral action or

virtue to knowledge, making its perfection depend
on perfection of knowledge. According to the
ordinary assumption, he would in his interconrse
with others have been ultimately intent on meral
training ; yet so far was it otherwise that it appears
from his own words that love of knowledge was the
original motive for his activity.! Accordingly, we
observe him in conversation pursuing inquiries,
which not only have no moral purpose,” but which,

cotemporaries. It would be a mystery what in-
duced Plato to connect the deepest philosophical
inquiries with his person, or what led all later philo-

! How common this view
was in past times, needs not to
he proved by authorities which
abound from Cicero down to
Wiggers and Reinhold. That
it is not yet altogether ex-
ploded may be gathered not
only from writers like Van
Hewsde, Characterismi, p. 53,
but even Marbach, a disciple of
the Hegelian philosophy, asserts
in his Gesch. d. Philes, i, 174,

178, 181, that Socrates ¢re-
garded the speculative philo-
sophy which aimed at general
knowledge as nseless, vain, and
foolish;” and that he ‘took the
field not only against the So-
phists as pretenders to know-
ledge, but against all philo-
sophy ;* in short, that ‘he was
no philosopher.”

# Conf. Apol. 23, D.; 30, I.;
38, A, ; and above, p. 50,

v Plate, Apol. 21, where So-
crates deduces his whole acti-
vity from the fact that he pur-
sued a real knowledge.

2 Wxamples are to be found
in the eonversations (Meni-dii,
10}, in which Spcrates conducts
the painter Parrhesivs, the
spnlptor Clito, and Pistias, the
forger of armour, to the con-
ceptions of their respective
arts. It is true Xenophon in-
troduces these conversations
with the remark that Scerates
kpew how to make himself
usefat to artizans. Bubt the
desire to make himself useful

can ouly have been a very
subordinate one; he was no
doubt really actuated by the
motive menfiened in the Apo-
logy, a praiseworthy curiosity
to learn from intercourse with
all classes whether they were
clearly conscious of what their
arts were for, Xenophon him-
self attests this, Mem. iv. 6, 1:
growEY Gb¥ Tl gUrobol, T EKa-
gror e Tar rTuy otfemdwor
Exgyer. This pursuit of the

conceptions of things, aiming

not ot the application of know-
Jedee, bui at knowledge itself,
is quite engugh fo prove thab
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in their practical application, conld only serve im-
moral purposes.) These traits are not met with ex-
clusively in one or other of our authorities, but they
are equally diffused through the accounts given by
the three main sources. Socrates can therefore not
have possibly been the unscientific moral teacher for
which he was formerly taken. Kunowledge must
have had for him a very different value and im-
portance from what it would have had on such a
supposition. It may not even be said that the
knowledge which he sought was ultimately only
pursued for the sake of action, and only valued as a
means to morality. He who pursues knowledge
in this sense, as a means to an end which lies
beyond, and not from an independent impulse and
love of knowing, will never study the problem and
method of philosophie research so carefully and so
independently as Soerates did; will never be a

Socrates was not only a preacher
of virtue, but a philosopher,
Even Xenophon found some
difficulty in bringing it inlo
harmony with his practical view
of things, as his words show:
from which it may be seen that
Socrates made his friends more
critical. But criticism is the
organ of knowledge.

! Mem. iil. 11 containg a
paragraph adapted more than
any other to refute the idea
that Soerates was only a popu-
lar teacher, Soerates hears one
of his companions commencing
the beauby of Theodota, and at
ance goes with his company to
see her. He finds her acting
as a painter'’s model, and he

thereupon enters into a conver-
sation with her, in which he
endeavours to lead her to a
conception of her trade, and
shows her how she will best be
able to win lovers. Now, al-
thongh such a step would not
give that offence to a Greek
which it would to us, still there
is. not the least trace of a
moral purpose in his conduet.
Brandis' (Gesch. d. Entw. i
236) remarks are little fo the
point, A purely critical inte-
rest leads Soerates to refer to
its general conception every
action across which he eomes,
regardless of its moral value.

462 Hibbing, Soorat, Spud. i,

CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS PHILOSOPHY,

reformer of philosophy as he was. Nay, more, had
Le thus eonfined himself to practical interests, he
would have heen incapable of exerting the deep
reforming influence over Ethies which according to
the testimony of history he did exert. His import-
ance for Ethics comes not so much from the fact
that he insisted on a re-establishment of moral life—
this Aristophianes and without doubt many others did,
—but from his recognising that an intellectual basis
for moral principles must be an indispeunsable con-
dition for any real reform of morals. This presupposes
that practical problems ave settled and vindicated.
by knowledge; in other words, that knowledge not
merely subserves action, but leads and governs it—a
view never as yet held by any one who did not attri-
bute to knowledge an independent value of its own.

Tf, therefore, Socrates, as a matter of fact, confined.

himself on principle to inquiries having for man a
practical value, it can only be inferred that he was
not himself fully conscious of the range of his
thought. Im practice he went beyond these limits,
treating ethical questions in such a manner as no
one could do unless fired with an independent love
of kmowledge.

The area is thus determined within which the
fundamental conception of the Socratic philosophy
must be looked for. True knowledge is the treasure
to diseover which Socrates goes forth in the service

~ of the Delphic God; to gain the knowledge of the

essence of things, he, with his friends, unweariedly
labours; to true knowledge he ultimately refers all
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had been heretofore unconseions and instinetive, Cuar.
with Socrates it first became conseious and methad-
ical. By him the idea of knowledge as knowledge
was first brought out, and received precedence of
every other idea.!

cmar.  moral demands, The foree with which he asserted
% this demand constitutes him the creator in Greece
gm-’?g:;‘si of an independent system of morality. For him it
ledge con- 18 Mot enough that men should do what is right;

:;:f-e?;& they must also know why they do it. He demands

dions. that they should not follow a dark impulse, an un-

defined enthusiasm or the. aptitude of habit, bub
should act from clear conscionsness ; and because of
its deficiency in this characteristic, he refuses to
allow true wisdom to the art of his time, however
high it otherwise stood.! In a word, the idea of
knowledge forms the central point of the Secratic
philosophy.? Since, however, all philosophy aims at
l'i'no_t_ﬂé&ge, to give precision it must be further
added, that, whereas the pursuit of true knowledge

L In Plato, Apol. 22, B., this, Gesch. d. Philosophie, ii.

- Bperates observes: In his sift-
ing of men he had turned to
the poets, but had soon found
that they were usually not able
to account for their own works.
“Eqrey oty . . .. b7t o0 cogle
wotoler & mowiew, GAAL direr Tivl
wal épfoumid(oyres, Howep of Beo-
phvTels kol xpnouedel kal Yop
atrrol Adyouar iy TOAAD kal keAd,
Yraat 8¢ obley cv Aéyovgw. De-
sides, no one knows the limits
of his knowledge, but thinks
to uncerstand all things. He
had also observed the same in
the xewporéxprar, the represen-
tatives of sculpture and art,

2 Selleiermacher, Werke, iil.
2, 300: *The awakening of the
idea of knowledge, and its first
utterances, must have been
the substance of the philosophy
of Socrates.” Rifer agrees with

50. Brandis only differs in
unessential  points, Rhein.
Mus. von Mebuhr wind Brandis,
i. 6, 180; Gr.-Rdm. Phil. 1. a,
38. To him the origin of the
dactrine of Socrates appears to
be a desire to vindicate against
the Sophists the absolute worth
of moral determinations; and
then he adds: fo secure this
purpose the first aim of So-
crates was fo zain a deeper
insight into his own conscious-
ness, in order to be able to dis-
tingmish false and true know-
ledge with certainty. Similarly
Brandis, Gesch. d. Phils. Kant.

i, 155, The important feature

in Socrates was this, that to
him morality appeared to be
a certain kind of knowledge,
proceeding from the thought
of the good inbom in the soul.

This statement, again, requires further explana-
tion. If the love of knowledge was shared also by
previous philosophers, why, it may be asked, did it
not before develop into a consecious-and ecritical
pursuit? The reason which may be assigned is
this : The knowledge which earlier philosophers pur-
sued, was, in itself, different from the knowledge
which Socrates required. They were not compelled
by their idea of knowledge as Soerates was to direct
their attention to the intellectual processes and con-
ditions by which it was truly to be acquired. Such

- a necessity was, however, imposed on Socrates by the

principle which the most trustworthy accounts un-
animously report as the soul of all his teaching—the
prineiple, viz. that all true knowledge must proceed
from correct conceptions, and that nothing can be
known unless it can be referred to its general concep-
tion, and judged thereby.® In this principle, simple as

U Sehleiermacher, 1. ©. 289;
Brandis.

2- Xenoph. Mem. iv. 6, 1:
ZwrpiTys yap Tobs piv eibdras, 71
ExnoTay efn Toy drTwy, evé-
pile kel Tats #anows by EEnyelofar
Fhvecfar: Tavs B¢ ui eiforas ovder
2oy BavuaoTdy elvar abrois Te
apdAXerfn kal GAAoUs CQaANer”
&y Evexa gromEy ohy TOWS cuvolTt
7l Exacrov ey Tav drrwr, olbie-
wdmor EAnye . . . § 13: énl Ty

tmdfeair émdinye wdrra Thy Adyor,
i.6,, a8 is explained by the con-
text, he referred all doubtful
points to universal conceptions,
in order to seftle them by
means of thesey iv, 5, 12;
&pn 8¢ wal Th BieAdyeaBal dvo-
peoliyer ére Tot cumdrras KO
BovAsterial, Biohéyortas rara
yEvn To Tpduypara, Belv ofy wer-
pactar @7 updAwrre wpds TobrTo
fouTdy  Erowmoy wapaokevdlew.
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it may appear, an entire change was demanded in the
intellectual procedure.! The ordinary way is to take
things as being what theyappear to the sensestobe s
or if contradictory experiences forbid deing so, to clin g
to those appearances which make the strongest im-
pression on the observer, declaring these to be the es-
sence, and thenee proceeding to further conclugions.
Hitherto this was exactly what philosophers had
done. Even those who attacked the senses as un-
trustworthy had invariably started from one-sided
observations, without being conscious of the necessity

Comp. i. 1, 16, and fthe many
instances in the Memorabilia,
Apristotle (Meb. xiii, 4, 1078, b,
7. 27): Zwrpdrovs B¢ wepl Tas
Hiucdis dperas mpayiaTevopudvou eal
wept Tobrey dpllecfar  raldlon
{nTodyTos TPRTOV . . . . CKEiVOS
etddyus é0frer o 7l dorwy . .
Bln ydp €orw & mis b dwodoln
Swrpdrer Bucatws, Tous v dwanri-
wolrs Adyous wal  Th  dplleafa
xefdrov. Both are, however, at
hottom the same, The Adya
emarTicol are only the means
for finding universal conceps
tions, and therefore Ariztolle
elsewhere (Met. 1. 6, 987, b, 1 ;
%13, 9, 1086, b, 3; De Dart.
Anim. 1. 1, 642, a, 28) justly
observes that the seeking for
universal conceptions or for the
essence of things is the real
service rendered to philosophy
by Socrates. Accordingly, in
the dialognes which Xenophon
has preserved, we always see
him making straight for the
general conceplion, the & o
Lven in Plato's Apology, 22, B.,
he describes his sifting of men

a8 Stepardy f Adyower, that is to
siy he asks for the conception
of the deeds of the practical
man, or of the poetry of the
poet.  Conf. Meno, 70, A.:
Fheedr. 262, B.; 265, D. It
can, however, hardly be proved
from Plato that Socrates really
distinguished é&mardun  from
8dta, as Brandis (Gr-Rim.
Phil. ii. a, 86: Gesch. d. Entw.
1,.255) would have it; for we
cannot decide whether passaces
lilkke Meno, 98, B. represent the
view of Socrates or that of
Mato. Antisthenes, too, who,
aceording to Diggenes, vi. 17,

wrote a treatise wepl Bdfws wzl .

dmirThens. may owe this dis-
tinetion to the Hieaties. It
ean hardly be found in Yen.
Mem. iv. 2, 33, JIo point of
substance, no doubt the dis-
tinetion was implied in the
whole condnet of Boerates, and
in passages such as Xen. Mem.
iv. 6, 1: Plato, Apol 21, B.

! Conf. what has heen said
above, p. 39, and in Gesch. d.
Phil. i. 860.

CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS PHILOSOPHY.

of grounding every conclusion on an exhaustive in-
quiry into its subject. By means of sophistry this
dogmatism had been overthrown.

It was felt that
all impressions derived from the senses were relative |

and personal, that they do not represent things as |
they are, but as they appear; and that, conse- |

quently, whatever we may assert, the opposite may |

i

be asserted with equal justice. For, if for one person *

at this moment tkis is true, for another person at
another moment that is true.

Similar sentiments are expressed by Socrates re-
lative to the value of common opinions. He is aware
that they cannot furnish us with knowledge, but only
involve us in contradictions. But he does not hence
draw the inference of the Sophists, that no know-
ledge is possible, but only that it is not possible in
that way. The majority of mankind have no true
knowledge, because they confine themselves to as-
sumptions, the accuracy of which they have never
examined ; only taking into consideration one or
another property of things, but not their essence.
Amend this fault; consider every object in all its
bearings. and endeavour from this many-sided ob-
servation to determine the true essence; you will
then have conceptions instead of vague notions—

a regular examination, instead of an unmethodical

and unconscious procedure— a true instead of an im-

aginary knowledge. In thus requiring knowledge of

conceptions, Socrates not only broke away from the

current view, but, generally speaking, from all pre-

vious philosophy. A thorough observation from
I
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every side, a eritical examination, a methodical in-

quiry conscious of its own basis, was demanded; all

that had hitherto been regarded as knowledge was
rejected because it fell short of these conditions;
and at the same time the conviction was expressed
that, by ohserving these conditions real knowledge
could be secured.

For Socrates this principle had not only an in-
tellectual, but a more immediate moral value, Itis
in fact one of the most striking things about him
that he is unable to distingnish between morality
and knowledge, and can neither imagine knowledge
without virtue, nor virtue without knowledge.! In
this respect also he is the child of his age, his great-
ness consisting herein, that he gave effect with
penetration and spirit to its requirements and its
legitimate endeavours. Advancing civilisation hav-
ing created a demand for a higher education amongst
the Greeks, and the course of intellectual develop-
ment having diverted attention from the study of
nature and fixed it on that of mind, a closer con-
nection became necessary between philosophy and
conduct. {Only in man could philosophy find its
highest object ; only in philosophy could the support
be found which was needed for life.) The Sophists
had endeavoured to meet this want with great skill
and vigour; hence their extraordinary success.
Nevertheless, their moral philosophy was too defi-
cient in tenable ground ; by doubting it had loosened

its intellectual roots only too effectually; hence it

! Particular proof of this will be given subsequently.

CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS PHILOSOPHY.

degenerated with terrific speed, entering the service
of every wicked and selfish impulse. Instead of
moral life being raised by the influence of philo-
sophy, both econduct and philosophy had taken the
same downward course,

This sad state of things Socrates thoroughly:
understood. Whilst his cotemporaries, either blind:
with admiration for the Sophistic teaching were
insensible to its dangers, or else through dread of
these, and with a singular indifference to the wants
of the times and the march of history, denounced
the innovators in the tone of Aristophanes, he with
keener penetration eould dlm,mguu.h between what
was right and what was wrong in the spirit of the
age. The insufficiency of the older culture, the
want of firm ground in ordinary virtue, the obseurity
of the prevailing notions so full of contradictions,
the mecessity for intellectual education, all were
felt and taught by him as much as by any one of
the Sophists. But tothis teaching he set other and
higher ends, not secking to destroy belief in truth,
but rather to show how truth might be acquired
by a nev intellectual process. His aim was not to
minister to the selfishness of the age, but to rescue
the age from selfishness and sloth, by teaching it
what was truly good and useful ; not to undermine
morality and piety, but to estabhsh them on a new
foundation of knowledge. | 'I‘hus Socrates was at oncel}
a moral and an mtellectual reformer:  His one great!
thought was how to transform and restore moral
conduct by means of knowledge; knowledge and

12
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nght conduct were so closely associated in his mnd'

i that he could find no other object for know. ledge save

human conduct, and no guarantee for conduct save

1n knowledge.! How great the services were which
“he rendered to both morality and science by this
effort, how wholesome was. the influence which ha
exercised on the intellectual condition of his people
and of mankind generally, history attests. If in the
sequel the difference between morality and intellect
was recognised guite as fully as their unity, yet the
tie by which he connected them has never been
broken ; and if in the last centuries of the old world
philosophy took the place of the waning religion,
giving a stay to morality, purifying and quickening

! To revert to the question
mooted above, as to whether
he primarily regarded know-
ledge as a means fo moral
action, or moral aection as a
result of knowledge, so much
may be said, that his peen-
liarity consisted herein, that
for him this' dilemma did not
exist, that for him knowledge
as such was at once a moral
need and a moral force, and
that therefore virtue was
neither a simple consequence of
knowledge, nor an end to be
a.tta.medby means of knowledge,
but was directly and in itself

‘knowledge. TIf, therefore, La-

briola (Dottrma, di Socrate,
40) deseribes the only inner
motive of Socrates’ action as
‘the moral need of certainty,
and the conviction that this is
only attainable by a clear and
indubitably certain knowledge,’
his statenient may be accepted

as true, On the other hand,

Leibbing's (Socrat. Studien, 1. 48)
view does not seem to ecarry
convietion, that according to
both Plato and Xenophon, So-
crates took in the first place a
practical view of life, and that
‘the theory of knowledge was
only developed by him for l-}us_
sake of a practical purpose.

We have already seen that, ac-
cording to Socm,tt,s, trne knov.f-
ledoe “coincides  with right
intention. But, for the reasons
set forth on p. 136, we cannot
allow that knowledge with him
has no independent value, and
is only pursued as a means to
a practical purpose ; which must
be the view of Ribbing, in as
far as he contradicts the one
given above. Nor do the pas-
sages quoted by Ribbing ( Plato,
Apol. 22, D.; 28, D.; 29, H.;
81, A.; 33, A) suggest this
View.

CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS PHILOSOPHY.

the moral consciousness, this great and beneficial
result, in as far as it can be assigned to any ome
individual, was due te the teaching of Socrates.

The interest of philosophy being thus twrned
away from the outer world and directed towards man_
and his moral nature, and man only regarding things
as true and binding of the truth of which he has con-
vinced himself by intellectual research, there appears
necessarily in Socrates a deeper importance attached
to the personality of the thinker. In this modern
writers have thought to discern the peeuliar charac-
ter of his philosophy.! Very different, however, is
the personal importance of the thinker with Soerates
from the caprice of the Sophists, different too from
the extreme individualism of the post-Aristotelian
schools. Soecrates was aware that each individual
must sesk the grounds of his own prineiples for
himself, that truth is not something given from
without, but must be found by the exercise of
individual thought, He required all opinions to be
examined anew, no matter how old or how common
they wore, proofs only and not authorities claiming
belief. Still, he was far from making man, as
Protagoras did, the measure of all things. He did
not even, as did the Stoics and Epicureans, declare
personal conviction and practical need to be the
ultimate standard of truth, mor yet, as did the
Secepties, resolve all truth into probability 3 but to
him knowledge was an end in itself; so too he
was persuaded that true knowledge could be obtained

V Hegel, Gesch. . Phil, ii. 40; Rifscher, Aristoph., pp. 245, 388,
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by a thoughtful consideration of things. Moreover,
he saw in man the proper object of philosophy, but
instead of making of personal caprice a law, as the
Sophists did, he subordinated caprice to the general
law residing in the nature of things and of moral
relations.! Instead too of making, with later philo-
sophers, the self-contentment of the wise man his
highest end, he confined himself to the point of
view of old Greck morality, which could not conceive
of the individual apart from the ecommunity? and
which accordingly regarded activity for the state as
the first duty of a citizen,” and the law of the state
jas the natural rule of conduct.! Hence the Stoic

‘apathy and indifference to country were entirely alien

from Socrates. If it can be truly said ¢that in him
commences an unbounded reference to the person,
to the freedom of the inmer life,’® it must also be
added that this statement by no means exhausts the
theory of Socrates. Thus the disputesas to whether
the Soeratic doctrine rests on a purely personal or a
really independent basis® may be settled, by allow-
ing that, compared with former systems, his teaching
exhibits a deeper importance attaching to the perso-

CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS PHILOSOPHY.

nality of the thinker, but yet by no means belongs
to those which are purely relative. It aims at
gaining a knowledge which shall do more than
satisfy a personal want, and which shall be true and
desirable for more than the thinker ; but the ground
on which it is sought is the personal thought * of the
individnal.

This theory is indeed not further worked out by
Socrates. He has established the principle, that ouly
the knowledge which has to do with conceptions is
true knowledge. To the further inference that only
the being of conceptions is true being,® and that
therefore only conceptions are true, and to a syste-
matic expositiozi of conceptions true in themselves,
he never advanced. Knowledge is here something
sought, a problem to be solved by the thinker;
philosophy is philosophie impulse, and philosophie
method, a seeking for truth, not yet a possessing it ;
and this deficiency lends countenance to the view that

! Heoel says nothing very but the wuniversal element
different, when in distinguish- which is found running through

' Proofs may be found Xew,
Mem. ii. 2; il 6, 1-T; iil. §,

1.3 iv. 4, 20.

¢ Compare the conversation
with Aristippus, Xen. Mem, il
1, 13; and Plato’s Crito, 53, A.

3 It has been already seen
that Sccrates placed his own
activity under this peint of
view, Seepp.66,60; Xen. Mem.
i. B, 15; Plate, Apol, 30, A.

4 Mem. iv. 4, 12, and 3, 15,

with which the previous re-
marks respecting the peculiar
conduct of the sage may be
compared.

5 Hegel, 1. c.

$ Compare the views of Rat-
seler, oo, and Brandiz for the
opposite  view. ¢Teher die
vorgebliche Subjektivitit cder
SNokrat. Lehre,” in Rhein. Mus,
it 1, 85 -

ing (Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 40, 166) all individuals. With this view

‘Soerates from the Sophists he
_says: ‘In Socrates the creation

of thought is at once clad with
an independent existence of its
own, and what is purely per-
sonal is “externalised and made
universal by him as the good.’
Socrates is said to have substi-
tuted ‘thinking man is the
moeasure of all things’in place
of the Sophistic dectrine * man
is the measure of all things’
In a word, his leading thought
is not the individual as he

knows himself experimentally,

acree also Rotscher, L. ¢, p. 246,
302, and Hermann, Gesch. und
Syst, des Plat. 1. 239.

2 The objections of Alberti,
Sokr. 94, to the above vanish
if the word ‘only’is properly
emphasised. He only asserts
what is already well knmown,
that Soerates did not develop
his theory of conceptions to the
theory of ideas, nor contrast
the universal thought in the
conception, as being the only
thing truly real with individual
things.
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the platform of Socrates was that of a narrow refer-

__ ence to the person.  Still it should never be forgot-
ten that the aim of Socrates was always to discover

and set forth that which is in itself true and good.
Manlkind is to be intellectually and morally educated,
but the one and only means thereto is to attain a
knowledge of truth,

The primary aim of Socrates being to traiz men
to think, rather than to construet a system, the main
point with him was a philosophic method to deter-
mine the way which would lead to truth. The sub-
stance of his' teaching thus appears to have been
partly confined to questions having an immediate
bearing on human conduct ; partly it does not go
beyond the general and theoretical demand, that all
action should be determined by a knowledge of con-

q eept:ons [There is no systematic development of
| individual points of morality and no attempt to give

| & reason for them.] {
J
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CHAPTER VI.

THE PHILOSOPHICAL METHOD OF SOCRATES.

THE peculiarity of the method pursued by So-
crates consists, generally speaking, in dedunecing
conceptions from the common opinions of men.

{'With the formation of conceptions,and the intellec-
-‘:‘ituaﬂ exercise of individuals he was content ; there is
|10 systematic treatment of conceptions. The theory

of a knowledge of conceptions appears here as a
demand presupposing as existing the consciousness
of its mecessity, and seeking an insight into the
essence of things. At the same time, the mind does
not, go beyond this seeking. It has not the power to
develop a system of absolute knowledge, nor has it
a method sufficiently matured to form a system.
For the same reason, the process of induction is not
reduced within clearly defined rules. All that
Socrates has clearly expressed is the general postu-
late, that every thing must be reduced to its concep-
tion. TFurther details as to the mode and manner of
this reduction and its strict logieal forms, were not
yet worked out by him into a science, but were
applied practically by dint of individual skill. The
only thing about him at all resembling a logical rule,
the maxim that the process of eritical inquiry must

CHAr.
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always confine itself to what is universally ad-
mitted,! sounds far too indefinite to invalidate our
assertion.

This process involves three particular steps. The '

first is the Socratic knowledge of self. Holding as
he did that only the knowledge of conceptions eon-
stitutes true knowledge, Socrates was fain to look at,
all sapposed knowledge, asking whether it agreed
with his idea of knowledge, or not. Nothing
appeared to him more perverse, nothing more ob-

structive to true knowledge from the very outset,

jthan the=belmf that you know what you do not

ENOWLEDGE OF SELF.

with the state of our inner self, with the extent of
our knowledge and capacities, with our defects and
requirements.! One result of this self-examination
being the discovery that the actual knowledge of
the philosopher does not correspond with his idea of
knowledge, there follows further that consciousness
‘of knowing nothing, which Socrates deelared to be his
‘only knowledge. Any other knowledge he denied
possessing.? and therefore refused to be the teacher
of his friends,® only wishing, in common with them,

L Xenoplon, Mem. iv. 2, 24, fuby o0Bétepos oDBty kuddy riye-
inguiring into the Delphic @b cidévay GAN oliTes piv oferal

know? \Iuthmg i8 80 necessary as self-examination
to show what we really know and what we only

think we know.?

Nothing, too, is more indispen-

sable for practical relations than to become acquainted

1 Meni. iv. 6, 15 drdre 8t
abTos TL T Adyew Sietlon, Sk Taw
pEALTTa SuoNoyouusrar érnpetiern,
vouilwr Telrqr Thr acddiciar
elvat Adyor,

2 Xen. Mem. iil. 9, 8 pavlay
e piw évaprloy utv Egu elvar cod-
i, o uéwroL ye Thy avemigTnpo-
airqy  perlay Evduler. Th B
ayvoety  éavthy kal & uh  olBe
Bokdler 7e kal ofcobar yrypdmier,
éyyurdre pavias Soyilero elvar,
Generally speaking, those are
called mad who are mistaken
about what is commonly known,
not those who are mistaken
about things of which most men
are ignorant. Also Mato, Apol.
20, B.: rol toiito w5 olk &paﬂia
s’g-riv afrn &t érovelfioros, 1 Tob
oferfa eibévae & odi olBey :

3 In this sense Soorates,

spoaking in Plate, Apol 21, B.,
suys that according to the
oracle he had interrogated all
with whom he was brought
into contaet to discover whe-
ther they had any kind of know-
ledge ; and that in all cases he
had found along with some kind
of knowledge an ipnorance,
which he would not take in ex-
chinge for any kind of know-
ledge—an opinion that they
knew what they did not know.
On the other hand, he con-
sicdered it to be his vocation,
gm?\'oa‘acpaﬁv"m §mr ral éferdlorTa
€noavTdr Kai Tovs EAAous (28, E.);

and he says elsewhere (38, A)

that there could be no higher
good than to converse every
da)’ as he did : ¢ 5t dveféraoTos
Blos ob Biwtds dndpdna,

yrad oeavrdr, says that scll- 1o elBévar oln eldis, dyi BE darep

knowledee is attended with
the greatest advantages, want
of it with the greatest disad-
vantages: of wev ydp eiddres
Eavrobs Td Te émrfibeia Eavrols
trart kol Swyryppdrkourw G Te
Btvartor kal & py 0 kel & piv
emirTarTa wpcz'r'mrrTEs (SF!'l‘F-
examination always refers in
the first place to knowledee,
becanse with knowledge right
action is given) wopiforral e
& Béowrar rel el wpdrTovoiy,
See also Plate, Phedras, 229,
E.; he had not time to give
to the explanation of myths of
which others were so fond, not
being even able to knew him-
self according to the Delphic
oracle; Symp. 218, A.; when
Alcibiades complaing: avey-
rkdler ydp pe Suodoyeiy, Bre woA-
Aol épdelis dv abrdhs €T dusu-
ToU uv Guedd, T& 8 "Abnwalwr
'erli‘l"'fm,

2 Pigto, Apol. 21, B.: éya
yip 8% obre péya olite apurpdy
ctvotde Suavrd codbs dy—21,
. : Tolrow utv 7ot erbpdmon ey
FoPETEpds e Kivdupeler wsy yap

olw ol olfie, 0hGE ofopar.—23, B. :
obTos pGy, & drlpwTor, coddTards
éoriv, Horis, Bomep Swrpdins,
Eyvaney, bri 0dBerds afids dote TH
aAnbeln wpbs cofplor. And a
little hefore: 7 8¢ kwdvvede:, &
#vBpes 'Afnyalor, 7@ Oyt & Beds
mophs elvar, kol €y TE XpNoRD
TobTe TolTo Adyew, 8Tt f dwlpe-
sl cobla dAlyor Tods  adla
éorl kol oiderds.—Symp. 216,
D.: éyvoel wdvre kai obber oldep,
@y 76 oxiwe evrod.—Thembet.
150, C.: &yowds ciy: oogins, rai
Gmwep #8n woAhot pot wreldicar, ds
Tobs wév EAAovs Lpwrd, olrés Bt
obder dmonplvopat wepl oldevds Bud
7 pndév Eyew coddy, dAnbés bver
BiCouat® 7o 8¢ aiftior TovTou Tode
paieveafel e & feds dvayrdler,
yervgy B8 Gmexgivoer. Comp.
Rep. 1. 387, E.; Men. 98, B.
That this trait in Plato has
been taken from the Socrates
of history, may be gathered
from the Platonic dialogues. in
which his teacher is by no
means represented as so igno- -
rant.
* See above, p. 68.
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to learn and inquire.! This confession of ignorance
was far from being a sceptical denial of knowledge,?

with which the whole philosophic career of Soerates =

would be irreconcilable, On the contrary, it contains
a simple avowal as to his own personal state, and
collaterally as to the state of those whose know-
ledge he had had the opportunity of testing.? Nor
again must it be regarded as mere irony or exagger-
ated modesty.* Socrates really knew nothing, or,
to express it otherwise, he had no developed theory,
and no positive dogmatic principles, The demand
for a knowledge of conceptions having once dawned
upon him in all its folness, he missed the marks
of true knowledge in all that hitherto passed for
wisdom and knowledge. Being, however, also the
first to make this demand, he had as yet attained no
definite subject-matter for knowledge. The idea of
knowledge was to him an unfathomable problem, in

the face of which he could not but be conscious.
of his ignorance.” And thus a certain affinity be-

tween his view and the sophistic scepticism may

ENOWLEDGE OF SELF.

be observed. This scepticism, in as far as it denied
the possibility of all knowledge, Socrates opposed,
whilst agreeing with it in as far as it referred to
previons philesophy. Natural philosephers, he be-
lieved, transcended in their speeulation the limits
of human kunowledge, in proof of which he appealed
to the fact of their being at variance with one another
respecting the most important questions. Some
hold being to be one, others make of it a boundless
variety ; some teach that everything, others that
nothing, is subject to motion ; some that all things,
others that nothing, comes into being or perishes.!
Just as the Sophists destroyed the conflicting state-
ments of the natural philesophers by means of each
other, so Socrates infers from the contest of systems,
that no one of them is in possession of the truth. Their
great difference consists herein, the Sophists making
Not-knowing into a principle, and considering the
highest wisdom to consist in doubting everything ;
Socrates adhering to his demand for knowledge,
clinging to the belief in its possibility, consequently
regarding ignorance as the greatest evil.

N

Y kowd PBovAeleotar, kowd micé-
Trectm, wowh (nrew, culnreis,
&, Xen, Mem, iv. 5, 12; 6,
1; Plate, Thewt. 151, E.; Prot.
330, B.; Gorg. 505, E.; Cratf.
S84, B.; Meno, 89 B,

4 As the new Academicians
would have it, Cie. Acad.i. 12,
44 ; 3 28, 74,

% The already quoted lan-
guage of the Apology, 23, A.,
does not contradict this; for
the pessibility of knowledge is
npt there denied; only the

Limited charqgeter of human
knowledge is asserted in com-
parison with the divine,

1 As Grote remarks (Plato, i
270, 323), referring to Awrist.
Soph. EL 34, 183, b, 7: ewel
kal 81 ToUTo Iwkpdrns pdre,
GAN ol dwerplvero - dusAdyesvap
ovg sibévar,  Conf. Plate, Rep.

- 337.

* Compare Hegel, Gesch, d.
Phil. i1, 54 ; Hermann, Plato,
326.

Such being the importance of the Soecratic Not-
knowing, it involves in itself a demand for enlighten-
ment 3/ the knowledge of ignorance leads to a search

. e T R—— —— e ——

! Xen, Mem. i 1, 13, says

that Socrates did not busy

himself with gquestions of
natural science, but on the
contrary he held those who
did so to be foolish; &avuale &
el ui gavepdy avrois doTwy, dri
TavTa ot Guvaror éoTw dvlpd-

mots efipelr - émel kal Tods péyi-
oToy $poroiyTas émwl Te wepl Tou-
Twr Aéyew of Tadre Bold(enr
GAANIAGLS, GAAG TOS Mavoudrols
bpotws Brarelofar wpbs dAAHAous*
then follows what is gquoted in
the text,
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for true knowledgel The consciousness of Not-

knowing continuing, and the philosopher having an -
idea of knowledge without finding it present in

himself, the search for knowledge naturally assumes
the form of an application to others, with a view of
ascertaining whether the knowledge wanting at home
is to be found with them.! Hence the necessity of
inquiry in common by means of the dialogue.> For
Soerates, this mode of intercourse has not merely an
educational value, gaining easier access and a more
fruitful effect for his ideas, but it is to his mind
an indispensable condition of the development of
thought, and one from which the Socrates of history

never departs® Speaking more accurately, its nature

consists in a sifting of men such as is described in
the Apology,* or in a bringing to the birth, as it is
called in the Thewmtetus;?® in other words, the philo-
sopher by his questions obliges others to unfold their

inner self before him:® he asks after their real

opinions, after the reasons of their beliefs and actions,

" SEARCH FOR TRUE KNOWLEDGE.

and in this way attempts by an interrogatory analysis

of their notions to bring out the thought latent

therein, of which they are themselves unconseious.!

In as far as this process presupposes that the know-

ledge which the questioner lacks may be found in

others, it resembles an impulse to supplement one’s

own defects by their help. This intercourse with

others is, for a philosopher with whom knowing

coineides with purposing, not only an intellectual

but also a moral and personal need. To inquire in

common iz at once to live in common. Love off
knowledge is at once impulse to friendship, and in|
the blending together of these two sides consists theé
peculiarity of the Socratic Eros.?

In as far as others do not possess the knowledge
sought for, and the questions of Socrates only serve
to expose their ignorance, the process bears also the
character of irony. Ireny, however, must not be
understood to be merely a conversational trick ;? still
less is it that derisive condescension or affected sim-

! The connection is veryap-
parent in the Apol. 21, B, if
only the inner thought l?f the
philosophy of Soerates is pub
in the place of the oracular
response. .

2 Clompare p. 124, 2.

* (ompare besides the Me-
muorabilia, Plate, Apol. 24.C.;
Protag. 335, B, 336, B. Thewt.
s

4 Similarly Xen. Mem. 1v.
7, 1: mdprwr uév yép Gy dyholda
wdAirre Euehey adrd eibevar, rov
ris erigThpwy €l Tdv curiTey
abrd. Xenophon only teok it
to prove dmi alrdpkess &y Tais

wpnanetaals mpokery abrovs elvar
éreusacito: and the inguiry
into. human nature has this
meaning in Mem. fi 6; Iv. 23
but clearly this is not its origi-
nal objeet.

s See p. 150; 123, 2.

8 Plato, Lach. 187, E.; he
who enters into conversation
with Socrates ph watestio omd
rotrov mepaydpevoy Té  Aye,
mply B uwéay cis 6 8iddvar wepi
aiTod Advor, Svriva Tpdaoy Py TE
(i, nor is there any escape
from the most thorough Be-
capilerba:.

1 Tt i= assumed, as a matter
of course, that every one can
give an acconnt of what he
knows and is, Plate, L. ¢. 150, C.;
Charm. 158, F.°

* Hee above, p. 76. DBesides
Erandis ii, a, 6%, reminds us
with justice that treatises on
fpws are mentioned not only by
Plato and Xenophon, but also
by Euchid, Crito, Siramias, and
Antisthenes, which shows the
importance of it for the So-
cratic schools. The ehief pas-
sage is in Xenophon, Symp. c.
8, where the advantages of a

spiritual and the disadvantages
of a sensual love are unfolded,
apparently (as a carefal survey
of the Platonic Symposinm will
show) by Xenophon, speaking
for himself, but undoubtedly
following in the train of So-
crates, Even J/Hschines -and
Cebes had treated of #pws in
the Socratic sense. See Flur.
Puer. Ed. ¢. 15, p. 11, and the
fragment of Aschines in Ari-
stid. Or, xlv. p. 34.

¥ Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ii
53, 57; Conf. Arist. Eth. iv.
13; 1127, b, 22,
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plicity, which as it were lures others on to the ice in
order to laugh at their falls; or that absolute refer-

ence to the person and destruction of all general

trath, which for a time hbore this name in the
romantic school. Its proper nature consists rather
herein, that without any pesitive knowledge, and
prompted only by a desire for knowledge, Soerates
applies to others in the hope of learning from them

what they know, but that in the attempt to discover

it, upon a eritical analysis of their notions, even !

! Plato at least gives this
deeper meaning o the irony of
Socrates. See Rep.i. 337, A.:
aiity éxelyn % eiwfule elpwrels
Swkpdrovs, mal TaiT €yd Hiy Te
xol TovTors mpobieyor, re ob
arorplvasiar wév odrx Efehfoos,
cipwveioow 8¢ wol wdvTa paAlor
aoroots ) dworplyote el ls i oe
epwrd. And acain, 337, E.:
e Swipdrns 70 ciwfls Sarpdt-
nral, wUTEs uiv ph GwoxplvnTal,
FhRoy 8¢ dmorpopévoy AeuBdvy
Adyoy ked EAeyxy to which So-
erates replies: wis yip dv . . .
Tis amorplrarTo mp@Tor ey ul Eidks
pnBé Gpdorwy eilévar, k. Symp.
216, E.: cipwrevdueros 8¢ ral
mal(wy wdyra Tiv Bloy wpis Tovs
avfpdmous BweTehel, which, as
the context shows, refers partly
to the fact that Socrates pre-
tended to be in love, without
being so in the Greek sense of
the term, and partly to the
words dywoel wdvre kol ofiBéy
oider, The same, omitting the

“word elpwrvelr, is said i the

passage of the Themtetus al-
ready mentioned, and in the
Mena, 80, A. : odBtr BAAo % abrds
Te Gmopels kol ToUs EANovs wotels

amopely, and also in the Apol.

23, K. in which, after the

Soeratic sifting of others has
been deseribed, it goes on to
say i &k ravryol 89 tis dferdoens
woAADL pev aréxbeial uot yeydvaa:

dropa 82 ToliTo . . . gopls
elva, olowras yip pe dedarore o
wapbyTes TavTa abThr elva codby
& by dXhov efeddytw. Likewise
Xeaophon, Mem. iv. 4, 10: e
TaY dAAwy kereyédms, Epwran
pev kel EXéyxwy mdvTas, atTis 5
ovderd OAwy dméyew Adyor 0vis
yrdpny drodalverton wepl odberds.
Ihid. 11. Conf. 1. 2,86 daad
7oL @0 e, & Zdwpures, elwhas
eilids mas Exee Ta TACIOT pwr v,
Hence OQuwintilian, ix. 2, 48,
observes that the whole life of
Socrates seemed an irony, be-
cause he always played the
part of an admirer of the
wisdom of ofhers. Connected
with this is the wuse which
Socrates made of irony as a
figure of speech. Conf. Plaf.
Gorg. 489, E.; Symp. 218, D.:
Xen. Mem: iy, 2. Only its
meaning must not be limited
to this. Compare also Her-
mani, Plat. 242, 326, and par-

FORMATION OF CONCEPTIONS.

their supposed knowledge vanishes. This irony is,.

therefore, speaking generally, the dialectical or the
critical factor in the Socratic method, assuming the
peculiar form it here does owing to the presupposed
ignorance of him who uses it for his instrument.
Conscious as Socrates might be of possessing no
real knowledge, he must at least have believed that
he possessed the notion and the method of true know-
ledge. Without this conviction he would neither
have been able to confess his own ignorance, nor to
expose that of others, both being only rendered
possible by comparing the knowledge he found with
the idea of knowledge residing within himself. The
fact that this idea was nowhere to be found present
was in itself a challenge to him to set about realis-
ing it; hence resulted as the third point in his
philosophic course the attempt to create real know-
ledge. TFor real knowledge he could only allow that
to pass which emanated from the conception of a
thing ; hence the first step bere is the formation of
conceptions or induction.! For even if Socrates does
not, always make for formal definitions, he at least

always seeks some universal quality applicable to the

conception and to the essence of the thing, in order
to settle the point inhand by referring the particular
case to this universal quality.? 'ﬁ'he class-quality is
therefore to him of the greatest jmportance.

ticularly Sehleiermacher, Gesch. _Apistetie already mentioned,
d. Phil. 83, and for the use of p. 111, 2.
the word also Leop. Schmidt, *éml iy dméfeow Emavijye
in Ind. Lection, Marburg, 1873, gdere 70w Adyor. Seep. 111, 2.
! Compare the remarks of
K

CHAFR,
¥I.

C. The
Formation
of concep- .
tione and
themethod
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The starting point for this induction is supplied
by the commonest notions. He begins with examples

taken from daily life, with well-known and generally

admitted truths. On every disputed point he goes
back to such instances, and hopes in this way to
attain a universal agreement.! All previous science
being doubtful, nothing remains but to begin anew
with the simplest experiences. On the other hand,
induction has not as yet advanced so far as to under-
stand how to derive coneeptions from an exhaustive
and critically tested series of observations, This is
a later requirement due partly to Aristotle, partly
to more modern philosophy. The wider basis of a
comprehensive knowledge of facts was as yet want-
ing, nay, was even despised; Socrates was in the
hahit of developing his thoughts in personal conver-
sation with distinet reference to the ease before him
and to the capacity and needs of his fellow-speakers;
hence he was confined to the assumptions which the
circumstances and his own limited experience sup-
plied; he was fain to take isolated notions and
admissions as his point of departure, and could only
go as far as others could follow. Hence in most cases
he relies more on particular instances than on an
exhaustive analysis of experience.” This chance-

! Compare what has been 6eus olpa &5 kol Tadra érlorauar
quoted, pp. 81, 2; 122, 1, and As to the principle that from

the whole of the Memorabilia.
Plato, too, gives instances of
this pmcedure Bee Xen, (Ec.
19, 15: % épdrnais Sidagiania
2ot . ywy '_ydp ue 80 &y éyin
3m'u"munu Hupota TOUTOLS EmibERYYS
& oli Ewdpt{ov émtoraoiat, avawei-

the less you proceed to an un-
aeratandmg of the more im-
portant, see Plato, Gorg. 947, C.

2 As for example in the com-
parison of the politician with
the physician, pilot, &e,

FORMATION OF CONCEPTIONS.

element in his principles he, however, endeavours to
eliminate by colleeting opposite instances, so as to
correct and supplement varying experiences by one
another. The question, for instance, before him
being the conception of injustice: He is unjust, says
Euthydemus, who lies, deceives, robs, and such like.
Yet, rejoins Socrates, it is right to lie, to deceive,
and to rob an enemy. Accordingly the conception
must be more accurately defined thus: He is unjust
who does such thinps to his friends. Even such
action is, however, permitted under cireumstances.
A general ig not unjust when he encourages his army
by a lie, nor a father who gives his son medicine by
deception, nor a friend who robs his friend of the
weapon with which he would have committed suicide.
We must, therefore, introduce a further limitation.

\Unjust is he whoYeceives or robs his friends in order

to do _té_g_r}'_;___}}a_,}\m, Or the conception of a ruler has
to be discovered. General opinion regards a ruler
as one who has the power to give ordera. But this
power, Socrates shows, is conceded only to the steers-
man on beard ship, only to the physician in case of
sickness, and in every other case only to those con-
versant with the special subject. He, therefore, only
is a ruler who possesses the knowledge necessary for
ruling.? Or it must be determined what belongs to

‘a good suit of armour. The smith says, it must be

of a proper size. But suppose the man intending to
wear it is deformed. Why then, the answer is, it
it must be of the proper size for his deformity. It
! Mem. iv. 2, 11. 2 fhid. i 9, 10,
X 2
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therefore has the proper size when it fits. Butnow,
Supposing 4 man wishes to move, must the B,'[“IIlOl.l'['
fit exactly? Not so, or he would be hampered in
his movements. We must, therefore, understand by
fitting what is comfortable for use.! In a sircfilar
way we see Socrates analysing the common IlOt-l.(}I.'lS
of his friends. He reminds them of the various
sides to every question ; he brings out the opposition
which every notion contains either within itself or in
relation to some other ; and he aims at correcting,
by additional observations, assumptions resting ou
a one-sided experience, at completing them, and
giving to them a more careful definition. By this
process he arrives at what belongs to the essence of
every object, and what, does mot ; thus conceptions
are formed from notions.

Tor the purpose of proof, too, the class-qmligies
of conceptions are also the most important things.
Tn order to investigate the correctness of a guality or
the necessity of a course of action, Socrates falls
hack on the eonception of the thing to which it
refers ; 2 and therefrom deduces what applies to the
given case.® As in seekiug conceptions he always

1 Mem. iii. 10, 9. what is his employment, and

2 1. iv. B, B

5 Por instance, in order to
reprove Lamyproeles for hiscon-
Aunet to Xanthippe, he frst
(Mem. ii. 1) lets him give 2
definition of ingratitude, and
then shows that his conduct
falle under this conception: m

- grder to pub hiz duties before

4 cavalry officer, he bemins
(Mem, ii. 3, 2) by stating

enumerating its different parts;
in order to prove the being of
the Gods, he begins with the
general prineiple that all that
serves an end moust have an
intelligent canse (Mem. i._ 4,
4); in order fo determine
which ‘of two is the better
citizen, he first inguires into
the peculiar features of a good
citizen (iv. 6, 14}

METHOD OF INDUCTION.

progresses from what is known and universally ad-
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CHAP.

mitted,! so, too, he does here. Hence his method of i

proof takes the most varied turns,® according as it
starts from one or another point of departure. He
allows a general principle to be taken for granted,
and includes under it the particular case ;* he refutes
foreign assertions by bringing home to them contra-
dictions with themselves or with other undoubted
assumptions or facts;* he builds up the premisses
from which he deduces his conclusions by means of
induction, or concludes straight off by an apparent
analogy.® A theory of this method of proof he has
not given, nor distingulshed the various kinds of
proof. The essential point about it is only this, that
everything is measured and decided by conceptions.
To find the twrns by which this end is reached is
a matter of personal eritical dexterity, Aristotle,
therefore, in making the chief merit of Socrates in
this respect consist in the formation of conceptions
and in induetion,” must on the whole be allowed to
be right.

Asking further as to the objects on which Socrates
practised his method, we encounter in the Memora-
bilia .of Xenophon a motley array of materials—in-
vestigations into the essence of virtue, the duties of
man, the existence of Gods, disputes with Sophists,
adviee of the most varied kind given to friends and

1 See above, pp. 132; 122, 1. 4 For instance, Mem. i. 2, 34
* Conf. Sghwegler, Gesch. d. and 36; iv. 2, 81 ; 4, 7.
Griech. Phil. 2 Aufl, p. 121. 3 Mem, iv. 2, 22; iv, 4, 14

3 As in the cases quoted on 1. 2, 82
p. 132, 3. o Bee po 1110
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aequaintances, conversations with generals as to the
responsibilities of their office, with artificers and
tradesmen as to their arts, even with loose women as
to their mode of life. Nothing is too small toarouse
the curiosity of the philosopher and to call for a
thorough and methodical examination. As Plato at
a later time found in all things without exception
essential eoneeptions, so, too, Socrates, purely in the
interest of knowledge, even where no educational
or other good was apparent, referred everything to
its conception.! He looked upon the life and pur-
suits of man as the real object of his inquiries, and
other things only in as far as they affected the con-
ditions and problems of human life. Hence his
philosophy, which in point of scientifie form was a
eriticism of what s (StahexTirr]), became in its actual
application a science of human actions (@us).

1 Hee p. 110,
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CHAPTER VIL
THE SUBSTANCE OF THE TEACHING OF SOCRATES ; ETHICS.

SocraTES, says Xenophon,! did not discourse con-
cerning the nature of the All, like most other
philosophers before him; he did not inquire into
the essence of the world and the laws of natural
phenomena ; he declared it folly to search into such
subjects ; for it is unreasonable to quiz things divine
before fully understanding things human ; besides,
the conflieting opinions of natural philosophers prove
that the object of their rescarch transcends the
capacity of human knowledge. After all, these
inquiries are of no practical use. Quite in keep-
ing with this view, the Socrates of Xenophon tests

~ even geometry and astronomy ? by the standard of

immediate utility, as being the knowledge respec-
tively requisite for surveying and navigation. To
carry these sciences farther than this he considers
to be a useless waste of time, or even impious; for
man ean never come upon the track of the mighty
works of the Gods, nor do the Gods desire that he
should attempt such knowledge. Hence in all such

! Mem. 1. 1, 11, Conf. p. 125, 1. & Ihid. iv. T.
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attempts, extravagances such as those of Anaxagoras
are sure to come to view.!

The accuracy of this description of Socrates
has, however, not passed unchallenged by moderh
writers.? Granting, it is said, that Soerates really
expressed these and similar sentiments, can they be
rightfully so understood as though he would alto-
gether deprecate speculative inquiry into nature?
Would not such an assertion too manifestly con-
tradict his own fundamental view, the idea of the
oneness of all knowledge? Would it not lead, if
propounded as Xenophon has done, to conseguences
manifestly unreasonable ? Even Plato® bears testi-
mony to the fact that Socrates did not attack natural
science in itself, but only the ordinary treatment of
it ; nor can Xenophon himself deny that he did
devote his attention to nature,' hoping by con-

HIS TEACHING COXNFINED 10 ETHICS.

sidering the relations of means to ends in nature to
gain an ingight into its reasonable arrangement.
Allowing, therefore, that Socrates, as was the faet,
had no special talent for natural science, and hence
did not study it to any great extent, at least the
germ of a new form of this science may be discovered
in him. TIn his notion of the relation of means to
ends in nature must have lain ‘the thought of a
universal diffusion of intelligence throughout the
whole of nature,” ‘the theory of an absolute har-
mony of man and nature, and of man’s occupying
such a position in nature as to be a mierocosm of
the world.”! If he stopped at the germ, coufining
his study of nature to mere practical requirements,
this must have been, according to.his own opinion,
only as a preliminary step. He must have only
intended that man ought not to reach forth into the
distance until a eritical foundation has been securely

! Mem. iv, 7, 61 lAws 8¢ vaw
odpariwy, 1 Ekoora & Oeds un-
xoviTar, oOpovtioTir plyvesfat
ameTpemey” obTe Yap elpera Gue
Bpémors alrd evduiler elvor, obire
xapieolar Osois br dyeito Thy
(nrovyTa & dxcivor gadmrloal otk
eBovanfnoar. Such subtleties
only lead to absurdities, oSty
frror ) "Avataydpas wapedhpldryrey
& wéyierov dpovhioas éml Td Tas
TOr fewr unyavas einyelofar—
which is then supported by
various remarks, proving the

extravagance of the notion that

the sun is a fiery stone.

2 Sehiciermacher, Werke, iii.
2, 805-307 ; Gesch, d. Phil. P
83; .Bm'mﬁs. Rhein. Mus. 1. 2,
180 ; Gr.-Rom. Phil. ii. a, 34;
Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 48,

G4 ; Sieern, Ueher die Wolk-
en des Avistophanes, p. 11;
Hpisehe, Forsch, 105 ; Albcrr‘z,
Sokr, 93, 98, likewise gives a
partial adherence to this view :
it might have been expected to
go further after what has been
said, p. 50, 2.

4 Phedo, 96, A, ; 97, B.; Rep.
vil. 529, A.: Plule,b 28, D.;
Leg. xii. 966, E.

¥ Mem, 1, 4; iv.3. Noargu-
ment can be drawn from Mem.
i B, 14: 7obs Onoavpods 7aw
AL a’uq&wy avBpav, ols éxelvot
karélimoy év BiSAlows ppdifavTes,
aveMiTTwy Kowh oy Tols dilots
diépxouat, Tor these cogol need
not necessarily be the earlier
natural philosophers. Zagol is
also used ‘of poets, chroniclers,

laid at home in the depths of his own inner life ; or
else he must have referred to popular and not to

philosophical study.?

Unfortunately this view of modern writers rests
on assumptions which have no foundation. In the
first place, not only Xenophon, but Aristotle also,?

&e., and it is expressly stated
that Bocrates perused their
works in-order to find in them
what was morally useful for
himself and his friends.

! Behleiermacher and Ritter,

* Krisghe, 208, as though
Socrates made any distinction
between training for a philoso-
pher and training for a good

man.
S 1 o R R T
Swipdrovs 0¢ mepl pev Ta Hlud
w‘pa.’mnweuﬂluéwu, mepl 8¢ Tis
dans  dloews oy, xiil. 4;
De Part. Anim. i.1 (642 a, 28):
émt ZwkpdTovs 8¢ TobTo mEr [7o
dplgactor Thy oboley] nbEaby, T
82 (yretv ma wepl plmews EAnle.
Cont. Eth. Eud.i. 5; 1216, b,
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not to mention later writers,! assert that Socrates

never pursued the study of nature. Axistotle is, -

however, the very anthority called in to arbitrate

when Xenophon and Plato differ. What right have ”

we, then, to stand aghast at his testimony as soon
as he declares against Plato? Yet even Plato
indirectly admits in the Timsus that natnral
science was foreign to Socrates. If he elsewhere
puts in his mouth sayings referring to nature, there
is still no evidence that these utterances are histo-
rically true. Not even in the passage in the Pheedo
can such evidence be found, unless what follows—
that Socrates had fallen back on the theory of
Ideas—can be taken for history.? In one respect
Xenophon fully agrees with Plato, in saying that
Socrates demanded a consideration of the relation of
means to ends in nature. If it be said that the
relation of means to ends should not be understood
in the lower sense of a later age, as it was indeed
understood by Xenophon, but that higher specula-
tive ideas should be sought therein, where, we ask,
is the historical justification of this view ? Lastly,
if an appeal is made to the logical consequences of
the Socratic theory, do they not prove that Socrates
must have been quite in earnest in disparaging a
speculative study of nature, and in his popular
notion of the relation of means to ends? Had he
indeed placed at the head of his system, in this

! Cie. Tuse.v. 4, 10; Acad, Gell. N, A. xiv. 6, 5; and, ac-
i, 4, 155 dv. 29, 123; De Fin. cording to Demetrins of By-
v. 29, 87; Bep. 1. 10; Senee. zantinm, Dieg. ii, 21,

Ep, 71, T; Sewt. Math, vii, §; ¢ Phdo, 100, B,

*

HIS TEACHING CONFINED TO ETHICS.
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explicit form, the idea of the mutual dependence of cmar.

all knowledge, it would be impossible to aeccount for
his low estimate of physics. If, on the contrary, he
was concerned, not about knowledge in general, but
about the education and training of men by means
of knowledge, is it not most natural that his in-
quiries should be exclusively directed to the condi-
tions and activities of man,! nature being only
taken info account in as far as it was useful to
man ? Doubtless this view of the relation of means
to ends was, for natural and scientific inquiries,
like a seed sown broadeast, which sprang up and
bore frait in the systems of Plato and Aristetle ; but

to Socrates himself this new department of natural

! In this respect Socrates is
Tike Kant, and Kant’s nosition
jn  history not unlike his.
As  Kant, after destroyirg
the older Metaphysics, only
retained HEthies, so Socrates,
after sefting aside natoral
science, turned his attention
exclusively to morals, In the
one case, as in the other, the
one-sideduvess with which the
founder begins has been sup-
plemented by the disciples, and
the treatment at first adopted
for Ethics has been extended
to the whole of philosophy,
Just as it may be said of
Bocrates, that, despite his so
definitely attested declining of
all cosmical and theological
speculation on principle, he
nevertheless, whilst actually
refraining from such inguiries,
could not conceal from himself
that they were invalved, as a

necessary consequence, in his
intellecinal principles; with
the same justice may it be said
of Kant, that, notwithstanding
his Critic of Pure Reason, he
must, whilst disputing the
Metaphysics of Well, have
necessarily seen that his prin-
ciples would leac bim consis-
tently to the Idealism of Fichte
and the natural philosophy of
Schelling ; both of whom, and
the first-named even against
Kant’s own protests, appealed
to these consequences, Forall
that, it is a dangerons business,
from a consideration of logical
consequences and thehistorical
results of a principle, to correct
the clearest statcments as to
the doctrine of its originator,
the question reslly being
whether and to what exfeat
the founder realised these con-
SequUences. ; -

ViIE
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science presented itself only as a subsidiary branch
of ethical inquiry, without his being conscious of

its range. His conscious interest applies only to

Ethics. The study of the relation of means to ends
in nature was, according to his view, subservient to
a moral purpese—that of urging his friends to
piety.! It cannot be altogether neglected in con-
sidering his teaching; neither ean it be allowed, in
the semse im which it was used by Socrates, an

independent value, nor for this reason preferred to
Ethies.

here stills coincides with natural seience. The
motives which deterred him from the one must
have deterred him from the other also.? If, not-
withstanding, he expressed definite views as to the
Gods and the worship of the Gods, these views were
the outcome of a practical love of piety, Theology
was only treated by him as an appendix to Ethics.
Comparatively very few definite opinions in
theology can be brought home to Socrates with

The same remark applies to theology, which

HIS TEACHING CONFINED T0O ETHICS.

physics or psychology for it to rest upon? The
chief service which Socrates here rendered was a
formal one—that of referring moral action in
general to knowledge : no sooner, however, does it
become a question of deduecing partienlar moral acts
and relations from knowledge, than he contents
himself with falling back upon prevailing custom, or
else there erops up a reference to purposes, the
shortcomings of which were, it -may be admitted,
partially corrected in the sequel.

The leading thought of the ethics of Soerates
may be espressed in the sentence—All virtue is
knowledge.! This assertion is most closely con-
nected with his whole view of things. His efforts
aim from the first at re-establishing morality and
rooting it more deeply by means of kuowledge.
The experiences of his time have convinced him
that the conventional probity of moral conduct,
resting as it does on eustom and authority, cannot
hold its own, His sifting of men discovered, even

certainty. Indeed, how could it be otherwise, con-
sidering that a systematic treatment of Ethics is
impossible without some foundation either in meta-

! Xen. Mem, i 4, 1 and 1§;
iv. 8, 2 and 17.

* Xen. Mem. i, 1,11; nothing
impions was ever heard from
Socrates; ovdé yap wepl Tiis Tav
wdvTwy  @loews . . . BieAéyero

. GAAR kel Tobs gporTiCorTas
Té& TowvTe [or, as it issaid, § 15
of T& Oeta (yTolrTes| pwpaivorTas
dmwebelnyve,  He asked whether

they bad fully mastered human
things, as having advanced to
such inguiries, § 7¢ uer Grdpw-
wive wapévres To Swpdwe e
CKOWOUVTES NYovyTaL Tu WPOTi-
rovre wpdrrew: and 16: avrds
O¢ wepl Tay dvbpuwmeiwy del Siedé-
yeTO0, cRoTEY Tt evoeBés T doePés,
&C,

1 dpist. Eth. N, vi. 18 ; 1144, doa Gperf wpdrrerat iadd Te xal

b, 17, 28: Swrpdrns . . . Ppovi-
oets geto elvor Tdoos Ths GpeTds
. . . Swkpdrns péy olr Acyous
Tis dperds gero elvar, EmoTiuas
yop €lvar whoas, LHid. iii, 11
1116, b, 4; Eth. Eud. i.5: 1216,
b, 6: dmorhuns @er’ elvar mdoas
Tas éperds, Hobd dun cvuBaivew
effeval te The Bwewmoivny ol
elvas Bixator, Conf. Tdid, iii. 1;
1999, a, 14; vii. 13; M. Mor.
ST = b B s T e S R R
a, 1y Xen. Mem. il 9, 5,
Zom 8 kol Thy Swatoolyny kol
Thy AANY wicar Gperhy cotdioy
elvai” Td T€ yop dikwe Kai TaYTA

dyafe elvar kol obir’ bw  Tous
TavTe eiddTas EAAo dvrl Tolrwy
otfey wpoeAéabul, ofire Tous uy
Emtorauéiovs BivasBol wpdrTew,
GAAG Kal éay éyxeip@oiy Guoprd-
veww, i. 1, 16: he always con-
versed of justice, piety, kel mepl
7@y UAAwy, & Tobs uir eidérar
Gpsito kahobs wel dyofobs elvar,
Tobs 8¢ dyvoolvras dyBpamodddes
by Bikiws wexAforfae.  The Iatter
iv, 2, 22. Plafe, Lach. 194, D.:
wOAAGKLS BicTiod oou AdyorTos e
TatTa Gyafos Ekagros Hudy amep
aopds, & 5¢ auabhs TavTe BE kakds,

Euthyd, 278, E.
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in the most celebrated of his contemporaries,! a
spurious in place of a genuine virtue. To aftain
true morality man must seek the standard of action
in clear and certain knowledge.* The prineiple
which has thus dawned upon him is, however, only
understood in a narrow and exclusive spirit.
ledge is for him not only an indispensable condition
and a means to true morality, but it is the whole of
morality. Where knowledge is wanting, there not
only is virtue imperfect, but there is absolutely no
virtue at all. Plato was the first, and after him

Know-

more completely Aristotle, to improve upon the

Socratic doctrine of virtue.

In support of his position, Socrates maintained that

rwithout right knowledge right action is impossible,
‘and conversely, that where knowledge exists, right
‘action follows as a matter of course ; the former be-
‘cause 1o action or possession is of any use, unless it

be directed by intelligence to a proper object ;° the

1 Plato, Apol. 21, C.; 29, L.

2 bee p. 114.

? It is only in Tlato (Euth,
280, B.; Meno, 87, € that
Soerates expressly takes this
ground. Hence the DJoralia
Magna (i. 35; 1198, a, 10)
appear to have derived the
corresponding view; but it not
only sounds very like Socrates,
but it is also implied in Xeno-
phon; Socrates there ( Mem. iv.
2, 26) explaining more imme-
diately in conuvection with seli-
knowledge that it alone can
tell us what we need and what
we can do, placing us so in a
position to judge others cor-

reetly, and qualifying us for
expedient and suceesstul action,
Nor is this contradicted by
what follows, when it 1is
refnsed that wisdom is an évap-
PurByriTws  dyofdy, many a
one, like Dadalus and Pala-
miedes, having been ruined for
the sake of wisdom. Ferthis is
clearly said by way of argu-
ment, and caple is taken in its
ordinary acceptation, inclading
every art and every kind of
knowledge.. Of knowledge, in
his own sense of the term,
Socrates would certainly never
have said that it was not good
because if brought men some-

MORAL VALUE OF ENOWLEDGE.

latter, becanse everyone only does what he believes
he must do, what is of use to himself:' no oue
intentionally does wrong; for this would be the
same thing as making oneself intentionally un-
happy: # kmowledgs is, therefore, always the strongest
power in man, and cannot be overcome by passion.®

times into peril, as the virtue,
identical therewith, also does,
What is said, iii. 9, 14, respect-
ing edwpatia in contrast to
edTuyie, that it is kpgrmweror
dmerqideupa, also refers to know-
Jedeze., For ebmpabin consists in
pafbyra T1 kal pederfiomvra €d
woteir, or as Plato’s Huthydemus
281, A., explains it: émariuy
teaches to make a right use of
all goods, and as waropfoiva
ahy wpokw it produces edmwparyin
and ebrvxio., Xenophonr, i1, 7T;
6. 4, expresses this view more
definitely.  Hschines, too, in
Demetrivg de Elocu, 297, Rhet,
Gr. ix. 122, puts the question
into the mouth of Socrates
when speaking of the rich in-
heritance of Aleibiades: Did he
inherit the knowledge how to
useit!

1 Xen. Mem. iii. 8, 4; eee
above,p. 141,1; iv. 6, 6 ; eioTas
B¢ & 8el woieiw ol Twas ofeobar
Beir ui moely TavTa,; Ok olouar,
Zdm. Olfas 8¢ Tivas BAAe wotoby-
Tas 4 & olovrar dely ; Obx Eywy,
gbm. Ibid. 8, 11; Plaio, Prot.
358, €. '

2 Arigt. M. Mor. i, 9: Sw-
rpirns Edm obk €Q° fuir yeveolas
To grmovdaiovs elvar §j PalvAovs
ei wydp Tis, ooy, dpwrimeey
drTivaoby, wiTepor & BotAoiro
Biratas elvar 3 Hducos, olifels Gr
Erowre hr adwclar. DMore in-
definite are the remarks in

Eth, Nio. 0l T3 1108 b, 14=
copf. Eth, End. ii, 73 1223, b,
3, on the statement &s ofibele
ey wornpss ovd Hkaww HERGD,
Brandis remarks -with justice
(Gr-Rom. Phil. ii. a, 39) that
this refers in the first place to
the arguments of the Platonic
Socrates (see Meno, 77, B.:
Prot. 345, D.; 353, C.), but that
the same is asserted by Xeno-
phon, Mem. il 9, 4: iv. 6, 6
and 11; and by Plafe, Apol.
25, B.: éyd 8 .. . volvo b
TOTOUTOY Kakby Exdp woid, &s OFE
oty TaiTe €yd doi o welfapar,
& MéAnte . . . & B dxowy Bia-
Gletper . . . Bikoy GTe v pdfw
maboopar & ye drwr mow.  Cont,
_I?i%]‘, de justo, Schl. Loy, Laert.
ii, 31.

8 Plate, Prot. 852, C.: &p' olr
kal ool Towdrdy T wepl abriis
[7iis emiorhugs| Boxet, 3 rwardy Te
elvar 9 émwThuy, kal ooy Gpyew:
Tou avlpdawou kal édvmep yryrdorn
Tis Toyeld kal To rokd uh By
kpaTnBirar Omh  underds Gore
GAN' drra wpdrrew; B & Bv 4
drioriun  Kedely, AN ixaviy
elvar Thv Qpdvagiy Bonfely T3
érpamw ¢ The latter is then
atfirmed with the consent of
Socrates. (The further reason-
ing is probably only Platonic.)
Awizt, Eth. Nic. vii. 3: émeri-
pevoy pivolv of dacl Tives oldy Te
slros [anpareveatar]. Bewdw ydp,
dmwgTiuns  drodams, s dere
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As regards that virtue which appears to be

furthest removed from knowledge, the virtue of
bravery, he more espeeially insisted that, in all

cases, he who knows the true natare of an apparent

danger and the means of avoiding it is braver than
he who has not such knowledge! Hence he con-
cludes that virtue is entirely dependent upon
knowledge; and accordingly he defines all the
particular virtues in such a way as to make them
consist in knowledge of some kind, the difference

MORAL FALUE OF ENOWLEDGE.

who knows how to use what is good and noble, and
how to avoid what is evil? In a word, all virtues
are referred to wisdom or knowledge, which are ome
and the same.’ The ordinary notion that there are
many kinds of virtue is incorrect. Virtue isin truth
but one.t \Nor does the diffe efsveen one

between them being determined by the difference
of their objects. He is pions who knows what is
yight towards God; he is just who knows what is

right towards men.? He

SwicpdTys, EALG T xparety, Eth.
Bud, wii. 13 dpfds T Zwipati-
iy, Sre abBty ioxupdTepoy ppovi-
Fews.  GAN dTi e'ma'rﬁgnyl&p?,
bk bpfdy, Gperi) yap oTL kGl OVK
driorhun. 1f, therefore, any-
ome seems to act contrary 1o
his better judgment, Socrates
does not allow that is really
the case, He rather infers the
contrary. His conduct being
apposed.  to Tight reason, e
concludes that he is wanfing
in this quality ; M(:.m.‘iii‘ 9, 4:
TpogEpwTdleros B¢, €l Tobs émtaTa-
pévous pbu b Bet mpdTTew, TotOLY-
Tas BE Tavartie, Gogols 7€ ral
Eypareis elvai w}ui{o:' oiBiéy e
pananor, €, 3 Gadgovs TE .-cc_al
drporeis. In Xenophon, this is
so put, as if Socrates had ad-
mitted the possibility of a case
of knowing right and doing
wrong. The real meaning of
the answer, however, can only
be the one given above.

is brave who knows how

1 Xew. Mem. iii. 9, 2; Symp.
2, 12: Socrates remarks, in re-
ference to a dancing girl who
i# deliberating about sword
points: otiror Tovs ye Bewudvous
Tdbe dvriébew Ert olouau, @s ol
kal % Gubpela §idwerdv.  Platy,
Prot. 349, ., where it is proved
by various examples—divers,
knights, peltaste—that oi ém:-
grTiuores TEr uh eémocToucvwy
GappeedTepol elow. Arist. Hth,
Nie. iif. 113 1116, b, 3: Bowxel
B¢ kal 5 duwepln 7§ wepl fxaoTa
gybpela Tes elvai® 80ey xal § Zw-
KpdTas @hfn EmiaTiiuny elvar Ty

dvbpeler. Cont. Eth. Bud. iii. 1;

1229, a, 14.

2 edgeBhs = & Tu wepl Tobs Beobs
voue eidas® Strans = 6 etlds Th
wepl Tads avBpdmous vaupa. Mem,
iv. 6, 4 and 6. The elgeBeto,
the definition of which is here
given, is the same as the dowdrys,
the conception of which is
songht in Plato’s Euthypbro.

If, therefore, Grote, Plato, i.
328, remarks a propos of the
latter, that Xenophon's So-
crates was neither asking after
the general conception of the
holy, nor indeed could presup-
pose 1it, his observation is
contradicted by appearances.
Tt does not, however, follow
herefrom that Bocrates wished
the Gods to be honeured wduw
wérews, Why ecould he not
have said, plety or holiness
consists in the knowledge of
that which is richt towards the
Giods, and to this belongs, in
rospect of the honouring of the
(lods, that each one pray to them
after the eustom of his gountry?
A picus mind is not the same
thing as worship. The piety
may be the same when the
forms of worship are different.

! Xen. Mem. iv. 6, 113 of uiv
dpa émgrduevor Tols Bewois Te
Kol emumwdvrols KaAws xphofa
duBpeiol elory, of Bé BrapaprdvoyTes
Totrov dethofl.  Plajo, Prot. 360,
D.: % copia Gpa Tady Sewav kal
uh Beway avlpela éorlv.  The
same thing is conveyed by the
definition in Laches, 194, E.
(which is ot much imperilled
by the objections raised thereto
from a Socratic point of view).
Courage is 4 7dv Bewdy wal
Gagforéwy émioThuy; only fepfa-

Aeos must not be rendered
‘hold '  (as  Sehaarschmidt,
Samml. d. plat. Schr. 409, does).
1t means rather, according to
198, B., as it so offen does, & uj
Béos wmapéyer. Conf. _Boniiz,
Plat. Stud. 131, 441,

% Mem. iii. 9,4 soploy 8¢ xal
gepportrny o Sidpi(er, GAAG To¥
T piv wohd Te kol ayedr yopd-
crorTe xeiofa auTols Kal TOV TG
aioypd cibdTa cvAnBeiobar gopiy
Te wul rdppeve Expve.

5 Mem. iv. 6, 7 : émoThun &pa
codia éariy ; Epniye Bawel. No
man can know everything; b édpa
éntorarat ExaaTos TolTo Kal opds
ETTIY.

4 Plato develops this thonght
in his earlier writings, Prot.
329, By 849, By 260, E.
which, however, kept much
more closely to the platform
of Socrates; it is also evidently
contained in Xenophon. His
meaning, as may be gathered
from Mem, iii. 9, 4, is certainly
not : some one may possess the
knowledge in which one virtue
consists, whilst lacking the
knowledge in which another
consists; but he assumes, just
as Plato’s Bocrates does in the
Protagoras, that where omne
virtue iz, all must be there, all
depending on the knowledze of
the good. From this doctrine

L
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person and another, one time of life -and another,
one sex and another, affect the question.
all cases it is one and the same thing, which makes
the conduct virtuous,! and in all persons the same
natural capacity for virtue must be. assumed to
exist.” The main point then invariably is to eul-
tivate this disposition by education. Some may
bring with them more, others fewer gifts for any
particular activity ; yet all alike require exercise and
training ; the most talented require it most, would
they not be lost in ruinous errors.® There being no
greater obstacle to true knowledge than imaginary
knowledge, nothing can in a moral point of view be

For in

MORAL VALUE OF KENOWLEDGE.

» follows upon knowledge just as wrong action follows
from absence of knowledge ; he who knows himself
will, without fail, do what is healthful, just as he
who is ignorant of himself will, without fail, do
what is barmful.! Only the man of knowledge can
do anything worth doing; he alone is useful and
esteemed.? In short, knowledge is the root of all
moral action ; want of knowledge is the cause of
every vice; were it possible wittingly to do wrong,
that were better than doing wrong unwittingly ;
for in the latter case the first condition of right
action, the moral sentiment, is wanting, whilst in
the former case it would be there, the doer being only

more urgently mnecessary than self-knowledge, to
dispel the unfounded semblance of knowledge and

to bring home to man his wants and needs.

Right

action according to Socratic principles invariably

of Bocrates the Cynic and Me-
garian notions of the oneness
of virtae arose.

v Plato, Meno, 71, D., and
Awristotle, Pol. i. 13. probably
following the passage in Plato,
1216, a, 20, which he must in
some way have harmonised
with the BSocratic teaching:
&ore davepor, dTi EoTly Ry
éperh) Tav elpyuéver wdvTwy, kel
odx N adTh cwdpoalyy yvratchs
Kal avdpds, obd’ arldpla kal Bicaie-
odvn, kabdrep deto Swrpdrys . .
woAy yap luewor Aéyovory ol
Eambuotivres TS dpeTds,

* Xen, Sym. 2, 9: xal 6 Zo-
wpdTns elmer: év woANols pty, @
&rbpes, kal GAAois dihow, kal v
ois 8" §) mais woiel, 7o f yuvaucele
piioes obder xeipwy TS ToU Gvlpds

ofioa Tuyxdver, pibuns 82 kel loyios
deirat, Conf. Plais, Rep. v.
452, K. 1y

2 Mem. iil. 9, 1;iv. 1, 3;
iv. 2, 8. The guestion whether
virtue is a patural gift or a
result of instruction—the iden-
tical question to which Plato
devoted a thorough discussion
in the Meno and Protagoras—
appears to have become a fa-
vourite topic of discussion,
thanks to the appearance of
the Sophistie teachers of virtue,
Such at least it seems in Xeno-
phen, 1i. 9, 1, and in the Meno.
FPindar had previensly drawn
the contrast between natural
and acquired gift. See above,
. 25.

for the moment faithless to it.3

¥ Mem. iv. 2, 24, For exam-
ples of conversations, in which
Soerates endeavoured to bring
his friends to a knowledgze of
themselves, see Mem. il 6;
iv. 2.

? Mem. i. 2, 52: the acenser
charged Socrates with inducing
his followers to despise their
friends and relations; for he
had declared, those only deserve
to be honoured who can make
themselves useful by means of
knowledze. Xenophon allows
that he showed how HLittle
useless and ignorant people
were esteemed by their own
friends and relatives; but he
says that Socrates did not
thereby intend to teach them
to  despise dependants, but
only to show that nnderstand-
ing must be aimed at, &t 7b
Eppov Briuoy T

3 Mem. iv. 2, 19: rév 8¢ 85
Tobs  @ihovs Eamardvrer dmi

‘What, however, the

BAdBy wdrepos dBucdrepds éoriy,
¢ éxay, 4 & arwr ; The question
is afterwards thus settled: =&
Blkate woTepor b Erdv Vevbduevos
kol éfamwardy oifey, § 6 Hkww;
Afiroy Brt 6 éxdv. Awaidrepoy
88 [@as elvar| Tor émordueror Ta
Olkae  TOU uh  émoraudvov ;
Patvopar. Conf, Plate, Rep. ii.
382; iil. 389, B.; iv, 459, C.;
vii. 583, E.; Hipp, Min. 371, E.
It is only an imaginary case to
suppose that anyone can know-
ingly ‘and iotentiomaily do
what is wrong ; for according
to the principles of Socrates,
it is impossible to conceive
that the man who possesses
knowledge as such should, by
virtue of bis knowledre, do
anything but what is right, or
that anyone should spontane-
ously choose what is wrong.
If, therefore, an wuntruth is
told kmowingly and intention-
ally, it ean only be an apparent

L2
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knowledge is in which virtue consists, whether ex-

perimental or speculative, purely theoretical or,

practical—is a question upon which Socrates hasnot
touched. In Xenophon he most ingenuously places
learning and skill together,’ although Plato had

distinguished them,? and to prove that virtue con--

sists in knowledge, that it requires knowledge, and
can be acquired by instruction, he chooses by pre-
ference, even in the pages of Plato, examples of
practical acquirements and of mechanical dexterity.*

All that has so far been laid down is in the
nature of formal definition : all virtue is knowledge ;
but of what is it the knowledge? To this Socrates
givesmthe general answer, knowledge of the good.
He is virtuous, just, brave, and so forth, who knows

what is good and right.*

and seeming untruth, which
Plato allows as a means to
higher ends (Rep. il. 8825 iii,
389, B.; iv. 459, C.), whereas
want of knowledge is the only
vroper lie, a proper lie being
always unintentional, Rep. il
382; w. 535, E. Bee Ziller's
Phil. Stud. p. 152.

I At the beginning of the
Meno.

2 Nem, iii. 9, 1, Socrates an-
swers the question whether
bravery is a 8tbaxTby Or duoucdy:
the disposition thereto is guite

. as varipus as is bodily power,

vojl(w pévrocThoay Gl uabnoe
wl pehdry wpvs dvBploy afferfou,
in proof of which it may be
poted that no nation with
weapons to which it is un-
accustomed ventures to en-
counter those who are familiar

TEven this addition is as

with them. 8o, too, in every-
thing else, it is the dmuéreia,
the pavfdre kel penerdr, where-
by natural gifts are really de-
veloped to mastery. In Mem.
iv. 1, 8, ud@yots and waibex are
generally required, but even
here no difference is made be-
tween theoretical and practical
knowlerdge.

3 Bp Protag. 349, E.: Mem.
jii. 9, 1 and 11: @ipxorres are
those émerdusror dpyew, the
steersman in a ship, in agricnl-
ture, sickness, and athleties,
those who have made it their
profession, women in spinning.
The question here raizsed is dis-
cussed at length by Strimpell,
Gesch. d. Prakt. Phil. d. Gr. vor
Avist. 1486.

i Beep, 114,

HIS THEORY ABOUT THE GOOD,

wide and indefinite as what went before. Know-
ledge which makes virtue, is knowledge of the good;
but what is the good ? The good is the conception
of a thing viewed as an end. Doing what is good,
is acting up to the coneception of the corresponding
aetion, in short, knowledge in its practical appli-
cation. The essence of moral action is therefore
not explained by the general definition, that it is a
knowledge of the good, the right, and so forth.
Beyond this general definition, however, Socrates
did not advance in his philosophy. Just as his spe-
culative philosophy stopped short with the general
postulate that knowledge belongs fo conceptions
only, so his practical philosophy stopped short with
the indefinite requirement of conduet conformable
to conceptions. From such a theory it is impossible
to deduce a definite rule of moral action. To obtain
such a rule no other alternative remains but either
to adopt the necessary principles from the prevail-
ing morality without further investigation; or, in as
far as principles according to the knowledge-theory
must be made good before the tribunal of thought,
to refer to experience and the well-known conse-
quences of actions. '

As a matter of fact, both courses were followed
by Seerates. On the one hand, he explained the
conception of the right by that of the lawful. The

L Mem. iv. 6, 6: Alkaa 8¢
oloba, ¥pm, Omola koAeiTai;—A
of wépor kenedovaw, Eon.—OL dpa
mownyTes & of wéuor KeAelouTL
Bineed Te wowdokal & el ;  Tlds

48 oF ; In Mem. iv. 4, 12, So-
crates says: ¢upl yap éya T
péuipor Biwooy elvar, and when
Hippias asks to be told what is
meant by wdppor: vépovs Be
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best service of God, he says, is that which agrees
with custom ; ! and he will not withdraw himself even

“from an unjust sentence, lest he should violate the

laws.2 On the other hand, as a necessary conse-
guenee of this view of things, he counld not be con-
tent with existing moral sanctions, but was fain to
seek an intellectual support for morality, This
support he eould only find by considering conse-
quences; in doing which he frequently proceeds
most superficially, arriving at ethical prineiples by
a line of argument which differs in resnlts rather
than in prineciples from the moral philosophy of the
Sophists.* When asked whether there could be a
good, which is not good for a definite purpose, he
distinctly stated tha,t he neither knew, nor desired
to know of such a one:* everything is good and

APPEAL TO CUSTOM AND UTILITY.

beautiful in relation to the special needs which it
subserves, and therefore one and the same thing
may be good for one and bad for another. He
declared in a manner most pronounced, that the
good is identical with the profitable, the beautiful
with the useful; everything therefore is good and
beautiful in relation to the objects for which it is
profitable and useful ;! confirming his doctrine of
the involuntary nature of evil—one of the leading
prineiples of his ethies—by the remark that everyone
does that which he thinks advantageous for himself.?

There is, therefore, according fo his view, no
absolute, but only a relative good ; advantage and
disadvantage are the measures of good and evil?
Hence in the dialogues of Xenophon he almost always
bases his moral precepts on the motive of utility.
We shonld aim at abstinence, because the abstinent

mirews, Lo, yryvdarers —Oin-
ov, &by [ Socrates], vdutwoes wev
#r el 6 kaTh TovTa [B ol mohlrad
EypdhayTo] woMiTeuduenos, Gropos
3¢ 6 Taire mapafalver ; oy v
ofy, Edn.—Obikoty kal Jikaiw ey
& mpdrror & TovTais webluevos,
#hiwa 8 & TolTos arelben p—
Tldpy per 0UF,

! Mem. iv.*3, 16: Euthy-
demus deubts whether anyone
can worthily honour the Gods,
Socrates tries to convince him.
dpis yap, dri & év As,\q‘;o»s Jelis
dray Tis abrTby éwepwTd was by
Tois Beols xapi(orra dwomplveras
vbuw wirews. The same prin-
ciple is attributed to Bocrates,
13 1

2 See p. 78, 1,

7 As Dissen has already
shown, in the treatise referred

to, p. 101, 2. Compare Wiggers,
Bocrates, p. 187 ; Hurndall, De
Philosophia Mor. Socr.  Grote
(Hish. of Greece, viii, 605)
agrees with this statement,
only refusing to allow us to
speak of Bophistic morals as if
they were uniform,

4 Mem. ili. 8, 1-7, where it is
gaid, amongst other things:
el ' épwrés pe, el 71 ayalor oida,
b unBevis dyafdy éoquw, ofit’ oida,
tam, oifre deopas . . . Aéyas ob,
£on [AploTizmos] wahd Te wal
aioype T4 abre elvar; wol v AC
Eyay’, Eon [Sexpdrs] ayeld Te
kal xawd . ., meaning, as the
sequel sbows (not as Ribbing,
1, o. p. 105, translates it ; good
and evil are the same), but
the same thing is good and
evil, in as far as for one pur-

man has a more pleasant life than the incontinent:*
we should inure ourselves to hardships, because the
hardy man is more healthy, and because he can more

pose it iz useful, that is good.
and foranother harmful ; wdsa,
yép Gyafé plv kol kaXd oTi, wpbs
& By eb Eym, nowh 5e kal aloxpd,
wphs & Gy kakds.

1 _Xen. ’\I{Jm iv. 6, 8, com- -

cluding : o #pa adéiyuor a'}'aﬁdv
doTiy 61'0'.- o wqhé}\m.ov A s
xphouor dpa oAdy EoTi wphy b
ar § xpnowor; cont. iv, 1, 5
5,63 Symp. b, 3; Plato, Prot.
333, D.; 353, C, where So-
crates meets Protagoras with
the statement: Tuir’ dorly
&yaba & oTiv Bgihua Tols Gvlpd-
wois, and afterwards explains

good to be that which affords
pleasure or averts pain.
% Xew. Mem, jil, 9, 4@ some-

thing similar is found in Plato’s.

Protagoras, 858, B.

3 On the other hand, litfle
importance can be attached to
the tredment of happiness
as the highest end of life in
Mem, 1. 2, 4. All Greek philo-
sophers do the same, including
Plato, Aristotle, and even the
Stoies.

4 Mem. 1. 5, 6; il 1, 1; conf.
iv. 5, 9.
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easily avoid dangers, and gain honour and glory: !
we should be modest, becanse boasting does harm
and brings disgrace.? We should be on good terms
with our relatives, because it is absurd to turn to
harm what has been given us for good ;° we should
try to secure good friends, since a good friend is the
most useful possession:! we should not withdraw
from public affairs, since the well-being of the com-
munity is the well-being of the individual:® we
should obey the laws, since obedience is productive
of the greatest good to ourselves and to the State;
and we should abstain from wrong, since wrong is
always punished in the end.® We should live virtn-
onsly, because virtue carries off the greatest rewards
both from God and man.” To argue that such-like
expressions do not represent the personal convictions
of the philosopher, but are intended to bring others
to virtue by meeting them on their own ground,
who could not be moved by higher motives, is
evidently an untenable argument, considering the

definiteness with which Socrates expresses himself.s

Unless, therefore, Xenophon is misleading on essen-
tial points, we must allow that Socrates was in
earnest in explaining the good as the useful, and

L Mem. iii. 12; ii. I, 18; conf. 9, 12.

i 6. 7 Mem. 1i. 1, 27. gives an ex-
2 Mem.i. 7. tract from a writing of Pro-
2 Jhid, ii. 3, 19, dicus, the suhstance of which

-4 Thid. ii. 4, 5 ; il 6, 4 and BSocrates appropriates. Conf. i

10, 4,18 ; iv. B, 17.

- & Imid.dil 7, 95 0.1, 14, 8 This point will be subse-
¢ Thid. iv. 4, 16 and 20; iil. quently discassed.

INCONSISTENCY OF SOCRATIC MORALITY.

consequently in the corresponding derivation of

moral duties.

True it is that in the mouth of Socrates other
statements are met with, going beyond this super-
ficial ground of morai duties, placing the essential
advantage of virtue, the purpose which it serves and
because of which it is good and beautiful in its
influence on the intellectual life of man.! This
would elearly and undoubtedly be the view of So-
crates could we attribute to him the. maxim so

familiar to the Socrates of Plato,? that righteousness!
is health, unrighteousness disease of the soul, and|
consequently that all wrong-doing invariably injures|
him who does it, whereas the right is necessarily!
and always useful. Language of this kind occurring

in the Republic and Gorgias does not justify our
doing so. In these dialogues much is put into the
mouth of Socrates which he never said and never
can have said. Nor can the plea be admitted that

" Plato would never have held such exalted moral

conceptions, unless his teacher before him had held
them. Otherwise the theory of ideas and much
besides which is found in Plato would have to be
attributed to Socrates. We cannot even vouch for
it that all the details contained in the Crito come
from Socrates, its author not having been present
at the conversation therein deseribed. Apparently

1 On what follows compare conclusions are not accepted.
Rivbing, pp. 83, 81, 105, whose # Bee Zeller's Phil. d, Griech
researchesfare here thankfully p. 561 of second edition.
acknowledged, whiist all his
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committed to writing no long time after the death of
Socrates, and not going beyond his point of view,

this dialogue is remarkable for containing the very

same prineiples:! a circumstance which at least
shows that they have a foundation in the teaching
of Soerates. To the same effect the Apology ex-
presses itsclf, Socrates there summing up the pur-
pose of his life as being to convinee his fellow-citizens
|that the education of the soul is more important than
‘money or property, honour or glory;? declaring at the
‘same time in plainest terms, that whether death is
fan ill or not he knows not, but that injustice is, he

- knows well.?

Similar language ig found in Xenophon., In bis
pages too Socrates declares the soul to be the most
valuable thing in man, the divine part of his being,
because it is the seat of reason and only the Reason-

INCONSISTENCY. OF SOCRATIC MORALITY,

first care should be for the soul.! He is convineed
that conduct is better, the more you aim at the
edncation of the soul, and more enjoyable, the more
you are conseious thereof.? The intellectual perfec-
tion of man depends in the first place on knowledge,
wisdom is the highest good, without compare more
valuable than aught besides.® Learning is recom-
mended not only on account of its utility, but far
more because of the enmjoyment which it directly
confers.! These expressions fully agree with what
has been quoted from Plato ; they also appear quite
consistent in a philosopher who bases the whole of
moral conduct so decidedly upon knowledge, and so
expressly leads man te self-knowledge and to self-
control.?

What then must be made of accounts in which
Socrates recommends moral duties entirely on grounds

able is of value He requires, therefore, that the

! Urito, 47, D.: as'in the
treatment of the body, the
physiclan’s adviee must be
fellowed, so in guestions of
right and wrong the advice of
him & € ph  axokoviioeuer,
Bradbepotiner éxeivo kal AwBnod-
pebe, & 7@ pey Gikwiw BehrTioy
eyiyvero 74 B &blew dmérdvro.
If, moreover, life in a diseased
body has no value : uer’ énelvov
tpo, Buwrdy Gy Siedbopuévov. @
70 ubucon AwfBhTar 10 8¢ Slraor
fvipmow, provided this is not
a goavidrepoy DUt 4 moAl TigidTe
pov than thaf; 48, A.: wrong.
doing always injures and dis-
graces bim who commits it.

z Apol. 29, D, : as long as he
lived, be would not cease giio-

copiy kal dpiv woporedevdueras
. Aéywy oldwep elwla, 71,
amore Gvbpoy, . . . xpnudrev
Hey obk aioyUver emipedovueros,
. kal Béfns kel Tiufs, dpord-
gews 0t kal oAnbeles wal Ths
Wuyis, bxws &s Beatiorn Eora,
ebie empedel obBe pporrifes: he
would rather blame a man in
every case where it was neces-

gary Gri T& wAclerov &k wepl "

draxloTov woictron, T3 B povid-
Tep mept TAelovos.

¢ Tbid. 29, B.

4 Mem, i, 4, 13: God has
not only taken care of the
buman body, ¢Ad’ fwep pépoTiv
éore kal Thy Yuxhr wporicTny TE
arfpdrw érépuoe- 1. 2, 53 and
55, where the statement d7r 74

Gopor Grwdy dori is proved by
the fact that yon bury the
body as soon as the soul év g
wdwn vivera: gpdimois has left it;
iv. 3, 14: arbphdmou ye Yuxh,
elmep 71 kel GANe TE¥ tvfpenivay
Tob Belov weTeyen ¥

1 Mem. i: 2, 4: Soerates
recommends bodily exercise
within eertain limits: TadTgw
nep T eEw Uypiehy TE ikap@s
eivas ol THY THS Yuis éripéheay
(which accordingly regulates
the care of the body) oir
EumoBifer Egm.

* Mem. iv. 8, 6: Hpwwre pév
~dp ofuar (Tv Tobs EpioTa émiue-
Aoupéveus Tab ws BeatieTovs ly-
veaBui, fiBiora 6 Tois pdlirTa
airBovousvous, dr1 BeAtiovs ~iy-
vovTal, 1, 6, 9: e ody amd

wdvrar robrey Tocalray fhoviy
eivan, donp amd ToU EouTdy TE
Hyeiclar Betlew lywesbor  kal
pidavs auelvovs kol ;

3 Menl. iv. 5, 6 ; goglay 8¢ 7o
UEyIaTOV ayaloy k. T. AV, 2,
9, where Huthydernus is eom-
mended by Soocrates for pre-
ferring treasures of wisdom to
treasures of gold and silver;
for the latter do not make
men baetter, ras 8 vav gopdr
apdpiy yrepas GpeTh wAOUTI(Ew
TOUS KERTTILEVOUS,

4 Mem. iv. 5, 10: &Ar& whe
dmd Tob pefely 1. geAdy  wal
ayalor . . . ob pdvor wdéhein
GAAE wal GEoval uéytoTar yiyrov-
oar. Conf. 1. 1, 19.

s Conf. pp. 66; 122; 141,
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of outward adaptation to a purpose, such as we fre-
quently find in Xenophon ? Are we to assume that
all sueh explanations are ouly intended for those who

were too unripe to understand the philosopher’s real

meaning, to show that even on the hypothesis of the
ordinary unsatisfactory definition of purpose, virtuous
conduct is the best ? that Xenophon mistook these
preliminary and introductory discussions for the
whole of the Socratic philosophy of life, and hence
drew a picture of that philosophy representing his
own but not the platform of the real Socrates?!
This view has no doubt its truth, but it is hardly the
whole truth. It is easy to believe that Xenophon
found the tangible testing of moral precepts by their
consequenees both clearer and more intelligible than
to try them by their working on the inner condition
of man. Tt is, therefore, natural to expect his de-
scription to give the preference to the more intelli-
gible explanation even at the cost of the other;
throwing the other more into the background than
the actual state of the case warrants, Double value
must therefore be allowed to sueh Socratic utterances
as he reports pointing to a deeper moral life. Still
he cannot be considered so bad a guide as to report
utterances which Socrates never expressed, nor can
a meaning be put on these utterances which shall

! This is, in the main, the BSokrat. Stud. 1. 115; Folguard-
view of Brandis, RBhein. Mus. sen, Dwmmon d. Sokr. 4, who
v. Niebulr . Brandis,i. b, 138 ; reproduces Xenophon's sayings
Gir-Rom. Phil. ii. a, 40; Geseh. as incorrectly as he does
d. ‘Entwickl, i. 238; Ribbing, Zeller's.

INCONSISTENCY OF SOCRATIC MORALITY,

bring them into full accord with Plato’s description
of the Socratic ethics.

Take for instance the dialogues with Aristippus,'
where Socrates is asked to point out a thing good,
and afterwards a thing beautiful, and both times
answers that goodness and beauty consist in nothing
save a subserviency to certain purposes.? What in-
ducement had Socrates here to withhold his own
opinion? Was Aristippus one of the unripe un-
philosophie heads, not in a condition to understand
his views ? Was he not, next to Plato and Kuelid,
one of the most independent and intellectually edu-
cated thinkers in the Socratic circle? Why should
Soerates say to him : everything is good and beautiful
for that to which it bears a good relation, and hence
the same thing may in relation to one be a good, to
another an evil ? Why doe$ he not add: one thing
there is which is always and unconditionally good,
that which improves the soul? Or did he add it,
and Xenophon omit it, although the main point ?2
and was this so in other cases?* We could only be
justified in so saying, were it shown that Socrates
could not possibly have spoken as Xenophon makes
him speak, or that his utterances cannot possibly
have had the meaning which they have according to
Xenophon's account.” To show this it is not suffi-
cient to appeal to the contradietion with which

! Mem. iii. 8.

2 Bee p. 150, 4.

? Az Mem. iv. 6, 8.
+ Hyrandis, 1. c.

5 As FBrandis, 1. e. asseris.
Conf, Dissen, 1. ¢, 88; Ritter,
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 70.
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Socrates is otherwise charged. It is no doubt a con-
tradiction to eall virtue the highest end of life, and
at the same to recommend it because of the advan-
tages it brings:! and Plato recognising this contra-

diction has avoided it.?

Still the guestion really is,

whether and to what extent Socrates has avoided it

! What Brandis has else-
where asserted appears to be
less open to objection, viz. that
Socrates distinguishes mere
good fortune from really far-
ing well, and that he only
allows happiness in its ordi-
nary sense a place among
things relatively good. The
former statement iz in Mem,
iii. 9, 14; but this distinction
even by a decided advocate
of Eudwmonism, such as Ari-
stippus, could be admitted, if
we assume that true and lasting
happiness is to be attained not
by the uncertain favour of
chanee, but by our own acti-
vity and understanding, and
that man must not make him-
self dependent on extreme
circumstances, but ensure a
lasting enjoyment of life by
rising superior to himself and
his surroundings. If Brandis
(Eutw. i. 237) declares this
impossible, he need simply be
referred to the fact that in the
Cyrenaic and Epicurean schools
such views are actually met
with. See below, ch, xiv. B.
5, and Zeller's Stoics, Epi-
cureans, &c., p. 44. For the lat-
ter statement Brandis anpeals
to Mem. iv. 2, 3¢. Here Euthy-
demus has to be convineed
of his ignorance in respect
of good and evil.  After it

has been proved that all things
considered by Euthydemus to
be goods, wisdom included,
may, under certain circum-
stances, be disadvantageous,
Euthydemus continues: wwdvy-
elet—arvapdiioydTaror  Ayabdy
elvas 70 edBaruoveiv, to which So-
crates replies : e ye pf) Tis adrd
EE audihdywy dyalor curTideln, or
as it is immediately explained,
el e uh mpoothoauey adTy wdAAos
# loxte §) whotvrov 3 Botav ¥ xai
Ti BAAe TRV TowiTer, since
among all these things there
is none which is not the source
of much evil. Far from deny-
ing, this proceeds on the dis-
tinet understanding that hap-
piness is the highest good—
which Greek ethics invariablv
presuppese; neither ds it called
simply an dugptioyor dyaddy, ex-
cept in the case that it is com-
pounded of dupiroya dyadd, 4.0
of such things as under certain
circumstances lead to evil, and
are not simply ayefd, bat sonie-
times raxd. This statement is
not at variance with. passages
which estimate the value of
every thing and of everyaction
by its conseguences, a standard
being the very thing which So-
grates is bere laying down.

2 As Plato has already re-
marked, Rep.1i. 362, K. ; Phedo,
65 D.

INCONSISTENCY OF SOQCRATIC MORALITY,

we have no reason for assuming that he cannot
possibly have been involved in a contradiction. For
have we not a case in point in Kant’s rejecting most,
decidedly every experimental standard for testing
the moral value of an action and then calling in ex-
perience to decide what maxims lend themselves to
the principle of universal legislation, by appealing
to the consequences which would follow were they
universally adopted ? Is there not a contradiction
in the same writer, al one time waging war ¢
outranece against Endsemonism, at another founding
the belief in the existenee of God on the demand
for a bliss corresponding to merit ?  T1s not the eritic
of pure reason,in asserting the independent existence
of a thing and at the same time uneonditionally
denying that it can be known, entangled in so flat a
contradiction that Fichte was of the opinion that if
the independent existence of a thing were really
assumed, he would rather regard it as the work of a
strange coincidence than of human brains? Can
the historian therefore make the philosopher of
Konigsherg say what he did not say? Can he
violently set aside these contradictions instead of
explaining them ? And would it be so inconceivable
that the same thing should occur about the Socratic
doctrine? The philosopher wishes to found moral
conduect upon knowledge. In point of form his con-
ception of knowledge is so indefinite that it includes,
besides philosophical convietions, every kind of skill
derived from experience.! In point of matter it
! See p. 148,
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suffers from a similar indefiniteness, The subject
matter of practical knowledge is the good,and the
good is the useful, or, what is the same thing, the ex-
pedient.! Butinwhat this consists, Socrates, accord-
ing to all accounts, has not expressed with sufficient
precision to avoid all ambiguity in his Ethics. In
passages of Plato from which the views of the
Soerates of history can be gathered with some cer-
tainty, he does not go beyond saying that intellectual
culture, care for the soul, must be the most important
end for man, Still to refer all human actions to
this end ultimately and finally is impossible for his
unsystematic moral reasoning depending on proverbs
and unsupported by any comprehensive psychological
research. Thus the highest moral end comes to have
associated with it apparently spontaneously other
ends having to do with man’s well-being in the
most varied ways, and moral activity itself appears
as a means towards attaining these ends.® If there-
fore Xenophon reports a number of Socratic dialogues
in which the case is thus represented, we may still
maintain that the Socratic basis of ethies is not
herewith esxhausted ; but we have no right to ques-
tion the accuracy of his deseription, supported as it
1 Conf, p. 120, 4; 1 and 2, ﬂgis_: S_ocm‘tes _ma@e no such
The identity of the good and | distinetion in kmfi in the con-
the useful is also presuppesed ception of the d:yaﬂc{y, as fo
in the passages quoted from regard the aryafor belonging
Plato on p. 154, althouzh the fo virtues as moral good, ?ll
conception of the useful is other good as good for the
somewhat extended there. understanding only, and econse-
2 Compare the sound remarks quently as only useful and ex-

of Strimpell, Gesch. 4. Pralt, pedient.
Phil. d. Gr. 188, resulting 1n

INCONSISTENCY OF SOCRATIC MORALITY.

is by many traces in Plato, nor yet to twist it into
its opposite by assuming that we have here only the
beginnings of dialogues the real object of which
must, be a very different one. Rather is the accu-
racy of that description vouched for by the circum-
stance,! that among the Socratic Schools side by side
with the morals of the Cynicsand the eriticism of the
Megarians, a place was found too for the Cyrenaic
doetrine of pleasure ; and that the founders of these
schools to all appearances were firmly persuaded that
they reproduced the true spirit of the Socratic teach-
ing. Had that teaching afforded them mno foothold,
this phenomenon would be hard to understand, In
its essence the Socratic morality is anything bat
selfish. That fact does not, however, prevent its
assuming the form of Eud®monism in its theoretical

¥ To which Hermann, Plat, 1.
257, rightly draws attention.
When, however, this writer
finds in the principle of utility
(ibid. p. 251 Ges. Abh. 232),
or as he prefers to call it in
the predominance of relative
value, not merely a weak point
in the philosophy of Socrates,
but at the same time an in-
stance of Socratic modesty, one
feels inclined to ask, wherein
cdoes this modesty consist?
And when he conpects here-
with the more general doctrine,
constituting in his view the
main difference betweenthe So-
eratic dialectic and the Sophis-
tic, and also the foundatfion of
the Socratic teaching on the
truth of universal conceptions,
Iie appears to advocate a doe-

trine neither to be found in
the Memorabilia (iii, 8, 4-7:
10, 12; iv. 6, 9; 2, 18), nor in
the Hippias Major of Plato (p.
288)—the latter by the way =
very doubtful anthority. It is
indeed stated in these passaces,
that the good and the beanti-
ful are only good and bezutiful
for certain purposes by virtue
of their use, but not that every
application of these attributes
to a subject has only a relative
validity. Under no cirewm-
stances wonld the passace
autharise a distinction between
the Bocratic and the So-
phistie philosophy ; one of the
characteristies of the Sophists
consisbing in theirallowing only
a relative value to all seientific
and moral principles.

M
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explanation. We do not complain of it as ‘wantin‘g
in moral content, but as wanting in philosophic
precision. ;

To give a systematic account of moral aetlorfs
was not a part of the intention of Socrates. Hm
views were from time to time expanded as occasion
required. Chance has, to a certain extent, decidgd
which of his dialogues should come down to us. ‘Stlll
it may be assumed that Socrates kept those objects
more especially in view, to which he is constantly re-
verting by preference according to Xenophon. Here,
in addition to the general demand for moral know-
ledge, and for knowledge of self, three points are
particulariy prominent—I1. The independence of the

individual as secured by the control of his wants and

desires; 2. The nobler side of social life, as seen in
friendship; 3. The furtherance of the public weal by
a regulated commonwealth. To these may be added
the question, 4. Whether, and In how far, Socrates
exceeded the range of the ordinary morality of the
Greeks by requiring love for enemies ?

Not only was Socrates himself a model of self-

dual inde- Jenial and abstemiousness, but he endeavoured to

pendence.

foster the same virtues in his friends. What other
subject was more often the topic of c-onvei‘satlon than
abstemiousness in the dialogues of Xenophbon ?!
And did not Socrates distinetly call moderation the
_corner-stone of all virtue?? On this point the

L - s g o e - T .-Ba
leet. thoritiesp. 151,4; éypdretar aperijs cival kpymive,
1512 bfe G ? : TaUTY TPRTHY ¥ Tg Yuxfh kera-
Mem. i B G i ; Thisdaes not con-

2 Menw i. 5, 4: Gpd e ol xp srevdoacfar; c t
r.iw::: el:‘nlvﬁpu, fymodpevor iy tradict the assertion that_all

MENTAL INDEPENDENCE.

ground he occupied was nearly the same as that
which afterwards became so important for the schools
of the Cynics and Stoics; man can only become
master of himself by being independent of wants,
and by the exercise of his powers ; while depending
on the conditions and pleasures of the body, he
resembles a slave.! A philosopher who considers
knowledge to be the highest good, will naturally
insist upon the mind’s devpting itself, uninterrupted
by the desires and appetites of the senses,? to
the pursmit of truth in preference to every other
thing ; and the less value he attaches to external
things as such, and the more exclusively he conceives
happiness to be bound up with the intellectual con-
dition of man,® the more will he feel the call to carry
these principles into.practice, by really making him-
self independent of the external world. Other mo-
tives, however, which served as a standard for moral-
ists of a later epoch, were unknown to Socrates. He
was not an aseetic in relation to the pleasures of the

virtue consists in knowledge.
If Socrates had at all reflected,
he wonld have explained mode-
ration as a kind of knowledge.
The above quoted passace
might then be taken to mean,
that the conviction of the
worthlessness of sensual enjoy-
ments must precede every other
moral knowledge,

v Xen. Mem. 1.5,8; 1. B, 5;
1i. 1,11 ;18,29 11, 13, 3; and,
in particular, iv. 5, 2; Symp, 8,
23.

? This connection appears

clearly Mem. iv. 5, 6, When
Socrates had shown that want
of mederation makes man a
slave, whilst moderation makes
him free, he continues: godiar
8¢ 7O wéyiomor dyabdy o Bowel
aot dmelpyovoa Tav dvlpdwwr &
aipooie els Toivayrioy adrods éu-
Baihew ; for how ean any one
récognise and choose what is
zood and wuseful, if he is
ruled by the desire of what is
pleasant ?
3 See pp, 142, 35 152,
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senses, and displayed less strictness than might have

been anticipated, neither shrinking from enjoyment
nor yet feeling it needful. To continue master of
himselfin the midst of enjoyment, by the lucid clear-
ness of his thought—that was the aim which his
moderation proposed to itself.! '

Strongest appears this feature of the Socratic ab-

. stinence in the language used in reference to sensual

impulses. However exemplary his own conduet in
this respeet may have been, yet, in theory, he does
not object to the gratification of these impulses out
of wedlock, only requiring that it be not earried o
far as to exceed the requirements of the body, nor
prove a hindrance to higher ends? The leading
thought of his moral teaching is not so much striet
purity as freedom of mind.

(2)Friend-»— This in itself purely negative condition of moral-

ship.

| ity receives a positive supplement when the indivi-
| dual places himself in connection with others. The
'-Lsimplest form of this connection is friendship. So-
crates, as we have already remarked, can only defend
this relation on the ground of its advantages; yet
there can be no mistaking the faet that it had a

1 Bee p. 75.

2 Mem. i. 3, 14 : offre 8% wal
appodioider Tovs pl COPaA@S
Eyovras Tpds  appoBiocix  dlero
ypiwar wpds TowabTa, ola ph wdvy
pev deoudvoy Tob oduaros otk Gr
wpoctéfaTo § Yuxt, Seopcvou §E
ovk Gr wpdypera mapéyor. The
last remark applies partly to
the prejudicial workings of
passion, which make a slave
of man, and deter him from

what is good, and partly to
the harm they do to property,
hononr, and personal security.
Socrates considers it ridienlons
to incur danger and irouble
for the sake of an enjoyment,
which could be procured in
a much simpler manner from
any common girl. Mem,. ii. 1,
5; 2, 4 The use which, the

‘Cynies made of these principles

will be seen hereafter.

FRIENDSHIP,

deeper meaning, both for himself and for his phile-
sophy. For this, if for no other reason, it was
eagerly pursued, and discussed in all the Soeratic
schools. When knowledge and morality so fully
coincide as they do from Socrates’ point of view, an
intellectual association of individuals is inconceivable
without a more extended community of life, These
personal relations become, too, more necessary in pro-
portion as the thinker fails to be satisfied with his
own thinking, and feels a need for investigation in
common with others and for mutual interchange of
ideas. Just asin the ease of the Pythagorean league,
from a common pursuit of morality and religion, a
lively feeling of clanship, a fondness for friendship
and brotherhood was developed; as in other cases, too,
like cavses preduced like results ; g0, in the Soeratic
school, the blending of moral and intellectual interests
was the ground of a more intimate connection of
pupil and teacher, and pupils amongst themselves,
than could have resulted from an association of a
purely intelleetnal character. The question ean hardly
be asked, which eamefirst with him, which afterwards;
whether friendship-needs made the philosophy of
Socrates take the form of continuous dialogue, or the
need of common inguiry drew him towards all who
felt the same want. It is his peculiarity—and this
it is which makes him the philosophic lover drawn by
Plato—that he could neither in research dispense
with association with others, nor in friendly inter-
course dispense with research.

Accordingly, careful discussions of his are pre-
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: ; = L . . i) -
Crsp. served as to the walue and nature of friendship.! el i b S 1.:0 mor?l Sadee C\I{ﬁfp
ViL - _ : seems that with these prineciples Socrates was
In these he always comes back to the point, that e ; : 5y Gl
£ sk : i enunciating to his cotemporaries a new truth, or at (3) €
{true friendship can only exist amongst virtuous . : : ; Life and
' men, being for them altogether natural and necessary; leask el 0 e e T s
i 1 Sdly 5

“true friends, he says, will do everything for one.

another. Virtue and active benevolence? are the
‘only means for securing friends. From this plat-
form the prevailing custom {is then criticised.
Socrates not only allows friendship-to assume the
Greek form of affection for boys and men, but he
adopts that form of it himself, hardly out of mere
deference to others.® In applying, however, his
own moral prineiples to this relation, he opposes
the prevailing errors, and demands a reformation, to
transform the sensual coneception of Eros into the
moral conception of Friendship. True love, he
declares, can ounly then be said to exist when the
good of the loved object is sought disinterestedly ;
not when, with reckless selfishness, aims are pursued
and means employed by which both persons become
contemptible to one another. (Only by unselfish
love can fidelity and constancy be secured.) To
plead that the one by complaisance buys the kind
assistance of the other towards his perfection is

wholly a mistaken view; for immorality and im-

! Mem ii, 4-6.

2 Nimilar explanations ave
worked into the Platonic Lysis,
but probably in too free a man-
ner for us to be able to gain
from them any information
respecting Socrates,

8 Xen. Symp. 8, 12, the lead-
irg thought of which at least

is Soecratic. BMem. 1. 2, 29: g,
8; ii. 6, 31.

4 Symp. 8, 27 ob yip oldy e
Tromp& C‘."JT&P HOIUGVTE E\Tﬁdy Tdy
otworra Gmobeifat, 0bBE e dvar-
mxvrTiey el axpagicr wapexd-
pevoy ynpary wal aifovueror Toy
EpEuEVOY TN T

forgotten.? In his low estimate of marriage he
agreed with his fellow-countrymen. This was no
doubt partly the cause of the Greek affection for
boys ; partly, too, it was a result fostered thereby.®
Whilst assuming in women a moral disposition
similar to that of men,* whilst even maintaining
with intellectual women an instructive inferchange
of opinions, he still speaks of married life in terms
more in keeping with the hushand of Xanthippe,
than with the friend of Aspasia. He allows that a
clever woman is as useful for the houschold as a
man, and he reproaches men for not caring about
the education of their wives,” but he considers the
procreation of children the end of marriage® and
his own conduct shows little love for domestie life.”
His social and his personal instinets are satisfied by
friendly intercourse with men; in their society he
sees a means of fulfilling his peculiar mission as
an educator of mankind; apart herefrom, with the

1 8ee p, 78 deseribed by Plate, Phzdo, 60,

2 Conf. Plate, Symp. 178, C. ;
180, C.: 217, E.

3 Conf., Plate, 3ymp. 192, A,

+ Bee p. 126, 2.

5 Xen (We. 8, 10; but the
question may be raised, in how
far the substance of these re-
marks applies to Socrates him-
self. Symp, 2, 9.

¢ Mem. ii. 2, 4.

7 If in addition to the trait

A., the character of Xanthippe

(which has no pretensions to

areal tenderness) be considered,
the joking character of the
conversation in Xen. Symp. 2,
10, being thrown into the
scale against the passages in

Plate, Apol. 34, D, the balance’

of probability is, that Socrates
lived almost entirely in publie,
and almost never ut home.
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peculiarity of a Greek, he considers the state, and
not the family, to be the chief object of moral action.

Of the importanee of the state, and the obliga-
tions towards the same, a very high notion indeed is
entertained by Socrates: he who would live amongst
men, he says, must live in a state, be it as a ruler

: :
or as ruled.! He requires, therefore, the most un-

conditional obedience to the laws, to snch an extent
that, the eonception of justice is reduced to that of
obedience to law,® but he desires every competent
man to take part in the administration of the state,
the well-being of all individuals depending on the
well-being of the community.® These prineiples
were really carried into practice by him throughout
life. With devoted self-sacrifice his duties as a
citizen were fulfilled, even death being endured in
order that he might not violate the laws¢ His
philosophic labours were regarded as the fulfilment
of a duty to the state ;7 and in Xenophon’s Memora-
bilia we see him using every opportunity of en]is_tin.‘g
the able into the service of the state, of deterring
the incompetent, of awakening officials to a sense
of their duties, and of giving them help in the
administration of their offices.® The pelitical cha-
racter of these efforts he describes most tellingly,
by including” all virtues under the conception of
the ruling art.®

! Mem, i, 1, 12, ? Bamiukh Téxpwn in Mem. ii.

: See p. 11 2 8 I._ 1, 17; iv. 2, 11. Plate, Euthyd.
Ilfiem. 17,8, 291, B., woAtrueh stands for
: Bee p. 77. Bagiiued,

See pp. 66, T; 69, 2,

8 Aecordingly the story told
¢ Mem, iii. 2-7, ¥ 05,

by Clpers, Tuse, v, 37, 108, and

THE STATE,

F Whilst thus doing homage to the old Greek
view of the state, he in other respects departs from
it widely., If knowledge is the condition of all
true virtue, it is also the condition of all political
virtue ; the more so as the conception of political
virtue is the higher of the two. Hence everyone
who aspires to the position of a statesman is required
to prepare himself for this calling ! by a thorough
self-sifting and a conrse of intellectual labour; and,
conversely, Socrates only recognises ecapacity or
right to political position where this condition is
fulfilled. Neither the possession of power, nor the
good fortune of acquiring it by lot or popular

election, but knowledge only, makes the mler.? As

Plut, de Exil, e. 5, p. 600,
Epict. Diss. 1. 9, 1 (conf, Mn-
son, in Steb. Floril, 40, 9), that
in answer ta the yuestion, to
what country he belonged, he
replied that he was a citizen
of the world, cannot command
credit, and the question itself
sounds strange as acddressed to
Socrates in Athens. In Plafe's
Crito and Apol. 37, C., he uses
language very different from
the later cosmopeliten philoso-
phers.  Probabiy one of these
attributed - to him the above
story.

I Mem. ifi. 6, particnlarly
towards the ead; iv. 2, 6;
Plate, Bymp. 216, A. See p.
56, 6.

2 Mem, iii. 9, 10: Baoreis &t
ieol Hpxovras ol Tols 7& oRATTPR
ExovTas Eom elvas, aldt Tobs dmd
Téy TuxdrTay alpeférras, ovdE
Tols wAfpe Aaxdvres, ol8E Tols
Buarausrevs, olde Tols efamari-

cavras, &AAE Tols émioTamérous
@pysw: in all other cases abedi-
ence is given to men of pro-
fessional knowledge ;—which
is then illustrated by the ex-
ample of physicians, pilots,
and others, Similarly in Mem.
iii. &, 213 iv. 2, 25 i, 1, 42
ibid. 4, 6 : Adyw Eyaye, s drov
&y 75 wposTarely oy yryvdorn
Te dow Bel wol raite wopi(eofar
Sthmras, &yabds By el wpoeTde
Txs.  Similar views are advo-
cated by Plato with the same
illastrations, Polit, 297, D.,
and they appear to have been
generally held in the school
of Bocrates. Accordingly the
acenser Xep. Mem, 1 2, 9,
charges Socrates with having
contributed {o bring existing
institutions into contempt:
Aéywy s papéy els Tobs udv The
woAews HpxorTas amd Kuduou Kol
foracfar, wufeprdry 8¢ unién
féhew wexpiiotas kuauente unis
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community.!
the track which the Sophists first struck out; for

 SOCRATES.

regards the rule of the majority, his judgment is,
that it is impossible for a statesman desirous for
right and justice to hold his own against it ; hence,
where it prevails, what else can an upright man do
but withdraw into private life?

A political principle was here advocated, which
brought Soerates not only into collision with the
Athenian democraey, but with the whole political
administration of Greece. TIn place of the equality
of all, or the preference aceorded to birth and wealth,
he demanded an aristocracy of intelligence ; in place
of citizen-rulers, a race of intellectually educated
officials; in place of a government of tribes and
people, a government by professional adepts, which
Plato, consistently developing the" principles of
Socrates, attempted to realise in his philosophic
Socrates is here observed following in

they were the first to offer and to declare intellectnal
training necessary as a preparation for a statesman’s
career. Still what he aimed at was substantially
very different from what they aimed at. |

vidnal, but the well-being of the community; the
object of training was not to acquire personal
dexterity, but to atfain truth; the means of culture

(For him |
the aim of polities was not the power of the indi-

was not the art of persuasion, but the science of
what is.) {Socrates aimed at a knowledge by, Hx_l\;ggay_s:

TekTOME Und qUARTH pnd' én’ GAAe to proves the harmlessness of
zowirTe, and Xenophon does such prineiples,
not deny the accuracy of this Y Plato, Apol. 31, E.; conf.
statement, but only attempts Rep, vi, 406, C.

THE STATE.

of which the state might be reformed, the Sophists
at one by means of which it might be governed.

The aristocratic tone of this view of the state
appears to be contradicted by the ease with which
Socrates rose above the social prejudices of his
nation, meeting the prevailing contempt for trade
by the maxim that no nseful employment, be it what
it may, is a thing to be ashamed of, but only idle-
ness and inactivity. Still both come from a comimon
source. For just as Secrates will have the position
of the individual in the state settled according to
his works, so he will have every action appreciated
which leads to a good result.! Here, as elsewhere,
the conception of good is his highest standard.

One consequence of the political character of
Greek morality was that the virtuous man’s duty
was enstomarily summed up as doing good to friends
and harm to foes. This very definition is put into
the mouth of Soecrates 2 by Xenophon, who likewise
considers it natural to feel pain at the success of
enemies.® On the other hand, in one of the earliest
and most historical of Plato’s dialogues,® Socrates

1 Mem. i.2,56. In keeping Xenophon and Plato as men of

with this he urges a friend
(ii. 7) to employ the maids of
his honse in wool-work, and
another (ii. 8) to seek for occu-
pation as a steward, refuting
in both cases the objection,
that such an occupation was
unbecoming for free men,
XKenophon held a different
view (see (Ec. 4, 2, and 6, 5),
and it is well known that
Plato did also. Socrates speaks
as the son of a poor labourer,

rank and property.
¢ Mem. ii. 6, 35 kal 57¢ Syve-
Kas avdpds aperiy el wxqw Tavs

uéw Pihovs el mowbvra Tobs De

exBpatrs Kak@s.

2 Mem iii. 9, 8: @divoy B
Grow@r 0,7t €, Aty péy Tiva,
eEetpigicey abtby dvra, ofite pévTor
Ty érl ofAwr Gruxlas ofre Thy
én’ Exlpiiy edTuyiars yiyroperTy.

* Crito, 49, A. Also Rep i
334, B.
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declares it to be wrong to injure another: injury is

the same thing as wrong-doing, and wrong-doing

may never be permitted, not even towards one who
has been guilty of wrong-doing. It is hard to
Teconcile accounts so divergent;! for taking it for
granted that the Socrates of Xenophon is only
speaking from a popular point of view, it would still
appear that Xenophon cannot have been conversant
with explanations such as Plato gives. No dounbt
Plato’s account even in the Crito cannot be regarded
as strietly conformable to truth ; yet it may well be
questioned whether such a flagrant deviation from
his master’s teaching? as this can be set down
against him. That it is just possible cannot be
denied ; we must therefore rest content with un-

certainty as to what were the real views of Soerates
on this subject.?

! The remark of Moigers If he held many things, which
(Gesch, der Wissenschaft. ii, Greek prejudices  considered

4a6) iz a pure guess that servile, not to be unworthy of

Socrates considered it allow-
able to do harm (bodily) to
enemies, but not to injure
them in respect of their troe
well-being; for Xenophon ex-
pressly allows rards woreir whilp
Plato as expressly forbids it

? See p.. 151

* Btill less have we miy right
to assert —as Hildebrand ap-
pears inclined to do (Xeno-
phont. et Arist. de Meonomin
publica Doetrina, part i. Marb,
1845)—that  Socrates was in
principle opposed to slavery,

a free man, it by no means
follows that he disapproved of
slavery, The view that slavery
is contrary to nature (rentionerl
by Aristotle, Polit. i 3) is not
attributed to Bocrates as its
author, Had he been the
aunthor this would undoubtedly
have been stated, The whole
context is not in keeping with
Bocrates, to whom the distine-

tion between gloe and wipg is

foreign. We ought rather to
think of the Cynies,

CHAPTER VIIL
CONTINUATION. ON NATURE. GOD AND MAN,

IxQUIRIES into nature, we have seen, did not form Grar.
part of the scheme of Socrates. Yet the line of VI~
his speeulations led him to a peculiar view of nature gi.; j;if:{:f
and its design, One who so thoughtfully considered usans to i
the problem of human life from all sides could not :?;fi;:_?
leave unnoticed its counfless relations to the outer

world ; and judging them by the standard which
was for him the highest—the standard of utility for
man— could not but come to the conclusion that the
whale arrangement of nature was subservient to the
well-being of the human race—in short that it was ’
adapted to a purpose and good.! To his mind, _all;f
that is good and expedient appears of necessily to
be the work of reazon; for just as man eannot do :
what is useful without intelligence, no more can '

what is useful exist without intelligence.? His view |

1 Tor Socrates, as has been Gudﬁ,';md l{enee proposes th_e
already shown, understands by q‘ueatmnt: W hel‘her_ more intel-
the good what i3 useful for ligence is not required to pro-
man. duece 111'1_ng‘!aemgg than fo pro-

2 See Mem. i. 4, 2, in which duee paintings like ?hosa_ r_;:f
the argument from analogy is Polycletus and Zeuxis? Ari-
most clearly brought out. So- stode'n}us will onl_f,- allow t-}jm
crates is desirous of convincing conditionally, at}d in one Sp&?lal
a friend of the existence of the case, elmep y6 uiy Tixy 7wi dan
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of nature was essentially that of a system of means
working for ends, not with profound research explor-
ing the real hearings of the several departments,
and the innate purpose of the existence and growth
of every natural being, but referring all things ex-
perimentally to the well-being of man as their
highest end, and explaining their subservience to

~ this purpose in an equally matter of fact way as due

to an arrangement of reason which, like an artificer,
has accidentally assigned to them their own pur-
poses. As in the Soeratic ethics, the wisdom regu-
lating human actions becomes a superficial reasoning
as to the use of particular acts, so, too, Socrates
can only conceive of the wisdom which formed the
world in a manner equally superficial. He shows'!
what care has been taken to provide for man, in
that he has light, water, fire, and air, in that not
only the sun shines by day, but also the moon
and the stars by night ; in that the heavenly
bodies serve for divisions of seasons, that the earth
brings forth food and other necessaries, and that
the change of seasons prevents excessive heat or
cold. He reminds of the advantages derived from
cattle, from oxen, from pigs, horses, and other
animals, To prove the wisdom of the Craftsman

VIEWS OF NATURE.

who made man,' he refers to the organism of thé
human body, to the structure of the organs of sense,
to the erect posture of man, to the priceless dexterity
of his hands. He sees a proof of a divine Provi-
dence in the natural impulse for propagation and
seif-preservation, in the love for children, in the
fear of death, He never wearies of exalting the
intellectual advantages of man, his ingennity, his

memory, his intelligence, his language, his religions |
disposition. (He considers it incredible that a belief
in God and in Providence should be naturally inborn |
in all men, and have maintained itself from time

immemorial, clinging not to individuals only in the
ripest years of their age, but to whole nations and
communities, unless it were true. He appeals also
to special revelations vouchsafed to men for their
good, either by prophecy or portent. Unscientifie,
doubtless, these arguments may appear, still they
became in the sequel of importance for philosophy.
As Socrates by his moral inquiries, notwith-
stending all their fanlts, is the founder of a scientific
doctrine of morals, so by his theory of the relation
of means to ends, notwithstanding its popular cha-
racter, he is the founder of that ideal view of
nature which henceforth pervades the natural philo-
sophy of the Greeks, and which with all its abuses

omd yrduns TabTe yeyémrar butb
he is immediately met by So-
crates with the question: rév
8t drecudprws ExdrTer Tov Evend
éomi kal TEV Qavepds én’ dpenely
Bvrwy wlrepa Toxws, ral wérepa
yweEuns Epya ipivets ; Tipémer pev,
he iz obliged to confess, vd éa’

abedela prduera yapns eva
tpya. Compare also Plafe,
Phede, 29, A., although, ae-
cording to what has been said,
p. 60, this passage is not strictly
historieal, and 4»ist. M, Mor, i,
1;1188, b, 9.
! Mem,i. 4; iv. 3. .

has proved itself so valuable for the actual study of
nature. Not aware himself that he was engaged on

1 Tn Mem. i. 4, 12, a remark
iz found indicative of the popu-

lar character of these general

considerations : To 3¢ kal Tds

T@v dppodioiey fBovds Tols upéy
EAAois (wois Bobra weprypdifartas
Tob Eravs xpdvov, fuly B cupex@s
MEXPL PPES TRUTE TapEY ELr.
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SOCRATES,

natural science, he only studied the relation of means
to ends in the world in the moral interest of piety.
From what has been before said it follows that his
view of nature was closely connected with the theory
of the knowledge of conceptions, even its defects
being due to the universal imperfection of his intel-
lectual method.

Asking further what idea we should form to our-
selves of creative reason, we are met by the reply
that Socrates mostly speaks of Gods in a popular
way, as many,' no doubt thinking in the first place
of the Gods of the popular faith.? Out of this
multiplicity the idea of the oneness of God,? an
idea not unknown to the Greek religion, rises with
him into prominence, as is not infrequently met with
at that time.! In one passage he draws a curious
distinction between the creator and ruler of the
universe and the rest of the Gods.’ Have we not

here a union of polytheism and monotheism, which:

his mythology so readily

1 Mem. i1, 19 3984 11
iv. 3, 3.

2 Mem, iv. 3, 16,

* Compare Zpller’s Introdue-
tion to his Philos. d. Griechen,
P 3
AMem 14 5 7. 1728 &t
doxiis moidv ardpdrovs—oopod
Tios dnmotpyoy ral didoldon—
Thv Tol Beol dpdurubyr, Thr Tof
Be0b pplegmiw.

® Mem. iv, 3, 13. The Gods
are invisible: of ve yap EAAa
Guiy Td dyald Bifdvres obBiy
TOUTWY els Tobudavis idvres Bidga-

atv, kol b Thy GAor kdruoy cuyrdr-

suggested to a Greek re-

Ty TE Kal cuvéxwy, dr & mdvrra
koAt wal dyodd éore, kel del wiy
Xpapévos drpBi Te kal dyid
kol dyfiparor wapéxwy, Barroy
B¢ rofuaras dvenapriiTws o pPE-
Tolvra oiTos o péyiora plv
wpdrrwy Spirar Tdde B¢ olrovo-
B dépatos Hulv éoriy. Krisehels
argument ( Forsch. 220) to prove
that this language is spurious,
although on his own showing
it was known to Phedrus,
Cicero, and the writer of the
treatise on the world, appears
inconclusive.

CONCEPTION OF GOD,

ducing the many Gods to the position of instru-
ments of the One Supreme God ?

Tn as far as the reasonable arrangement of the
world led Socrates to the notion of One Supreme
Being, the idea which he. formed to himself of this
Being (herein resembling Heraclitus and Anaxa goras)
was as the reason of the world, holding the same
relation to the world that the soul does to the body.!
Herewith are connected his lofty and precise ideas
of God as o being invisible, all-wise, all-powerful,
present everywhere. As the soul, without being
seen, produces visible effects in the body, so does
God in the world.  As the soul exercises undisputed
sway over the small portion of the world which
belongs to it as an individual body, so God exercises
dominion over the whole world, As the soul is
present in all parts of its body, so God is present
throughout the Universe. And if the soul, notwith-
standing the limitations by which it is hemmed in,
can perceive what is distant, and imagine things of
the most varied kind, surely the knowledge and care
of God must be able to embrace all and more.?

I Mem. i, 4, 8: ob 82 caprde
Ppiviudy e Borels Tvew, Exnod:
B2 odfapod olfiy oles @pduieon
evar . . . kal Tdderd omepueyedn
ked wAG8os Hretpa (the elements,
or generally, the parts of the
world) 8¢ dopocivny rwd ofirws
olet edvdirws Exvew ; 17: KkuTduafie
6T xal & abs vobs dvaw Th odw
odue dwws Bovderar peTax Etpi-
Cerw - ofecfar ofw xph wab Thy év
TE TarTl dpdvow T wdyra dwws
ar aiTh 5% 3§, olrw Tifeoar - Kal

mh T chy uty Supe Stvacfor dxd
woAAE oTdBie éfucveinfar, Toy Bl
Tob Geol ddlaiudy afvrarey elvar
e wdvra dpay - unde, The T
v Yy kal wepl Tow évide rat
mepl @y &y Alyimrre xol el
Styualm pporriCay, Thy 8% Tob
Be0d ppdvmow pl) ixarhy dyos Gue
TEYTwy Emipehsiola,

* Compare the words in Men.
i 4, 18: If you apply to the
Gods for prophecy, ywdop -d
Beior Bri TocobTey xal Towdrdy

N
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Had not a belief in the providential care of God
been already! taken for granted, in the argument
for His existence from the relation of means to
ends? Was not the best explanation of this care to
be found in the analogous care which the human
soul has for the body? A special proof of this
providence Socrates thought to discern in oracles:*
by them the most important things, which could
not otherwise be known, are revealed to man. It
must be equally foolish to despise oracles, or to
consult them in cases capable of being solved by our
own reasoning.® Hence followed, as a matter of
course, the worship of God, prayer, sacrifices and
obedience.*

As to the form and manner of worship, Socrates,
as we already know,” wished every one to follow the
customs of his people. True, he propounds higher
maxims corresponding with his own idea of God.
He would not have men pray for special, least of all
for external benefits, but only ask for what is good :
for who but God knows what is advantageous for
man, or knows it so well? With regard to saerifices,
he declared that the greatness of the sacrifice is
unimportant compared with the spirit of the sacri-

ficer, and that the more pious the man, the more

dorw, Sol Bua mdvre dpav kal
mdvra drotew Kol ToETEY0U Tapsi-
vau, kol duo TArTwY EmieAeiTto ©
and the words, Ihid. iv. 3, 12:
71 8¢ ye damdf) Adyw . . . yuday,
By wh draucrys, Ews by Tas woppas
qap fedw Bns - also 1. 1, 19,

I Mem. iv. 3; 1.4, 6, and 11,

% Thid. iv. 3, 12, and 16; 1 4,
14,

3 Thid. i. 1, 6. Conf. p.78,3;
66, 5.

4 Compare Mem. iv. 3, 14;
il 2, 14,

o Seep 150, 15 061

WORSHIP OF &OD.

acceptable will the offering be, so that it correspond
with his means.! Abstaining on principle from
theologieal speculations,® and not seeking to explare
the nature of God, but to lead his fellow men to
piety, he never felt the need of combining the
various elements of his religious belief into one
comprehensive conception, or of forming a perfectly
consistent picture, and so avoiding the contradic-
tions which that belief may easily be shown to
contain.?

A certain divine element Soerates, like others
before him, thought to discern within the soul of
man.* Perhaps with this thought is connected his
belief in immediate revelations of God to the
human soul, such as he imagined were vouchsafed
to himself. It must have been a welcome theory to
a philosopher giving strict heed to the moral and
spiritual nature of man; but it does not appear
that Socrates ever brought forward any argument, to
support, it, neither do we find in him striet proof for
the immortality of the soul, although he was in-
clined to this belief partly from his bigh opinion of
the dignity of man, partly, too, on grounds of expe-

L Mem.d. 3, 2; iv. 3, 17. believing in only one Gad

2 Bee p. 140, 2, To argue so wonld be to belie

5 We have no reason for not only the definite.and te-
supposing with Dénis (Histoire peated assertions of Xenophon
des Theories et des Idées bub also Socrates’ un{'lihchiné
morales dans UAntiquité, Paris = love of truth. =
et Strazb. 1856, i. 79), that Sao- 1 Mem. iv. 3, 14: dAAG wiw
crates, like Antisthenes, spared  ral avlpdmoy ye duxh, efrep T4 R
polytheism from recard to the #AAo 7@ éufipwrivey, Toi Beloy
needs of the masses, whilst ueréyes

w2
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diency.! In Plato’s Apology,? at a moment when
the suppression of his beliefs can least be supposed,
he expressed himself on this question with much

doubt and caution.? Herewith agrees so well the
language used by the dying Cyrus in Xenophon.*
that we may safely assume that Socrates considered
the soul’s existence after death to be indeed probable,
without, however,” pretending to any certain know-
ledge on the point. It was accepted by him as an
article of faith, the intellectual grounds for which
belonged to those problems which surpass man’s

capacities.’

! Compare Heraann in Mar-
burger Lectionskatalog, 1835-6,
Plat. 684,

= 40, C.; after his condemna-
tiom. °

2 Death is either an external
sleep, or a transition to a new
life, but in neither case is it an
evil.

4 Cyrop. wiil. 7, 10. Several
reasons are fixst given in favour
of immortality; they need a
great deal of confirmation to
be anything like rigid proofs.
(Compare particularly § 19
with Plato’s Phedo, 105, C.)
At last, the possibility of the
soul’s dying with the body is
left an open guestion, but in
either case death is stated o
be the end of all evils,

5 He actually says in Plato,
Apol. 29, A. (Cenf. 37, B.):
death is feared as the great-
est evil, whilst it may be the
greatest good: éye 8¢ . . . obw
eidis ixopas wepl Ty & 'Alfov
ofiTw ral ofouar oli elbévar

® The ahove description of

the philosophy of Socrates
rests on the exclusive autho-
rity of Xenophon, Plato, and
Aristotle. What later wrifers
say is for the most part taken
from these sources, and when-
ever it goes beyond them, there
i# no gonarantee for its acen-
racy. It is, however, just pos-
sible that some genuine utter-
anges of Socrates may have
been preserved in the writings
of Mschines and others, which
are omitted by our authorities.
In that category place the
statement of Cleanthes guoted

by (ement (Strom. it. 417, D.), |

and repeated by Cicero (O il
3. 11), that Socrates taught the
identity of justice and happi-
ness, cursing the man who first
made a distinction between
them : the statements in Cie
Off. 1i. 12, 43 (taken from Xen.
Mem. ii. 6, 89: conf. Cyrop. 1.
6, 22); in Sencca, Epist. 28, 2;
104, 7 (travelling is of no good
to fools); 71, 16 (truth and
virtue are identical); in Plut.

IMMORTALITY

Ed. Pu.c. 7, p. 4, 0n education
(the passage in c. 9 is an inae-
curate reference to Plato, Gorz.
470, D)5 Cons, ad Apoll. e, 9,
p. 106, that if all sufferings
had to be equally divided,
every one would gladly pre-
serve his own; Conj. Pree.
¢ 25, p. 140 (Diey. ii. 33;
Exe. e Floril. Joan, Damase. ii.
B. 98; Steb. Floril. ed. Mein.
iv. 202), on the moral use of
the looking-glass; Ser. Num.
Vind. ¢. 5, p 850, deprecating
anger; in Demei. Byz. guoted
by Diay. ii. 2L (Gell. X, A. xiv.
6, 5), Mwson. in the Exe. e
Floril. Jo. Dam. ii. 13, 126,
. 221, Mein, that philosophy
ought to confine itself to 5, 7t
TOL € meydpoLrs, KaKkoy T dryally
T& TéTuvkrar (others attribute
the words to Diogenes or Ari-
stippus); Cie.de Orat.i.47, 204
Soecrates said that his only wish
was to stimulate to virtne;
where this susceeded the rest
followed of itself (a statement
thoroughly agreeing with the
views of the Btoic Aristo, and
probably eoming from bim.
Cont. Zller, Stoics, Epicureans,
&e., p. 60); in DHeg. il 50,
blaming the sophistry of
Euelid; in Digr. ii. 31 (un-
doubtedly from some Cynie or
Stoic treatise) that intelligence

OF THE SOUL,

is the only good, ignorance the
only evil, and that riches and
noble birth do more harm than
good ; in Digy. ii. 32, that to
marry or to abstain from mar-
risge is egually bad; in Gell.
xix. 2, 7 (Athen. iv. 158 ; Plut.
And. Poet. 4, p. 21), that most
men live to eat, whilst he eats
to live; in Sted. Hkl, i. 54,
giving a definition of God;
Ibid. ii. 356, Floril. 48, 26
(conf. Plafo, Tege. i. 626, B.),
that self-restraint is the best
form of government; in Teles.
apud Steb. Floril. 40, §, blam-
ing the Athenians for banish-
ing their best, and honouring
their worst men, and the apo-
phthegmata in Valer. Maz. vil.
2, Ext. 1. A large number of
sayings, purporting to come
from Socrates, are gnated by
Plutarch in his freatizes and by
Stobzzus in his Florileginm;
some, too, by Seneca. Most of
them, however, are colourless,
or else they aim at being epi-
grammatic, which is a poor
snbstitute for being gennine.
Altogether their number makes
them very suspicions. Probably
they were taken from a collec-
tion of proverbs which some
later writer published under
the name of Secratie proverhs.
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SOCRATES,

CHAPTER IX.

RETROSPECT. XENOPHON AND PLATO., SOCRATES
AND THE SOPHISTS.

LooxiNG' back from the point now reached to the

question before raised, as to which of his biographers

we must look to for an historically accurate account
of Socrates and his teaching, we are fain to admit,
that no one of them is so satisfactory an authority as
any original writings or verbal reports of the utter-
ances of the great teacher would have been.! It is,
however, patent at once that the personal character
of Soecrates, as pourtrayed by both Xenophon and

Plato, is, in all essential points, one and the same. -

Their descriptions supplement one another in some
few points, contradicting each other in none. The
supplementary portions may be easily inserted in
the general picture, present before the eyes of both.
Moreover the philesophy of Socrates as represented
by Plato and Aristotle is not in the main different
from what it appears in Xenophon, provided those
parts only in the writings of Plato be taken into
acconnt which undoubtedly belong to Socrates,and a

- distinction be drawn between the underlying thought

! Qonf. p 99

ACCURACY OF XENOPHONS DESCRIPTION.

and the commonplace language of the Socrates of
Xenophon. Even in Xenophon, Socrates expresses
the opinion that true knowledge is the highest thing,
and that this knowledge consists in a knowledge of
conceptions only. In Xenophon, too, may be observed
all the characteristies of that method by means of
which Soerates strove to produce knowledge, Inhis
pages, likewise, virtue is reduced to knowledge, and
this position is supported by the same arguments,
and therefrom are deduced the same conclusions, as
in Aristotle and Plato. In short, all the leading
features of the philosophy of Socrates are preserved
by Xenophon ; granting as we always must that he
did not understand the deeper meaning of many a say-
ing, and therefore failed to give to it the prominence
it deserwed. Now and then for the same reason he
used a commonplace expression instead of a philo-
suphical one; substituting for the accurate defini-
tion, ¢ All virtne is a knowing,’ with less accuracy,
< All virtue is knowledge.” Nor need we feel surprise
that the faults of the Socratic philosophy, its rough
and ready way of treating things, the want of sys-
tem in its method, the selfish foundation of its
moral teaching, should appear more prominently
in Xenophon than in Plato and Aristotle, considering
the brevity with which Aristotle speaks of Socrates,
and the liberty with which Plato expands the
Socratic teaching both in point of substance and
form. In favour of Xenophon's description sundry
admissions of Plato tell,' likewise its consistency
; L See above, pp. 81 ; 161, 1.
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and conformity to the picture which we must make
to ourselves of the first appearance of Socrates’
newly discovered principle. No greater concession
can be made to the detractors of Xenophon than
this, that failing to understand the philosophical im-
portance of his teacher, he failed to make it promi-
nent in his deseription, and that in so far Plato
and Aristotle are most welcome as supplementary
authorities, It canmot for one moment be allowed
that Xenophon has in any respeet given a false
account of Socrates, or that it is impossible to gather
from his sketch the true charaeter and importance of
his master’s teaching.

It may indeed be said that this estimate of
Xenophon is at variance with the position which
Socrates is known to have held in history. As
Schleiermacher observes:! ¢ Had Socrates confined
his disecourse to the matter and range never ex-
ceeded in the Memorabilia of Xenophon, although
that discourse had been
brilliant, it is incomprehensible that in so many
vears he should not have emptied marketplace and

~workshop, public walks and schools, from fear of his

presence ; that he should so long have satisfied
Alcibiades and Critias, Plato and Eueclid; that he
should have played the part he does in the dialogues
of Plato; in short, that he should have become the
founder and type of Attic philosophy.! TFortunately
in Plato himself we have a valuable testimony to the
accuracy of Xenophon's description. To what does

! Werke, iii. 2, 250, 287,

XENOPHON VINDICATEID.

his Aleibiades appeal when anxions to disclose the
divine element concealed under the Silenus-like
appearance of the Socratic discourses? On what
does his admirable deseription of the impression
produced on him by Socrates fall back?! What is
it which to his mind has heen the cause of the
reyolution and change in the inner life of Greece?
What but the moral considerations, which in Xeno-
phon form the substance of the Socratic dialogues?
These, and these only, are dwelt upon by Socrates,

more attractive and-

1 Bymp. 215, E.: frav vép
@it [Zarpirous] moAl mor uiA-
Aoy 4 Taw kopuBovTidvTwy B TE
kaplia wnBa wal Gdepun CkyeiTar
imh T@y Adywr Tép TovTou, b1d
&¢ kol Hxhovs wauwdiAovs T
ahTé wdoyovras ! this was not
the case with other speakers,
0i8E TeBopiBnTd pov 5 Yuxd) ovd’
AyavdxTee @s Gvdpamodedas Bia-
weyuévov (similarly Enthydemns
in Xen. Mem, iv. 2, 349), aan
il TovrtovtTob Mapovou ToAddris
3y ofitw Jierédny, dore pot Bofar
il Brardy elvar Exorte ds Exw

. Graykd(es ydp e GuOAOyED
Sr1 worAof évBeys dv abrds Ere
CuavTob ey dueAd T3 Algraiar
wparTe . . . (sonf. Mem. iv.
2 iil. 6) werorfa 8¢ wpos ToUTOY
poyor Gufpdwwy, B oln Ev Tis

olairo & fuol vetvar, TO alox Ui

eqbar byTiwoty . . . . Bpomerevw
ofy abrbr wal ¢elyw, kol Grav
{Bw airyvrops TG Guoloymuéver
kol mwoAAdits uév nBews bw 1Boiue
abriv uh ra & dxlfpdmors €1 8’
ab ToiiTe yévarro, eb ol §Ti wOAY
pei{ow b axfoiuny, doTe ol Exu,
§ 1 xphoopn TobTe T dvlpdTe.
1bid. 221, D.; kat of Adyor abrod
opoioTarol elgt Tols Zethyrols Tois

Buyopérors . . . Swryouévovs G
iBdw dr Tis kat drThs abTwy YIpro-
pevos mpdToy péy vouy Exovras
Eylow potwovs edpfioer &y Adywy,
Iraira Oaotdrous kol wAelgT’
dydAuat’ apeTis ey alTois ExorTas,
kol ewl wAeirTor TelvorTas, pmaA-
Aoy BE éwl wav ooy mpoofier
orOTElY T MEANONTE KGAD Keim
yaby Foeabar, Alberti’s (p. T8)
objections to the atove use of
these passages resolve them-
selves into this, that thase ‘ ele-
ments of conversation which
rivet, the sounl,’ which are not
altogether wanting in Xeno-
phon, are more frequent and
noticeable in Plato, that there-
fore the spirit of the Seecratic
philosophy comes out more
clearly in Plato. We grant this
readily. The above remarks
are not directed against the
statement that Plato gives a
deeper insight than Xenophon
inta the spirit of the Socratie
teaching, but against Sehleier-
macher’s statement that the
discourses of Socrates were
essentially different in sub-
stanee and subject-matter from
those reported by Xencophon.
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speaking in Plato’s Apology! of his higher calling
and his services to his country ; it is his business to
exhort others to virtue; and if he considers the
charm of his conversation to consist in its attempis
af analysis,” the reference is to a process of which
many examples are to be found in Xenophon, that
of convincing people of ignorance in the affairs of
their calling.

The effect produced by the discourses of Socrates
need not surprise us, were they only of the kind re-
ported by Xenophon, The investigations of Socrates,
as he gives them, may often appear trivial and
tedious ; and looking at the result with reference
to the particular case, they may really be so. That
the forger of armour must suit the armour to him
who has to wear it;? that the care of the body is
attended with many advantages;* that friends must
be secured by kind acts and attention:® these and
such-like maxims, which are often lengthily discussed
by - Socrates, neither contain for us, nor ecan they
have contained for his cotemporaries, anything
new. The important element in these inguiries,
however, does not consist in their substance, but in

their method, in the fact that what was formerly -

unexplored hypothesis and unconscious guesswork,

V29 B.; 38, A.; 41, E, éferd{err. Conf.83, B, Anex-
! Apol. 23, C.: mpbs 8t 7od- ample of such sifting is to be
Tois of v uor éworaiovBoirres found in the conversation of -
ois udAioTa o)xoAn sorw of veév Alcibiades with Pericles, Mem.
TAsnTeTdrwy alTduaTor xaipov- 1, 1, 40.
aw axovorres éfetalouivey Tow 3 Mem, il 10, 9.
avBpdarwy, kol aiimol moAAdiis Sus 4 Thid. 311, 12, 4,
WROTRT Ok €0T STEY SLp0T T BAAOUS 5 Ioid. ii. 10, 6, 9.

VALUE OF HIS METHOD.

was now arrived at by a process of thinking. In
making a too minute or over-careful application
of this method, Soerates would not give the same
offence to his cotemporaries as to us, who have not
as they to learn for the first time the art of conscious
thinking and emancipation from the authority of
blind custom.! For the most part the researches of
the Sophists contain much less, which, notwithstand-
ing their empty cavils, imparted an almost electrical
shock to their age, simply and solely because in this
partial application a new power and method of
reasoning had dawned upon the Greek mind. Had
therefore Socrates only dealt with those unimportant
topics, upon which so many of his dialogues et
clusively turn, his direct influence, at least on his
cotemporaries, would not be unintelligible.

These unimportant topies really hold a subordi-
nate position in Xenophon's dialogues. The mai.n
thing even in these are the philosophical investi-
gations into the necessity of knowledge, into the
nature of morality, into the conceptions of the
various virtues, into moral and intellectual self-
analysis ; practical directions for the formation of
conceptious ; critical discussions obliging the speakers

to consider what their notions implied, and at what -

their actions aimed. Can we wonder that such inves-
tigations should have produced a deep impression on
the eotemporaries of Socrates, and an entire change
in the Greek mode of thought, according, to the

! Comp, Hegel, Gesch. d. Fhil, ii. 59,
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unanimous testimony of historians?! or that a
keener sight should have caught a glimpse of a-
newly discovered world behind the apparently com-
mwonplace and frivial expressions of Socrates which
his biographers unanimously record ? It was reserved
for Plato and Aristotle to conquer this new world ;
yet Socrates was the first to discover it, and to point
the way thereto. Frankly as we may admit the
shortcomings of his productions, and the limits
which his individual nature imposed on him, what
remains will ever stamp him as the originator of
the philosophy of conceptions, as the reformer of
method, and as the first founder of a scientific doc-
trine of morals.

The relation, too, of the Socratic philosophy to
Sophistry will become clear by considering the imper-
feet and unsatisfactory element in its process and
results as well as its greatness and importance. This
relation, as is well known, has, during the last thirty
years, been examined in several ways. Before that
time there was a general agreement in accepting
Plato’s view, and looking on Socrates as the opponent
of the Sophists. Hegel first obtained currency for
the contrary opinion, that Socrates shared with the
Sophists the same platform in attaching importance
to the person and to introspection.? In a somewhat
different way, Grote ® has still more recently exploded
the traditional view that the Socratic philosophy is
opposed to Sophistry. If Sophist implies what the

! Conf. p. 81,1 and 2; 121; 123, 2,

* Bee p. 117.
¢ Hist. of Greece, viid. 479, 608,

HIS RELATION T0 THE SOPIZLS’_ZS.

word from its derivation alome can mean, a publie

teacher educating youth for practical life, Socrates .

is himself the true type of a Sophist., If it is used
to express the character of certain individuals and
their teaching, it is an abuse to appropriate the term
Sophistry to this purpose, or to group together in one
class all the different individuals who came forward
as Sophists,
school, but a profession, men of the most varied
opinions, for the most part highly deserving and meri-
torious people, with whose views we have not the
least reason to quarrel. TIf, then, Hegel and his
followers attacked the common notion of the dis-
agreement of Socrates and the Sophists, because
Socrates, in one respect, agreed with the Sophists,
Grote attacks it for the very opposite reason, hecause
the most distinguished of the so-called Sophists are
at one with Socrates.

Previous inquiries will have shown that both
views have their justification, neither being alto-
gether right. It is a false view of history to con-
trast Socrates with the Sophists, in the same way
that true philosophy is contrasted with false or good
with evil ; in this respect it is noteworthy that the
contrast between Socrates and the Sophists is not so
great in Xenophon as in Plato,' nor yet in Plato
nearly so great as in several modern writers.” Still

! Compare Xen. Mem, iv. 4, 2 Pfofs in Protagoras and
besides p. 61, 1; and Zeller's Gorglas, r:s:-;ttar_-lﬁl, D.; 162,
Phil. d. Griech. PartI. p. 878, D.; 164, D.; 163, E.; Rep. i
Tt apd, A, : vi. 403 €.

The Sophists were not a sect or a’
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the results of previous inquiries ' forbid our bringing

_ Socrates into so close a connection, as Grote does

in his valuable work, with men who are habitually
grouped together under the name of Sophists, and
who really in their whole tone and method bear so
much resemblance to him. The scepticism of a Pro-
tagoras and Gorgias cannot for 2 moment be placed

- on the same level with the Socratic philosophy of

conceptions, nor the Sophistic controversial skill with
the Socratic sifting of men ; the maxim that man is
thie measure of all things cannot be compared with
the Socratic demand for action based on personal
conviction,® nor can the rhetorical displays of the

! Zeller, Part L. 882, 938,

2 As is done by Grate, Plato,
I. 305. Hespecting Socrates’
explanation in Plato’s Critp,
43, D, that he was convinced
that under no circumstances
is wrong-doing allowed, it is
there observed; here we have
the Protagorean dogma Homo
Menswra . . . which Socrates
will be found combating in
the Thestetus . . . proclaimed
by Socrates himself. Hoaw un-
like the two are will, however,
he seen at once by a moment’s
refiection on Protagoras’saying,
Conf. Part T./809 . . . p. 259,
5355 ill. 479. Grote even as-
serfs that not the Sophists but
Socrates was the chisf quibbler
in Greece; he was the fitst to
destroy the beliefs of ordinary
minds by his negative criti-
cism, whereas Protagoras, Pro-
dicus and Hipplss used pre-
vious authorities as they found
them, leaving untouched the
moral notions corrent. II 410

and 428 he observes respect-
ing Plato’s statement (Soph.
232, B.) that the Sophists talk
themselves and teach others to
talk of things which they do
not know, which Socrates did
all bis life long. In so saying,
he forgets that Socrates in
examining into the opinions
of men neither pretends “to
hetter knowledge himself mor
is content with the negative
purpose of perplexing others.
His aim was to substitute
permanent conceptions for un-
scientific notions.  He forgets,
also, that in the case of the
Saphists, owing to their want
of frue intellectual feeling,
their shallowness of method,
their denial of absolute truth,
together with an incapacity for
real intellectual productions,
those practical consequences
were sure to result which soon
enough ¢ame to view. See
Part L. 920.

HIS RELATION TO THE SOPHISTS..
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older Sophists, or the dangerous and unscientific cha- C:% P,

racter of their latter ethies be lost sight of. Hegel’s
view, grouping Socrates with the Sophists, has ealled
forth greater opposition than it deserves. The first
propounders of this view do not deny that the rela-
tive truth of Socrates differed materially from that of
the Sophists.! Neither they nor their opponents deny
that the Sophists were the first to turn philosophy
away from nature to morals and the human mind,
that they first looked to knowledge for a foundation
for practical conduct requiring a sifting of existing
customs and laws, that they first referred to personal
convietion the settling of truth and falsehood, right
and wrong. So that the dispute with them ulti-
mately resolves itself into the question: Shall we
say that Socrates and the §ophists resembled one
anotler, both taking personal truth as their ground,
but differing in their views of personal truth ? or that
they differed, the nature of their treatment being
different whilst they agreed in making it relative ?
Or, to put the question in another shape: There
being both points of agreement and difference be-
tween them, which of the two elements is the more

important and decisive 2 Here, for the reasons already -

explained, only one reply can be given,? which is this,
that the difference between the Socratic and Sophis-
tic philosophies far exceeds their points of resem-
blance. The Sophists are wanting in that very thing
which is the root of the philosophical greatness of
Socrates—the quest of an absolutely true and uni-

! Seep. 119, 1. 2 See p. 111, and Part I. 135, 988,
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versally valid knowledge and a method for attaining
it. They could question all that had previously passed
for truth, but they could not strike out a new and
surer road to truth. Agreeing as they do with So-
crates in not busying themselves with the study of
nature so much as with training for practical life, with
them this training has a different character and a
different importance from what it bears with Socrates.
The ultimate end of their instruction is formal dex~
terity, the employment of which must consistently
be left to individual caprice, sinece absolute truth is
impossible. With Socrates, on the other hand, the
acquisition of truth is an ultimate end, wherein
alone the rule for the conduet of the individual is to

" be found. Hence the Sophistic teaching in its pro-

gress could not fail to break away from the philosophy
which preceded it, and indeed from every intellectnal
inquiry. Had it succeeded in gaining undisputed
sway, it would have dealt the death-stroke to Greek
philosophy. - Socrates alone hore in himself the germ
of a new life for thought. He alone by his phileso-
phieal principles was qualified to be the reformer of
philosophy.!

1 Hemmann admits this, when
he says (Plato, 1. 232) that
the valune of Soecrates for the
history of philosophy lies more
in his confrast with the So-
phists than in his geveral
resemblance to them. Sophis-
try differed from the wisdom
of Socrates only in the want of
a fruit-bearing germ. But how
is this admission consistent with

making the second period of -

philosophy commence with the
Sophists instead of with Ho-
crates! On the other hand,
a late treatise on the ques-
tion before us (Siebeck, Unter-
suchungz zur- Philos. d. Griech.
p. 1, Ueber Bocr. Verhiiltniss
zur  Sophistik) shares the
opinion here expressed; and
likewise most of the later edi-

HIs I{ELATION IO THE SOPHISTS.

tors of the history of Greek phi-
losophy. To the same effect
writes Stpimpell (Gesch. d.
Pralit. Thil. d. Griech. p. 26),
although his view of the So-
phists differs from ours in that
he denies a connection between
their scepticism and their
ethics. He regards as the clis-

tinetive peculiarity of Soerates
the desire to reform ethics by
a thorough and methodical
intellectual treatment, whereas
the Sophists aspiring indeed to
be teachers of virtue, accom-
modated themselves in their
instrmuction to the tendencies
and notions of the time.
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CHAPTER X.

THE DEATH OF SOCRATES.

We are now at last in a position to pass a correct
judgment on the circumstances which led to the

tragic end of Socrates.
is well known.

The actual course of events
A whole lifetime had been spent

by Socrates in activity at Athens, during which he
had been often attacked,’ but never judicially im-
peached,? when in the year 399 B.c.,* an accusation
was preferred against him charging him with falling

~away from the religion of his country, with introduc-

ing new Gods, and with exercising a harmful influ-
ence on youth.* The chief accuser® was Meletus,® with

I Compare besides the Clouds
of Aristophanes, Xan. Mem. 1. 2,
31:iv. 4, 8; Plate, Apol. 82, C.;
22 E.

* Plato, Apol. 17, D.

3 Beep. b4, 1.

* The indictment according
to Favorinus in Dieg. ii. 40,
Xen. Mem. (Begin,), Plato,
Apal. 24, B., was: rdde ypddaro
ral évrepdoaTo MéAyTos MeliTou
Tirlebs Zwipdrer Swpovickou
‘Awrexifer - &Bucci TwkpdTys,
afis utr 5 woAts youtler Geobs oD
voul{er, Erepa B¢ rawd Sarpbria
elonyhuevos © Gdmel B8& wal Tovs
yéous Stapbeipwy * Tipqua tdraros.

1t is elearly an oversicht on the
part of Grote, Plato 1. 283, to
consider the paredy of the in-
dictment which Sccrates puts
into the mouth of his first
accusers as another version of
the judicial ypadd).

5 See Ploto, Apol. 19, B.; 24,
B.; 28, A.; Euthyphro, 2, B.
e, Tyr. ix. 2, proves nothing
against this, as Hermann has
shown, De Socratis Accusatori-
bus.

& For the way in which this
name Is written, instead of
Mérrros, as was formerly the
custom, see Hermann, It ap-

§ .
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whom were associated Anytus, one of the leaders and
abettors of the Athenian democracy,! and Lyeco,* an

orator otherwizse unknown.

The friends of Socrates

appear at first to have considered his condemnation
impossible ;3 still he was himself under no misap-

pears by a comparison of
varions passapes, that the
accuser of Soerates is neither
the politician as Forchhammer
supposes, nor the opponent of
Andoeides, with whom others
bave identified him., nor vet
the poet mentioned by Aristo-
phanes (Frogs, 1302), but some
vounger man, perhaps the son
of the poet.

! Further particnlars about
him aregiven by Forchhammer,
79: and Hermann, 9. They
are gathered from Plate, Meng,
an, A ; Schol. in Plat. Apol. 18,
B.: Lysias adv. Dard. 8; adv.
Azorat, 78; JLsoe. adv. Callim,
938 : Plui. Herod. malign. 26, 6,
p. §62; Coriol. c. 14 ; Aristotle
in  Harpolrates v. Sexd(wr;
Schol. in Aschin, adv. Tim.
& 87 ; Diod. xiil. 64. e is men-
tioned by Xenoph. Hell ii. 3,
42, 44 as well as by lsecrates,
1. ¢., as a leader of the Demo-
cratic party, together with
Thrasybulus.

2 For the varions conjectures
about him consult Hermann,
p. 12. Besides the above-named
persons a certain Polyeuctus,
according to Favorinnsin Tiag.
ii., 38, took part in assisting
the accuser,  Probably “Arvuras
ought to be written in this
passage instead of MoAdeureTos,
and in the following passage
HoAdevkros instead of "Apuros,
MoAdevkros being here probably

a transcriber’s mistake for
MoAuvrpdrys. See Hermann, p.
14, The words as they stand
must be incorreet. The cele-
brated orator Polyerates is
said to have composed the
speech of Anytus, Py L o
according to  Hermippus ;
Themist. Or. =xziil, 296, 6:
Quintil, il 17, 4; Hypoth. in
Isoc. Busir.; Fseh. Socrat.
Epist. 14, p. 84 Or.; Swidas,
TloAvikpdTys, knows of two
speechesy and it is proved
beyond doubt by Feoer. Bus. 43

Flian, V. H. xi. 10, that he

drew up an indiciment against
Socrates. But it is also clear
from Favorinusg, that this in-
dictment was not used at the
trial. Tndeed it would appear
fram Favorinus that it was not
written till some time after
the death of Soecrates. Conf.
Uebermeg, Geseh. d. Phil. 1. 94.

3 This is proved by the Eu-
thyphro, allowing, a# Rehieier-
macher, Y1, Werke, "1, a, 52, and
Steinhart, Plato's Werke, ii. 151
and 199 do., that this dialogue
was hastily penped after the
beginning of the trial, its ohjeet
being to prove that Socrates,
though aceuserd of impiety, had
a deeper piety and a keener
appreciation of the nature of
piety, than one who had in-
curred ridienle by his extrava-
gances, but had nevertheless
brought himself inte the odour
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prehension as to the impending danger.!

To get up

a defence, however, went contrary to his nature.”
Partly considering it wrong and undignified to at-
tempt anything except by simple truth ; partly find-
ing it inrpossible to move out of his aeccustomed
groove, and to wear a form of artificial oratory strange
to kLis nature, he thought trustfully to leave the
igsue in the hands of God, convinced that all would
turn out for the best ; and in this conviction getting
more familiar with the thought that death would
probably bring him more good than harm, and that
an unjust condemmation would only save him the
pressure of the weakness of age, leaving his fair

name unsullied.?

of sanctity ; a view which, not-
withstanding Usherwee’s (Un-
ters. d. Platon. u.,C'ElI‘Ift 250)

cand Grotes (Plato i 316) ob-

jections, appears most probable.
The treatment of the guestion
is tno licht and satirical for the
dialogue to belong to a time
when the full serionsness of his
position was felt.

1 Comp. Xen. Mem. iv. §, 6;
Plato, Apol. 19, A.; 24, A
93 °A.: 86, A,

2 In Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 5, So-
crates says that when be wished
to think about his defence, the
Boupdpiow opprsed him ; and ae-
cording to Dieg. 1. 40; Cle. de
Ozat. 1. 54 ; Ghindil. Tost. i1 15,
30; =i 1, 11; Val. Mae. vi. 4,
2 Stoh. Floxil 7, 58, he de-
clined a speech which Lysias
offered him. It is asserted by
Plate, Apol. 17, B., thas he
spoke without preparation.
The story in Xenophon's Apo-

logy, 22, to the effect that
sothe of his friends spoke for
him, has as little claim to truth
in face of Plato’s deseription as
that in ZHog. ii. 41.

¥ As to the motives of Se-
crates, the above seems to fol-
low with certainty from pas-
sages in Plate, Apol. 17, B.;
10 Sl e S o (TR e S
and  Xen. \Iem. iv. ‘§_ 4 10.
Cousin  and  Grote, however,
give him credit for a great deal
more’ caleulation than can be
reconciled with the testimony
of history or with the rest of
his character. Cousin ((uvres
de Platon, i. 58) seems to
think that Soerates was aware
that he must perish in the con-
fiiet with his age, but he forgets
that the explanation given in
Plate's Apulogy, 29, B, is only
a conditiopal one, and that the
passage in that treatise 37, €.,
was written affer the judicial

HIS DEFENCE.

Sueh was the tone of mind which dictated his

defence.!

sentence. Similarly Volguard-
sen (Dimon. d. Sekr. 15), in
attempting to prove from Mem.
iv.4,4; Apol. 19, A. that So-
crates had predicted his con-
demnation, forgets that in these
passazes the guestion isonly as
to probable guesses. Even
Grate goes too far in asserting,
in his excellant description of
the trial (Hist, of Greece, viii.
654), that Socrates was hardly
anxions to be acquitted, and
that his speech was addressed
far more to posterity than to
his judges. History only war-
rants the belief, that with mag-
nanimous devotion to & cause
SBpcrates was indifferent to the
resalt of his words, and en-
deavoured from fthe first o
reconcile himself to a probably
unfavourable result. Tt does
not, however, follow that he
was anxions to be eondemmned ;
nor have we reason 10 suppase
s0, sinee he could have wished
for nothing which he considered
to be wrong. and his modesty
kept him uncertain as to what
was the best for himself See
Platn, Apol. 19, A.; 29, A
30, D.; 85, D.- Wa cannot,
theretme, believe with Grote,
p. 668, that Socrates had well
considered his line of defence,
and chosen it with a full con-
sciousness of the resulf; that
in his concuct before the court
he was actuated only by a wish
to display his personal great-
ness and the greatness of his
mission in the most emphatic
manner ; and that by departing
this life when at the summit

The language is not that of a criminal,

of his greatness he desired to
give a lesson to youth the most
impressive which it was in the
power of man to give, To pre-
suppose such calculation on the
part of Socrates is not only
eoniradictory to the statement
that he delivered his defence
without preparation, but it
appears to be opposed to the
picture which we are accus-
tomed 1o see of his character.
Ag far as we can judge, his
conduet does not appear 1o
be the ountcome of calenla-
tion, but the outcome of spon-
taneous convic‘ric.n, a conge-
guence of that uprightness
of character which wonld nof
allow him to go one step
beyond his principles. His
pringiples, however, did not
allow him to consider resulis,
since he eould not know what
result would be benelicial to
him. It was his concern to
speak only the truth, and io
deapise anything like corrupt-
ing the judges by eloguence.
This may appear a narrow-
minded view, d#gt no other
course of pondiict wonld so
well have corresponded with
the bearing and character of
Socrates; and herein consists
his **Lmtnc;a, that he cheoss
what was in harmouy with
himself in the face of extreme
danger, with classic composure
and brow unruffied.

1 We possess two accounts of
the speech of Soerates before
his judges, a shorter eme in
Xenophon and a longer one in
Plato’s Apology, Xenophon's

L'ﬁ} Soera-
tes' de-

Jence ar

Rineself.
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wishing to save his life, but that of an impartial
arbiter, -who would dispel erroneous notions by a

Apology is certainly spurious,
and with it disappears any
value attaching to the resti-
mony of Hermogenes, to whom
the compiler, imitating the
Mem. iv. 8, 4, professes to owe
his  information.  Touching
Plato’s, the current view seems
well established, that this
Apdlogy i3 not 4 mere creation
of his own, but that in all
substantial points it faithfully
records what Soerates said;
and the attempt of Georgii,
in the infroduction to his
translation of the Apology
(conf, Steinbert, Platon. Werke,
ii., 235) to prove the contrary
will not hold water. Georgii
complains that in the Socrates
of Plate that peyernyepla is
wanting which Xenophon com-
mends in bim—a jadgment with
which few will agree, not even
tue writer of the Apelogy attri-
buted to Xenophon, He also
considers the sophism with
which the charge of atheism

‘was met improbable in the

mouth of Spcrates, though it
may just as likely have come
frem him as from one of his
disciples. He doubts whether
Socrates could have maintained
a composure so perfect; al-
though all that we know of
Socrates shows unruffied calm
a3 & main trait in bis character,
He sees in the prominent fea-
tures of that character a diplo-
matic calculation, which others
will look for in vain. He con-
siders it ineredible that Se-
crates should have begun with
a studied quotation from the

Clonds of Aristophanes, aiming
at nothing else than the refu-
tation of prejudices, which
lasted wundeniably (according
to the testimony of Xemoplion,
Mem. i 1, 11; e 12, 3;
Symp. 6, 6) till after his own
death, and perbaps eontributed
much to his econdemnation.
He misses, with Steinhart, many
things in Plato, which So-
erates might have said in his
defence, and did actually say
according to the Apology of
Xenophon. This statement
again is valueless, and it is
probable that in an unprepared
speech Socrates omitted much
which might have told in his
favour. He can hardly believe
that Socrates cross-questioned
Miletus so searchingly as Plato
describes, Such cross-questicn-
ing agrees with the usual cha-
racier of the discourse of So-

crates, and the sophism by whick,

Socrates proved that he did not
corrupt youth is guite his own.
See p. 142, That Socrates
should have met the charge of
atheism by quibbles, instead of
appealing to the fact of his
reverence for the Gods of the
state, he can only understand,
by supposing that we have here
an expression of Plato’s reli-
cious views: abthough Plaro
would have had no reason for
suppressing the fact, supposing
Socrates had really made sueh

‘an appeal: he even describes

the devotion of his master to
the Gods of his country, and iz
himgelf anxious to continue
that service. Touchinz the

HIS DEFENCE.

simple setting forth of the truth, or of a patriot
warning against wrong-doing and overhaste. He
secks to convinee the accuser of his ignorance, to
refute the accusation by criticism., At the same
time dignity and principle are never so far forgotten
as toaddress the judges in terms of entreaty. Their
sentence is not feared, whatever it may be. He
stands in the service of God, and is determined
to keep his post in the face of every danger. No
commands shall make him faithless to his higher
calling, or prevent him from obeying God rather
than the Athenians.

The result of his speech was what might have
been expected. The majority of the judges would
most unmistakeably have been disposed to pro-
nounce him not guilty,! had not the proud bear-
ing of the accused brought him into collision with
the members of a popular tribunal, accustomed to a
very different deportment from the most eminent
statesmen.? Many who would otherwise have been

sophisms, even Apistotle, Rhet. tic form. Tt certainly was not
i, 23; iii. 18; 1398, a, 15; Plato’s intention to record

1419, a, 8, has no fault to find.
The rest of the reasoning of
Georgii is of the same kind.
The difference in style between
the Apology and Plato’s usual
writings, would rather seem to
prove that the Apology was not
drawn up with his usual artistic
freedom. Georgii’s notion re-
ferring it to the same time as
the Phzdo appears altogether
inconeeivable considering the
creat difference between the
two in regard to their philose-
phical contents and their artis-

literally the words of Socrates,
and we may be satisicd by
comparing his Apology with the
speeches in '].‘hucyd.i{_]es, as
Steinhart does, bearing in
mind what Thueydides, i..22,
says of Limself, —that he had
kept as close as possible to the
sense and substance of whatf
was sald —and applying it
equally to Plato. Conf. Ueber-
meg, Unters. d. Plat. Schr. 237,

L Xen, Mem. iv. 4, 4.

2 Tet the attitude of Pericles
be remembered on the occasion

(3) His
comdemie-
tign.
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on his side were set against him, and by a small
majority! a verdict of Guilty was brought in.2 Ac-

of the accusation of Aspasia,
and that depicted by Plato in
the Apology, 34, C. Itis awell-
known fact that sitting in judg-
ment was a special hobby of
the Athenian people (conf.
Aristophanes in the Wasps,
Clouds, 207), and that they
were peculiarly jealous of
this atiribute of sovereignty.
How Volguwardsen, Dimon. d.
sSokr. 15, can conclude from the
above words that Hegel's judg-
ment respecting Socrates’ rebel-
lion against the people’s power
is shared here, is inconceivable,

1 According to Plato, Apol.
36, A, he would have been ac-
quitted if three, or as another
reading has it, if thirty of his
judezes had been of a difterent
mind. But how can this he
reconciled with the statement
of Diog. 1. 41: keveducdoty
Guaxogiats dyBodiovTe wE TAEot
Yapors Tev amoAvovewr ! Bither
the text here must be corrupt,
or a trne statement of Diogenes
must have been strangely per-
verted, Which is really the
case it is difficult to say, Itis
generally believed that the
whole number of judges whe
condemned him was 281. Dut
since the Heliza always con-
sisted of =0 many hundreds,
most probably with the addi-
fion of ome deciding voice
(400, 500, 600, or 401, 501, 601),
on this hypothesis no propor-
tion of votes can ‘be made ont
which i3 compatible with
Plato's assertion, whichever
reading is adopted. We should
have then to suppose with

Béck, in Sirvern on Aristoph.
Clonds, 87, that a nwmber of
the judges had abstained from
voling, a course which may be
possible.  Out of 600 Heliasts,
281 may have voted against
and 275 er 278 for him, = If is,
however, possible, as Bick
suggests, that in Diogenes, 251
may have heen the orizinal read-
ing instead of 281. Inthis case
there might have been 251
against and 245 or 246 for the
accused, making  together
nearly 500; and some few,
supposing the board to have
been complete at fixst, may
have absented themselves dur-
ing the proceedings, or have
refrained from voting. Or, if
the reading wpudrorra, which
has many of the best MSS. in
its favour, is established in
Plato, we may suppose that the
original text in Diogenes was

as follows: rareduedotn Biaco-
atats dyBonkovra Uhigos, E wislo:

Tar Gmoivevoer. We should
then have 280 against 220,
together 500, and if 30 more
had declared for the accased,
he would have been acquitted,
the votes being equal.

* This conrse of events is not
only in itself probable, taking
into account the character of
the speech of Socrates and the
nature. of the circumstances,
but Xenophon (Mem. iv. 4, 4)
distinetly asserts that he would
certainly have been acquitted
if he had in any way conde-
scended to the usual attitnde
of deference to his judges. Bee
also Plate, Apal. 38, .

HIS SENTENCE AND DEATH.

cording to the Athenian mode of procedure, the next
thing was to treat of the amount of the penalty.
Socrates spoke out here with undaunted courage:
were he to move for what he had deserved, he could
only move for a public entertainment in the Pryta-
neum. He repeated the assuranee that he could not
on any account renounce his previous course of life,
At length, yielding to the entreaties of his friends,
he was willing to consent to a fine of thirty mins,
because he could pay this without owning himself
to be guilty.! Tt may be readily understood that to
the majority of the judges such langunage in the ac
cused could only appear in the light of incorrigible
obstinaey and contempt for the judicial office ;* hence
the penalty elaimed by the aceusers was awarded—a
sentence of death.?

The sentence was received by Socrates with a
composure corresponding with his previous conduct.
Not in any way repenting of his conduet, he fre-
quently expressed before the judges his convietion
that for him death would be no misfortune.! The
execution of the sentence being delayed pending the

! The above is stated on the all the more readily a contrary
aunthority of Plato’s Apology, effect, if he thought such con-

against which the less ae- duet imperative, Nietzsche's
curate assertion of Xenophon, icea (Sokrates Bas, 1871, p.17)

that he rejected any pecuniary
composition, and that of Diag.
ii. 41, cannot be allowed to
weigh.

2 How distinelly RSocrates
foresaw this effect of his con-
duct is onknown. It may have
appeared probable to him: but
he may also have anticipated

that Socerates, with full con-
sciousness, carried through his
condemnation to death, appears
untenable for the same reasons
as the above.

¥ According to Diog. ii. 42, 1t
was carried by eighty more
votes than his eondemnation.

1 Plata, Apol. 88, C,
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return of the sacred-ship from Delos,! he continued
in prison thirty days, holding his accustomed inter-
course with his friends, and retaining during the
whole period his unclouded brightness of disposition.”
Flight from prison, for which his friends had made
ey preparation, was scorned as wrong and undig-
nified.* His last day was spent in quiet intellectual
conversation, and when the evening came the
hemlock draught was drunk with a strength of mind
so unshaken, and a resignation so entire, that a
feeling of wonder and admiration overcame the
feeling of grief, even in his nearest relatives.*
Among the Athenians, too, no long time after his
death, discontent with the troublesome preacher of
morals is said to have given way to remorse, in
consequence of which his accusers were visited with

severe penalties;® these

! Mem.iv. 8, 2; Plato, Phmdo,
58, A.

® Phaedo, 59, D.; Mem. 1. o

* See p. 77, 1. According to
LPlato, Crito urged him to fight,
The Epicurean Idomeneus, who
says it was Mschines ( Diog. ii,
60; il 36) is not a trustworthy
aunthority.

! Oompare the Phzdo, the
account in which appears to be
troe in the main, See 58, E.;
116, A.; Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 2.
Whether the statements in
Xen. Apol. 28; fhog. 3. 35
Hlian, V. H. i. 16 are histori-
cal, is a moot point.  Those in
Siob. Floril. 5, 67 are certainly
exagperations.

* Diodor, xiv. 37 says that
the people tepented of having

statements, however, are

pubt Socrates to death, and

attacked his aceusers, putting -

them to death withont a judi-
cial sentence. Suidas makes
Mergros (Meletus) die by ston-
ing. Plut. de Invid. c. 6, p.
538 says that the slanderous
aceusers of Socrates became so
hated ut Athens that the eciti-
zens wonld not light their fires,
or answer their quesiions, or
bathe in the same water with
them, and that at last they
were driven in despair to hangs
t}}emselves. Diog. ii 43, cont,
vi. & says that the Athenians
so0n a_:Eter, overcome with ecom-
punction, condemned Meletus
to death, banished the other
accusers, and erected a brazen
statug to Socrates, and that

CAUSES OF THE SENTENCE,

not to be trusted, and appear on the whole im-

probable.!

The circumstances which brought about the
death of Socrates are among the clearest facts of
history. Nevertheless the greatest difference of
opinion prevails as to the causes which led thereto
and the justice of his condemmation. In former

Anytus was forbidden to seb

foot in their city. Thenist.
writer of Xenophon's Apology

Or. xx. 239, says: The Athe-
nians soon repented of this
deed: Meletus was punished,
Anytus fled, and was stoned at
Heraclea, where his grave may
be seen to this day. Tertwllion,
Apologet. 14, states that the
Athenians punished the ae-
cusers of Socrates, and erected
to him a golden statue in &
temple, dwyg. De Civ. Dei, viil,
3 reports that one of the ac-
cusers was slain by the people
and the other banished for
life.

! This view, already expres-
sed. by Forchhammer (1. e. 66)
and Grote, viii. 683, appears
to be tie correct one notwith-
standing Hermann's (L. c. 8, 11)
arguments to the contrary.
For though it is possible that
political or peracnal opponents
of Apytus and his fellow ac-
cusers may have turned againse
them the part they tookagainst
Socrates, and so proeured their
condemnation, yet (1) The an-
thorities are by uo means so
ancient or so unimpeachable
that we can trust them. (2)
They contradict one another in
all their details, not to men-
tion Diogenes’ anachronism
respecting Lysippus.  And (3)

the main peint is that neither
Plato, nor Xenophon, nor the

23
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B. The
cause of
this sen-
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condemna-
tom.

(1) It was
ot the
work of
tJ(U JS{:-
pliiste.

ever mention this cceurrence,™

which they could not have
failed to regard with great
satisfaction. On the contrary,
five years after the death of
Socrates Xenophon thought it
necessary to defend him against
the attacks of his accosers,
while Fschines appealed to the
sentence om Soerates withiut
dreading the vyery obvions
vetort, that his accusers had
met with their deserts., That
Isocrates is xeferring to this
pecurrence rather than te any
other (mepl awribdo. 19) is not
clear, nor need the passage
confain a  reference fo any
event in particular. Lastly, oo
value can he attached to the
apoeryphal story coming from
some editor of Tsocrates, that
the Athenians, ashamed of
having put Socrates io death,
forbad any public mention of
him, and that when Euripides
(who died seven years hefore
Sourates) alluded to him in
the Palamedes, all the aundience
burst into tears. 1li.is only
lost labour to suggest that these
seenes took place at some later
time, when the play was being
performed.
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times it was thought most reasonsable to attribute it
to an accidental ontburst of passion. Were Socrates
the cold ideal of virtue he is represented to hav.e
bee.n by those lacking a deeper insight into his
position in history, it would indeed be i;conceivabl!;;
.thfmt- any vested interests could have been sufficiently
mjured by him to warrant a serious attack, If };é
was nevertheless accused and condemned, what else
¢an have been the cause but the lowest of motives
—personal batred ? Who can ‘have had so much
reason for hatred as the Sophists, whose schemes
Socrates was so effective in thwarting, and who were
otherwise supposed to be capable of any erime? It
must have been at their instigation that Anytus
and Meletus induced Aristophanes to write his play
t_)f the Clouds, and afterwards themselves brought
Socrates to trial, i
This was the general view of the learned in
former times.! Nevertheless its EXrONeousness was -
already pointed out by Fréret? He proved that
Meletus was a child when the Clouds was acted, and
that at a much later period Anytus was on :good
terms with Socrates ; that neither Anytus can have
had anything to do with the Sophists—Plato always
representing him as their inveterate enemy and
despiser *—nor Meletus with Aristophanes ;* and he

! Reforence to PBrucker, 1, laCo i
_ cker, i, “ondamnation de Socrate. i
5:}?, in preference to any the Mém. de ]’Académ?i e:ii:;
othars. _ Inseript. i. 47, 8, 209,
In the admirable treatise: 9 Meno, 92, A

Observations sur les Canpses et 4 Aristophanes often amuses
sur quelques Circonstances de himself at the expense of the

CAUSES OF THE SENTENCE,

showed, that no writer of credit knows anything of
the part taken by the Sophists in the accusation of
Socrates.! Besides, the Sophists, having little or no
political influence in Athens,” could never have pro-
cured the condemnation of Socrates. Least of all
would they have preferred against him charges which
immediately recoiled on their own heads.* These
arguments of Fréret’s, after long passing unneticed,*
have latterly met with general reception.” Opinions
are otherwise still much divided, and it is an open
question whether the condemuation of Socrates was
a work of private revenge, or whether it resulted
from more general motives; if the latter, whether

these motives were political, or moral, or religious ;
and lastly, whether the sentence was, according to
the popular view, a crying wrong, or whether it may

poet Meletus, but, as has heen
remarked, this Meletus was
probably an o¢lder man than
the accuser of Socrates. ee
Hermann, De Soer. Aceus. b.

v Flian (V. H. ii. 13), the
chief anthority for the previces
hypothesis, knowsnothing about
2 suborning of Anytus by the
Sophists.

2 The political career of Da-
mon, who according fo the use
of the Greek language can be
ealled a Sophist, establishes
nothing to the contrary.

2 Protagoras had been in-
dicted for atheism before So-
crates, and on the same plea
Socrates was aftacked by
Aristophanes, who never spared
any partisans of sophistry.

4 The treatise oi Fréret was

written as early as 1786, but
not published till 1509, when
it appeared together with seve-
ral other of his writings. & See
Mém. de PAcad. i, 47, 6,1. It
was therefore unknown to the
German writers of the last
century, who for the most part
follow the old view; for in-
stance, Meiners, Gesch. d. Wis-
senschaft, ii. 476; Tiedemann,
Geist. d. spek. Phil. il 21.
Others, sach as FBuhle, Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 372:; ZJeaneman,
(Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 40, confire
themselves to stating gene-
rally that Socrates made many
enemies by his zeal for mo-
rality, without mentioning the
Sophists.

& There are a few exceptions,
such as fHeimsins, p. 26,
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admit of partial justification, One writer® has even

_gone the length of asserting with Cato,? that of

all sentences ever passed, this was the most strietly

legal.

Among these views the one lying nearest to -

hand is that of the older writers, which attributes
the execution of Socrates to personal animosity ;
always giving up the unfounded notion that the
Sophists had in any way to do with it A great

deal may be said in favour of this aspect of the

case. In Plato,* Socrates expressly dsclares that he
is not the victim of Anytus or Meletus, but of the
ill-will which he incurred by his eriticism of men.
Even Anytus, it is said, owed him a personal grudge.
Plato hints® at his being aggrieved with the judg-

! Forchhammer: Die Athener erates must have made himself

PERSONAL HATRED NOT THE ONLY CAUSE,

ments passed by Socrates on Athenian statesmen,
and, according to Xenophon’s Apology,! took it amiss
that Socrates advised him to bring up his somn, a
promising youth, to a higher business than that of a
dealer in leather, thereby encouraging in the young
man discontent with his trade.* Anytus is said to
have first instigated Aristophanes to write his comedy,
and afterwards in common with Meletus to have
brought against Socrates the formal accusation.?
That such motives came into play in the attack on

_Socrates, and contributed in no small degree to the

suceess of this attack is antecedently probable. To
convince men of their ignorance is the most thank-
less task you can choose. Anyone who can persevere
in it for a lifetime so regardless of consequences
as Soecrates, must make many enemies ; dangerous

uned Socrates, die Gesetzlichen
und der Bevolutionir.

2 Plut. Cato, ¢. 23.

* This is found in Fries,
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 248, who
speaks of the “hatred and envy
of a great portion of the
people, as the motives which
brought on the trial. Sigreart,
Gesch. d. Phil. i, 89, gives pro-
minence to this motive, and
Drandis, Gr-Rom, Phil. ii. 1,
26, who distinguishes two
kinds of oppoenents to So-
crates, those who considered
his philosophy incompatible
with ancient discipline and
maorality, and those who could
not endure his moral earnest-
ness, attributing the aceusation
to the latter. @Grote, viii
637 inclines to the same view.
He proves how unpopalar So-

8

by his sifting of men. TIe
remarks that Athens was the
only place where it would hava

been possible to carry it on,

g0 long, and that it is by 1o
means a matter for wonder
that Socrates was accused and
condemned, but only that this
did not happen sooner. I he
had been tolerated so long,
there must have been special
reasons, however, for the ac-
cusation; and these he is
inclined to find partly in his
relations to Critias and Aleibi-
ades, and partly in the hatred of
Anytus,

P Apol 23, A - 22K ; 23

8 Meno, 94; in reference to
which Dieg. ii. 88 says of
Anytus: obros yip ob pépar Tov
UTh ZwrpdTovs yAevarudy,

enemies too, if he takes for his mark men of dis-
tinguished position or talents.

For all that personal animosity cannot have heen
the sole cause of his condemnation. Plato’s state-

ments cannot pass without gainsaying.

Indeed,

the more "Socrates and his pupils became convinced
of the justice of his cause, the less were they able

' Compare with this Hegel,
Gesch, d. Phil. ii. 92; Grote,
Hist. of Greeee, viil. 641.

t Later writers give more
details. According to Pt
Ale. ¢. 4; Amator. 17, 27, p.
762 ; and Satyrus in Adkencus,
xii. 534, e, Anytus was a lover
of Aleibiades, but was rejected
by him, whilst Aleibiades
_showed every attention to So-
crates, and hence the enmity

of Anytus to Bocrates. Such
an improbable story ought nog
to have deceived Zwzor (De
Soer. Cive, 183): especially
since Xenophon and TPlato
would never have passed over in
silence such a reason for the
aceusation.

¥ ALlian, V. H. ii. 15,  Diog.
L.e.

4 Compare Grofe, 1. c. 638,
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to discover any grounds in fact for the aceusation.
The one wish of Socrates being to will and to do
what was best, what reason could anyone possibly
have had for opposing him, except wounded pride ?
The story as told in Xenophon's Apology would
at most only explain the hatred of Anytus; it would
not account for the widely spread prejudice against
Socrates. Whether it is trie at all is a question
and whether, granting its truth, personal injury was
the only cause ‘which arrayed Anytus as accuser
against him.! Allowing, what was undoubtedly a
fact, that Socrates made enemies of many influential
people, is it not strange that their personal animosity
should only have attained its object after the re-
establishment of order in Athens? In the most
unsettled and corrupt times no serious perseention
had been set on foot against him. At the time of
the mutilation of the Hermee, neither his relations

with Aleibiades, nor after the battle of Arginuse 2

the incensed state of popular feeling, had been
used against him. Plato, too, says® that what
told against Socrates at the trial, was the general
convietion that his teaching was of a dangerous cha-

PERSONAL HATRED NOT THE ONLY CA USE.
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racter ; and he states that, as matters then stood, it Cl;gA.P.

was impossible for any one to speak the truth in
political matters without being persecuted as a vain
babbler and corrupter of youth.! On this point the
testimony of writers so opposite as Xenophon and
Aristophanesproves that the prejudiceagainst Socrates
was not merely a passing prejudice, at least not in
Athens, but that it lasted a whole life-time, not
confined to the masses only, but shared also by men
of high importance and influence in the state.
Very deeply, indeed, must the feeling against
Socrates have been rooted in Athens, if Xenophon
found it necessary six years after his death to defend
him against the charges on which the indictment
was framed.

With regard to Aristophanes, it was an obvious
blot in his plays to allow here and there such a pro-
minence to political motives as to forget the claims
of art, and for a comedian who in his mad way holds
up to ridicule all authorities divine and human, to
clothe himself with the tragic seriousness of a
political prophet.? Yet it is no less an error to lose
sight of the serious vein which underlies the comic
license of his plays, and to mistake his occasional

! This is just possible. That Thrasybulus faithful to the

the character of Anytus was
not animpeachable we guther
from the story (Aristot, in Har-
potration Sexd(wy ; Diodor. xiii.
64; Plui, Coriol. 14), that
when he was first charged
with treason he corrupted the
jadges, On the other hand,
Lsoer. (in Callim. 23) praises
him for being togeilhier with

treaties, and not abusing his
political power to make amends
for his losses during the oli-
garchical government.

2 The astonishmenf expres-
sedd by Tenmeman at this is
natural from s point of view.
Only his solution of the diffi-
culty is hardly satisfactory.

* Apol. 18, B.; 19, B.; 23, D.

pathos for thoughtless by-play. Were this all, the

! Polit. 299, B.; Rep. vi. 488,
496, C.; Apol. 82, E.; Gorg.
473, E.; 521, D.

2 Ritscher’s spirited deserip-
tion suffers from this one-sided-
ness, and even Hegel, in his
passage on the fate of Socrates,
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 82, is not
quite free from it, although

both of them justly recognise
(Hegel, Phinomenol.  560;
Msthetik, 537, 562; Ritscher,
p. 865), that there iz an ele-
ment subversive of Greek life,
guite as much in the comedies
of Aristophanes as in the
state of things of which he
complains.

P
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hollowness of the sentiment wounld soon show itself
in artistic defects. Instead whereof, a sincerely
patriotic sentiment may be observed in Aristophanes,
not only in'the unsullied beauty of many individual
passages;' but the same patriotic interest is the
keynote sounding through all his plays, in some of
the earlier ones even disturbing the harmony of the
poetic chord,® but showi:lg most conclusively how
near to his heart lay the love of his country.

It was this patriotism which led him to give to
his comedies that political turn, by means of which,
as he justly takes credit to himself,® comedy gained
a far higher ground than had been allowed to it by
his predecessors. At the same time it must be
granted that Aristophanes is as much deficient as
others in the morality and the faith of an earlier
age;* men and circumstances having so thoroughly
changed, it was preposterous to try to recall the
olden time. Only it does not follow herefrom that
he was not sincere in the attempt. His was one of
those cases so frequently met with in history, in
which a man attacks a prineiple in others to which
he has himself fallen a victim, without being aware
of it. Aristophanes combats innovations in morals,
politics, religion, and art. Being, however, in his
inmost soul the offspring of his age, he can only

1 See p. 30 ? Peace, 732; Wasps, 1022;
2 Compare Sehnitzer, trans- Clouds, 537,
lation of the Clouds, p. 24, and ! Compare Draysen, Aristoph,
the passages quoted by him Werke, 2 Aufl. i. 174, which
from Welcker, Siivern and seems to go too far.
Ritscher.

PERSONAL HATRED NOT THE ONLY CAUSE.

wombat them with the weapons and in the spirit of
this age. With the thorough dislike of a narrow
practical man unable to grasp anything new or
going beyond the needs of to-day, he proscribes
every attempt to analyse moral and political motives,
-or to test their reasonableness or the reverse. As a
poet he thinks nothing of trifling with truth and

good manners, provided the desired end is reached.

He thus becomes entangled in an inconsistency, at
once recalling, and by one and the same act destroy-

* ing, the old morality. That he was guilty of this

inepnsistency cannot be denied.—And how short-
sighted it was to attempt to charm back a form of
enlture which had been irretrievably lost !—That he
was conscious of it cannot be believed. Hardly
would a thoughtless scoffer—which is what some
would make of him — have ventured upon the
dangerous path of attacking Cleon. Haxdly would
Plato have brought him into the society of Socrates
in the Symposium, putting into his month words
full of spirited humour, had he seen in him only a
despicable character. If, however, Aristophanes was
in earnest in attacking Socrates, and really thought
him a Sophist dangerous alike to religion and
morality—with which character he clothes him in
the Clouds—then the charges preferred at the trial
were not merely trumped-up charges, and motives
other than personal motives led to the condemnation
of Socrates.

If we ask what those motives were, all that is
known of the trial and the personal character of the

P
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accusers leaves us a choice between two alternatives:
_ only: Either the attack on Socrates was directed

against his political creed? in particular, or generally

against his whole habit of thought and teaching in

respect to morals, religion, and politics.”  Both
alternatives are somewhat alike ; not so alike, how-
ever, that we can dispense with distinguishing them.

Much may be said in favour of the view that
the attack on Socrates was in the first place set on
foot in the interest of the demoeratic party. Amongst

the accusers, Anytus is known as one of the leading

democrats of the time.” The judges, too, are de-:
seribed as men who had been banished and had
returned with Thrasybulus.! We know, moreover,.
that one of the charges brought against Socrates

NOT CONDEMNED FOR POLITI CAL VIEWS.

‘Thave been hated by the democrats because of their
aristocratic sympathies. Such were Charmides,' and

Xenophon, who was banished from Athens? aboub
the fime of the trial of Socrates, perhaps in con-
nection therewith, because of his friendship for

Sparta and the Spartans’ friend, the younger Cyrus.

One of the formal indictments, it is stated, charges
‘Socrates with speaking disparagingly of the demo-

eratic form of election by lot,® and with teaching

his audience to treat the poor with insolence,* by so
frequently quoting the words—

Tach prince of name or chief in arms approved,
He fired with praise, or with persuasion moved.

But if a clamorous vile plebeian rose,
Him with reproof he check'd, or tamed with blows.®

was, that he was the educator of Critias, the most un--
serupulous and the most hated of the oligarchical
party.? schines® tells the Athenians plainly: You

have put to death the Sophist Socrates, because he-
was the teacher of Critias.

Among the friends and

pupils of Socrates others, too, are found who must

1 This is the view of Fréret,
1 e. p. 238, of Dresig in the
dissertation De Bocrate juste
damnato (Lips. 1788), of Si-
wern (notes to Clouds, p. 863, of
Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 30,
and of Forchhammer (Die Athe-
ner und Socrates, p. 30). More
indefinite is Hermann, Plat. 1.
33, and Wiggers, Socr. p. 123,

¢ Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 81 ;
Ritscher, p. 256, 208, with
special reference to the Clouds
of Arxistophanes; Henning,

Pring. der Ethik, p. 44. Com-
pare Bawr, Socrates und Chris-
tus, Tiib. Zeitschrift, 1837, 3,
128-144.

¥ See p. 195, 1.

i Plate, Apol. 21, A.

5 Xen. Mem. i, 2, 12; Plato,.
Apol. 33, A

¢ Ady, Tim.173. This antho-
rity is of no great value, as the
context shows. Hschines is:
talking as an orator, not as an
historian.

! Charmides, the uncle of
Plato, one of the thirty, was,
_according to Xen. Hell. ii. 4,
19, one of the ten commanders
at the Peirmus, and fell on
the same day with Critias in
.conflict with the exiled Athe-
nians.

¢ Forchhammer, P. 841 he
also mentions Theramenes, the
supporter of the thirty tyrants,
wha may have been a pupil of
Socrates withont, as Forch-
hammer will have it, adopting
the political opinions of his
teacher. But Diedor. xiv. B,
from whom the story comes, is
4 very uncertain anthority.
Tor Diodorns combines with
it the guite improbable story
that Socrates tried to rescue
Thersmenes from the clutches
of the thirty, and could only be
dissuaded from this audacious

attempt by many entreaties.
Neither Xenophon nor Plato
mentions Theramenes among
the pupils of Socrates. Neither
of them mentions an interven-
tion of Socrates on his behalf,
as Plato, Apol. 32, C, does in
another case. In the accu-
sation brought against the vie-
tors at Arginuswme, it was So-
crates who esponsed their cause,
and Theramenes who by his
intrignes bronght about their
condemnation. Psendoplut.
Vit. Dee. rhet. iv. 3, tells a
similar and more credible story
of Socrates, Probably it was
first told of him and then
transferred to Socrates.

3 Mem. i 2, 9.

4 Ihid. i 2, 58.

5 Tliad, ii. 188. Forchham-
mer, p. 52, detects a great deal
more in these verses. He
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Taking all these facts into account, there can be no-
doubt that, in the trial of Socrates, the interests of

the democratic party did come into play.

These motives were not all. The indictment does.
not: place the anti-republican sentiments of Socrates
in the foreground. What it urges against him is
his rejection of the Gods of his country, and his
corruption of youth.! Those Gods were not only

thinks that Socrates was here
expressing his convietion of
the necessity of an oligarchical
constitution, and was using
the words of Hesiod Zwyor &
od8ev dveos (which the ac-
cusers also took advantage of),
as & plea for not delaying, but
for striking when the time for
action came. The importance
of the guotation from Homer
lies, he contends, not in the
verses quoted by Xenophon, but
in those omitted (11 ii. 192197,
203-205) : the charge -was not
broucht asainst Socrates for
spreading anti-democratic sen-
timents, which Xenophon alone
mentions, but for promoting
the establishment of an oli-
garchical form of government.
This is, however, the very op-
posite of historical eriticism.
It Forchhammer relies upon the
statements’ of Xenophon, how
can he at the same time assert
that they are false in most im-
portant points!  And if on
the other hand he wishes to
strengthen these statements,
how can he use them to up-
hold the view by which he
condemns them? He has,
however, detected oligarchical
tendencies elsewhere, where no
traces of them exist. For in-

stance, hie enumerates not only
Critias but Alcibiades among
the anti-democratical pupils of
Socrates ; and he speaks of the
political activity of Socrates.
after the battle of Arpinuse
by remarking that the oli-
garchs elected on the couneil
board their brethren in politi-
cal sentiments. ~ It is true the
levity of Alcibiades made him
dangerous to the demoeratic
party, but in his own time he
never passed for an oligarch,
but for a demoerat. See Aen.
Mem. 1. 2, 19 Phue. viii. 63,
48 and 68. 'With regard to the-
condemmation of the vietors of
Arginusm, Athens bad then not
anly partially, as Forchhammer
says, but altogether shaken off
the oligarchical constitution of”
Pisander. Thismaybe pathered
from #Hréret's remark, 1 c.
243, from the account of the:
trial (Xew. Hell. i. 7), as well
as from the distinet statement
of Plato (Apol. 32, U : kal
TabTa gty v I Snuokparouudins
Tiis woAews); mnot to menticn
the fac that these gencrals
were decided democrats, and
hence could not have been
clected by olizarchs,

! Plato, Apol. 24, B. p. 194, 4.

i

CONDEMNED ON GENERAZ GROUNDS.

215

the Gods of the republican party, but the Gods of Czae.

Athens. If in some few instances, as in the trial for "~

the mutilation of the Herme, insult to the Gods was
connected with attacks on a republican form of
government, the connection was neither a necessary
one, nor was it named in the indictment of S-ocrates.
Touching the charge of corrupting youth,' this count
was certainly supported by the plea that Socrates
instilled into the young contempt for republican
forms of government and aristocratic insolence, and
also that he was the teacher of Critias. But the

_ training of Alcibiades was also laid to his charge,
who had injured the city by republican rather than
by aristocratic opinions. (A further count was, that /

he taught sons to despise their fathers,?and said t-hs?t
no wrong or base action need be shunmned if only it
were of advantage.?
~"Herefrom it would appear that the moral and
::‘religious character of his teaching was the subject
of attack rather than its political character. These
aspects exclusively drew down the wrath of Arist'o—
phanes. After all the ancient and modern dis-
cussions ag to the seope of the Clouds,! it might be
taken for established that the Socrates of this comedy
is not. a representative—drawn with a poet’s license
—of a mode of thought which Aristophanes knew to

1 Mem. 1. 2, 0. opinions, 'Since then, Droysen
2 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 49; Apol. and Schnitzer, E‘orch.ha::';lmer,
20 and 29. p- 25, and Kichly, Akad. Vortr,
3 Mem. i. 2, &6. 1, have further gone into the
i Rifseher (Aristophanes, p. question. :
272) gives a review of previous
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cr;iu. be foreign to the real man ;! nor was it his intention

~ only to attack the fondness for metaphysical subtle-

ties, and the absurdity of sophistry and useless learn-
ing in general ; but the play was distinctly aimed at
the philosophic tendency of Socrates. There is no
reason for supposing, after what has been said, that
this attack proceeded only from malice or from
personal animosity ; Plato’s description in the Sym-
posium puts this out of the question. Reisig’s® and
Wolf’s? opinions are also untenable. Reisig dis-
tributes the traits which Aristophanes assigns to
Socrates between himself and the whole hody of his
pupils, including Euripides * more particularly. The
spectators would refer them all to Socrates; hence
Aristophanes must have intended thig reference.
Wolf supposes that the portrait drawn in the Clouds
is of Socrates in his younger years, when he was
given to natural philosophy, But the very same

charges were repeated against him eighteen years
later in the Frogs;® and we gather from Plato’s

Apology ¢ that the current view of Socrates and his
teaching up to the time of his death agreed substan-
tially with that of Aristophanes; not to mention the
fact that Socrates probably never was a student of

! As is assumed by &. Her-
mann, Pref. ad Nubes, p.
33, 11, and by others. Com-
pare, on the other hand, Rit-
seher, p. 294, 273, 307, 311;
Siivern, p. 3.

2 Preef. ad Nubes; Rhein.
Mus. ii. (1828) i. K. 8. 191,

# In his translation of the
Clouds, see Ritseher, 297.

Similarly Van Heuwsde, Charae-
terismi, p. 19, 24, Conf. Wig-
gers' Sokr. p. 20.

! Who was ten years older
than Boecrates, and certainly
not his pupil, although possibly
an acquaintance.

* Frogs, 1491,

¢ Seep. 18.

CONDEMNED ON GENERAL GROUNDS.

natural philosophy, and that in the Clouds he is
attacked as a Sophist! rather than as a natural
philosopher.

Aristophanes must, then, really have thought to
discern in the Socrates whom the history of philoso-
phy sketches features deserving attack. Saying this,
however, is, of ‘course, not saying that he did not
caricature the historical figure, consciously attribut-
ing to it many really foreign features. For all that,
we may suppose that the main featuresin his picture
agreed with the idea he had formed to himself of
Socrates, and also with common opinion. Siivern, in
supposing ? that the Socrates of the Clouds is not
meant for an individual, but for a symbol, and that
the poet’s attack was not aimed at Socrates, but at
the sophistic and rhetorical school in general,® can-
not be right. So far is it otherwise, that Socrates
was made to be the champion of sophistry, because
in Aristophanes’ mind he really was that. The poet
believed that, taken in his public capacity, he was
the dangerous innovator he was represented to be.
Not a single line of his picture has an exclusively
political colour. Independently of some things which
are obviously not seriously meant,” the charges
against him are threefold, his being occupied with

e

nseless physical and intellectual subtleties,” his re-

! Clouds, 95.

¢ In the treatise already re-
ferred to, pp. 19, 26, 30, 55.

9 Not to mention the false
opinion, which however 15 sup-
ported by Hertsherg (Alcibiades,
p. 67), that the play was aimed

at Alcibiades, who is concealed
under the name of Phidippides.
See, on the contrary, Droysen,
p. 180 ; Selniizer, p. 34.

4 Such as the ecalculation of
flea-jumps.

5 143234, 636.
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Jecting the Gods of the city,! and, what is the corner-

point of the whole play, his sophistic facility of

speech, which can gain for the wrong side the victory
over the right, and make the weaker argument the
stronger.” In other words, the unpractical, irreligious,
and sophistical elements in the Socratic teaching are
attacked ; there is not a word about his anti-repub-
lican tendeney, which Aristophanes, we may suppose,
would before all things have exposed had he observed.
Even at a later time,? Aristophanes brings no other
complaints against Socrates than these. Only these
points, too, according to Plato, constituted the stand-
ing charges against Socrates, causing him special
danger.! And there is every reason for believing his
assurance, 5

If then the impeachment of Socrates has, never-
theless, been set down to political motives, how can
this admission be made to agree with the previous
statement ? The true answer to this question has
been already suggested by other writers.” The con-

! 365410, sult—giving to an unjust act
2 Clonds, 889, Droysen, the colour of justice.
Clouds, p. 177, unfairly blames ¢ Frogs, 1491,

this play for making a stronger
argument into a right one.
The Adyos kpelrrwy is the really
stronger case in point of jus-
tice, according to the orizinal
meaning of the word ( Xenoph.
(Ec. ii. 25 ; drist. Bhet. ii. 24),
which is however thrown into
the shade by the Adyes firrap:
and what is meant by vy frrw
Adyor kpsitTw mowely is, making
the case which in point of jus-
tice is weaker, to be the
stronger as to the actual re-

* Apol. 23, D.: Adyovow, és
Swipdrys Tis éomi puapdraros Kal
Biagpfelpes Tatrs véous - kol émeddy
Tis abTols épwrd, § Ti woudy wal §
T4 ldgrer, Exovot uly olBey
eimely, AN ayroodow, ra B ul
Sorwaw dwopety, T8 KaTd TorTwY
TOY PrAogodolyTwy mpdyepe Tab-
To Aéyouowr, BTt T perdwpn Kol
Td U yis, xal Geods uy vopllew
wal Thy fiTTe Adyor KpelrTw Toweiy.
Thid. 18, B.

& Ritter, p. 31. Marbach,
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 185, 9: and

CONDEMNED ON GIENERAL GROUNDS

viction of the guilt of Socrates rested on the
assumedly dangerous character of his teaching for
morality and religion ; the reason that this offence
was judicially prosecuted lay without doubt in the
special political circumstances of the time. The
rationalism of the Sophists being neither the sole
nor the chief cause of the fall of Athens in the
Peloponnegian war nevertheless contributed unmis-
takeably to that result; and the oppoments of the
new culture were not disposed fo make out its guilt
to be less than it really was. For had not the schools
of the Sophists sent forth not a few of the modern
statesmen, who either as the leaders of oligarchy or
demoeracy had torn the state to pieces? Was not
in these schools a corrupt form of morality publicly
taught, substituting the wishes and caprice of the in-
dividual in place of existing enstom and religion, put-
ting gain in the place of right, and teaching mexn to
desire absolute sovereignty as the summit of human
happiness? Were not those schools the eradle of an
unserupulous eloquence, which employed a variety of
technical tricks for any purpose, no matter what, con-
sidering it the highest triumph to make the wrong
side the winning side? Can we then wonder that
Aristophanes thought the new-fangled education
responsible for all the misfortunes of the common-
wealth ;' that Anytus in Plato cannot find terms
strong enough to express his horror of the pernicious

Sehwegler, Gesch. d. Phil. 30. Further details in  Sivern,
b (louds, 910 ; Enights, 1375, Clouds, 24,
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influence of the Sophists;! that all friends of the

good old time believed that in Sophistry lay the

chief malady of the state ; and that this feeling was
intensified during the last years of the Peloponnesian
war, and under the oligarchical reign of force? Was
it then unnatural that those who had rescued Athens
from the oligarchy, re-establishing with the old con-
stitution her political independence, should wish by
suppressing the education of the Sophists to stop the
evil at its source? Now Socrates passed not only
for a teacher of the modern Sophistic school, but the
evil effects of his teaching were thought to be seen
in several of his pupils, among whom Critias and
Alcibiades were prominent.? What more intelligible
under such circumstances, than that jﬁst those who
were bent upon restoring a popular form of govern-
ment, and the ancient glory of Athens, should see in
him a corrupter of youth, and a dangerous citizen ?
Thus he certainly fell a victim to the republican re-
action which set in after the overthrow of the thirty
tyrants. For all that, his political views were not in
themselves the prineipal motives which provoked the
attack. His guilt was rather supposed to consist in
the subversion of ancestral customs and piety of
which the anti-republican tendency of his teaching
was partly an indirect consequence, partly an isolated
manifestation.
How then does it really stand touching the jus-
! Meno, 91, C.

® How largely this circum-
stance contributed towards the
concdemnation of Bocrates is

proved by Xen. Mem. i. 2,12,
as well as by the above-men-
tioned authority, Hschines.

CONDEMNED ON GENERAIL GROUNDS.

tice of the aceusation ! and of the sentence to which
it led ? And what must be thought of the modern
attempts to defend it? Most of the charges which
were preferred against Socrates rest undeniably on
misunderstandings, perversions, or false inferences.
Socrates is said to have rejected the Gods of the
state. We have already seen this statement contra-
dicted by all trustworthy authorities.? He is said to
have substituted his acuoviov in their place. We
likewise know that he neither put it in the place of
the Gods, nor sought thereby to encroach on the

ground of oracles.?

It was a private oracle in

addition to those publicly recognised; and in a

1 Tt is well known that Hegel
has defended it on the side of
Greek law, and Dresio, a hon-
dred years earlier, maintained,
in a very offhand treatise,
that Socrates, as an opponent
of a republican government,
had been justly condemmned.
Forehhammer goes a great deal
further in his treatise, and so
does Dénis. See p. 179, 3.
Kochly, on the other hand,
confines himself, in Acad. Vortr,
i. 382, to the assertion that in
the indictment of Socrates
guilt was egually divided and
reduced to a minimum on
either side. The answer of
Heinsius to Forchhammer (So-
crates nach dem Grade seiner
Sehuld. Lips. 1839) is unimpor-
tant, and the learned Apologia
Socratis contra Meliti redivivi
Calnmmniam, by P. van Limburg
Brouwer (Gron. 1838), is de-
ficlent in apprehension of the
general questions involved, and

is inferior to the treatise ofw1: 179,

Freller (Haller, A. L. Z. 1538,
No. 87), although many of its
details are valuable. Luzac.
De Bocrate cive 1796, despite
his usual learning, does little
for the question. CGrote’s re-
marks, on the other hand,
touching the extenuating cir-
cumstances, whieh, without
altogether justifying, excunse
the condemnation of Socrates,
are deserving of all attention.
Grote, Hist. of Gureece, viil.
678, 653.

2 Forchhammer repeats the
charge withont proof, as if its
truth were obvious of itself,
and he speaks of orthodoxy and
heresy like a modern theolo-
gian. But a Greek thounght
far less of belief than of out-
ward service, and hence Xeno-
phon, Mem. 1. 12, refutes the
charge by an appeal to the fact
that he had sacrificed to the
Gods.

3 Gompa.ge p. 77, T; 90; 150,
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country where divine revelations were not the exclu-
sive property of the priesthood, a private oracle could
be refused to no one.! He is said to have been de-
voted to the atheistic, higher wisdom of Anaxagoras,?
although he expressly declared it to be absurd.® He
is said according to Aristophanes to have given in-
struction in the Sophistic art of oratory—a charge
s0 untrue, that to all appearances even Meletus did
not venture to prefer it. He is blamed for having
been the teacher of Critias and Aleibiades, to which
charge even Xenophon justly replied * that these
men did not learn their vices from Socrates, nor
degenerate, until after being separated from him.
Allowing, too, that al teacher must instil into his
pupils a lasting turn for the good,’® is it necessarily
his fault if he does not succeed in some few cases ?
The value of any instruction can only be estimated
by its collective effects, and these bear as bright a
testimony to the value of the instruction of Socrates

as can be wished. A man whose beneficial influence

JUSTICE OF THE SENTENCE.

1ot only reached to many individuals,! but by whom
a new foundation for morals was laid which served
his people for centuries, was, as a matter of course,
no corrupter of youth. If, further, the verses of
Hesiod, by which Socrates sought to promote useful
activity, are quoted against him ;® Xenophon has
conclusively proved that an ill use has been made
of these verses. If, lastly, he has been accused of
teaching men to despise parents and relationg, because
he maintained that only knowledge constituted
worth ;° surely this is a most unfair inference from
principles which had a simple meaning in his mouth.

{Any teacher who makes his pupil understand that

he must learn something in order to become a useful
and estimable man, is surely quite in order.w Only
the rabble can bearthe teacher a grudge for making
sons wiser than their fathers. Very different would
it have been had Socrates spoken disparagingly of
the ignorance of parents, or set lightly by the duty
of children; but from so doing he was far removed.?

1 Xenophon therefore appeals
to the Sawdrior (Mem. 1. 1, 2)
in good faith as a proof of
Soerates’ belief in the Gods,
and Plato compares his revela-
tions with the prophecies of
Eunthyphro (Euthyphro, 3, B).
It is known, from other sources,
that private divination was
much practised, hbesides the
appeals to public oracles.

* Not only Aristophanes but
Meletus  brings this charge
against him in Plato, Apol. 26,
C., p. 10, like Ast (Platon's
Leben und Schriften, p. 480).

If Forchhammer considers it
incredible that Meletns should
have given such a careless
reply to Socrates, he forgets
that it is always the way of
the world to confound relative
with positive atheism, doubts
about particular relizions no-
tions with the denial of all re-
ligion. This iz quite universal
in the nations of antiquity, and
therefore the early Christians
were called &feor,

5 Beep. 136, 1.

i Menm. 1. 2, 12,

5 Fopehhammer, p. 43.

1 Plato’s Apol. 33, D.; men-
tions a whole string ; also Xen.
Mem. i. 2, 48.

2 Mem. 1. 2, 56; Plato, Char.
163, B. Conf. p. 212, 4.

3 Mem. 1. 2, 49,

* Conf. Mem. ii. 2, 3. A
further charge is connected
with the above, viz., that he
induced many young men to
follow his training rather than
that of their parents. This
fact Xenophon's Apoclogy al-
lows and atfempts to jus-
tify. But in order to decide
whether it is an established

fact, and whether Socrates is
here to blame, it is indeed

quite possible we need a more:

trustworthy authority, and we
ought to know the circum-
stances better. In the single
case there gnentioned, that of
the son of Anytus, the truth
of which appears doubtful, So-
crates probably did not set the
son against his father, but
urged the father to give him
a better edudation, or else ex-
pressed himself to a third party
to that effect,

23
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It might be replied that one who judged the value of
a man simply and solely by his knowledge, and who
at the same time found all wanting in true know-
ledge, was making his pupils self-conceited, and
teaching them to consider themselves above all
authority by their own imaginary knowledge, But
whilst with partial eye overrating the importance of
knowledge, Socrates avoided this practically harmful
inference by above all endeavouring te make his
friends conscious of their own want of knowledge,
and laying no claim to knowledge himself, but only
professing to pursue it. No fear that any one
imbued with this spirit of humility and modesty,
would misuse the Socratic teaching. For its mis-
construction and for the consequences of a superficial
and defective eonception of it Socrates is as little
responsible as any other teacher.

Of more moment is another point touched upon
in the judicial proceedings—the relation of Socrates
himself to the Athenian democracy. As is well
known, Socrates considered the existing constitution
a complete failure.! He would not have the power
in the state awarded by lot or by election, but by the
qualification of the individuals ; and he occasionally
expressed opinions respecting the masses who
thronged the Pnyx and filled the theatre at assem-
blies of the people containing no doubt a great deal
of truth, but coming very near to treason against the
sovereignty of the people.? It was natural that his

1 Bee p. 168.
2 In Mem, iii. 7 Socrates at- his dread of appearing in pub-

UNFOUNDED CHARGES.

accusers should make use of such expressions, and
that they should not be without influence on the
judges. Still a free censure of existing institutions
is by no means treason. Some Greek states may
have confined the liberty of speech within very narrow
limits, but at Athens the freedom of thought and of
speech was unlimited ; it formed an integral portion
of the republican constitution; the Athenian re-
garded it as an inalienable right and was proud to be
herein distinguished from every other state.! In
the time of the most violent party quarrels there is
no instanee of interference with either political views
or political teaching. The outspoken friends of a
Spartan aristocracy could openly stick to their
colours, so long as they refrained from actual attacks
on the existing state of things; and was Socrates
not to be allowed the same privilege 72

In the shape of actual deeds nothing, however,

could be laid to his charge.{ He had never trans-

gressed the laws of the state. His duties as a citizen
had been conscientiously fulfilled. His avowed

lic by reminding him, that the ? Grote's reference to the

tempts to relieve Charmides of -

people whom he is afraid of
consist of peasants, shoemalkers,
pedlars, &e., and therefore do
not deserve such consideration,
The charge preferred by the
accnser, Mem. i. 2, 58, that
Soerates thought it was reason-
able for the rich to abuse the
poor, is clearly a misrepresen-
tation.

1 Compare Plafo, Gorg. 461,
E.: Demaosth. in Androt, p. 603 ;
Funebr, 1596.

Platonic state, 1. ¢. p. 679, in
which no freedom of indivi-
dual opinion was allowed, is
not altogether to the point.
The fuandamental ideas of
Plato’s state differ from those
prevailing at the time in Athens,
DPlato, Rep. viil, 557, B., reckons
freedom of speech among the
evils of a democracy, a type of
which was the Athenian form
of government.
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opinion was that man must live for the state and
obey its laws. He was no partisan of the oligarchical
faction. ) Quite the reverse, he had twice hazarded
his life]l once to rescue the victors at Arginuse—
good democrats—from the extrajudicial mercies of an
infuriated populace, the other time to prevent an
unjust command of the thirty tyrants from being
carried out.? His school, too, in as far as it can be
called a school, had no decided political bias. If
the greater number of his pupils were taken from
the upper classes,® and hence probably belonged to
the aristocratic party, one of his most intimate
friends * was amongst the companions of Thrasybu-
Tus ; most of his adherents however seem to have
taken no decided line in politics. A charge of poli-
tical inactivity has been brought against him in
modern times. On this head, different judgments
may be passed on him from different points of view.

From our side we can only praise him for continuing

faithful to his higher calling, not wasting his powers
and his life on a career, in which he would have
attained no success, and for which he was unfitted.
But whatever view may be taken, it is certainly not
a punishable offence to avoid a statesman’s career;
least of all to avoid it under the eonviction that you
can do more good to the state in other ways. To
help the state in his own way was to Socrates an

‘object of the highest and deepest interest.” His

Y Xem.i.1,17. 177 o
z See pp. 67; 68; 149; 167. 4 Charephon, ibid. 21, A
3 Plafo, Apol. 23, C. Seep. 5 Compare p. 66.

IS RELATION TO THE ANCIENT MORALITY.

political theories may not have been in harmony with
existing institutions, but his character as a citizen
must be admitted to be pure ; and, according to the
laws of Athens, he was guilty of no erime against
the state.! .

The political views of Socrates were not the only
things which gave offence. His whole position was,

~as Hegel has so well indicated,? at variance with the

ground occupied by the old Greek morality. The
moral life of Greece, like every national form of life,
rested originally on anthority. It relied partly on
the unquestioned authority of the laws of the state,
and partly on the all-powerful influence of custom
and training, which raised general convietions to the
rank of written laws of God, traceable by no one to
a definite origin, To oppose this traditional morality
was regarded as a crime and conceit, an offence
against God and the commonweal. To doubt its
rightfulness never occwrred to any one, nor was
indeed permitted ; and for this reason, the need of
an enquiry into its foundations, of proving its
necessity, or even of supporting it by personal intro-
spection, was never felt. "

-

! At an earlier pericd it rights. DBut this law had long

might have given offence, that fallen info disuse, if indeed it

Socrates appeared to hold aloof
from the political questions of
his time, and an appeal might
have been made to the old law
of Solon, Plut. Sol. ¢. 20 ; Arist,
in Gell. N.A. ii. 12, 1, threaten-
ing neutrals in case of an in-
ternal guarrel with loss of eivil

had ever been in force; and
who can blame Socrates for re-
maining neutral when he conld
conscientiously side with none
of the eonflicting parties? Per-
haps it was a political narrow-
ness, but it was not a erime.
2 Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 81.

Q2
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Socrates, however, demanded such an enquiry.
He would have nothing accepted, and nothing done,
until men were first fully convineed of its truth or
expediency. For him it was not enough to have a
rule, universally recognised and legally established,
but the individual must think out each subject for
himself, and discover its reasons: true virtue and
right action are only possible when they spring fromr
personal conviction. Hence his whole life was spent
in examining the prevailing notions touching morals,

in testing their truth, and seeking for their reasons.

This examination brought him in nearly all points to
the same results as those which were established
by custom and opinion. If his notions were in
many respects clearer and more sharply defined, this
advantage was one which he shared in common with
the hest and wisest of his cotemporaries. Tried
by the standard of the old Greek morality, his

position seems very critical. The value of conven—

tional morality, and the received rules of conduct
resting on authority and tradition, was denied. In
comparison with knowledge, and conscious virtue,
they were so much depreciated, that not only was
the self-love of individuals injured, but the actual
validity of the laws of the state was called in ques-
tion. If man has but to follow his own convictions,
he will agree with the popular will only when, and
in as far as, it agrees with his comvictions. If the
two come into collision, there can be no doubt as to-
which he will prefer. This is candidly admitted by
Socrates in his defence, in the well-known declaration

HIS RELATION TO THE ANCIENT MORALITY.

that he would obey God rather than the Athenians.!
Thus his views stand, even in theory, in sharp and
irreconcilable contradiction to the older view. It
was impossible therefore to guarantee, indeed it was
highly improbable that there would be, a perfect
agreement between the two in their results; and as
a matter of fact, by his political views| Socmtea was un-
deniably opposed to the existing form of gove ernment.”

Nor can there be any mistaking the fact, that
the whole character of the Socratie philosophy is at
variance with the preponderance given to political
interests by the Greeks, without which, considering
their limited range, these states could never have
achieved greatness. The duty of the individual to-
wards the community was indeed fully recognised hy
Socrates. Even his friends he urged to devote their
atlention to public affairs when any of them showed
ability for the task;® and in keeping back from publie
life those who were young* and unformed, he acted
meritoriously from the point of view of ancient Greece.
Still the maxim that man mustattend to himself first,
and be sure of his own moral well-being before med-
dling with that of othersand with the gommunity ; °
his convietion that a political career was not only alien
to his own character, but impossible, in the then
state of things, for a man of integrity;® the whole
inward turn given to thought and pursuits, the
demand for self-knowledge, for moral knowledge,

Plat. Apol. 29, C. Synp. 216, A,

See p. 168 and 224, 5 Plazo, 1. c.

See p. 168, 3. ¢ Pluto, Apol. 31, C.
Mem. iii. 6; iv. 2; Plato,

B By
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for self-training—what effect could all these have
but to weaken in himself and his pupils the desire
for political life, making the moral perfection of the
individual the main thing, whkile reducing aetivity
for the state—that highest and most immediate
duty of a citizen according to the ancient view—to:
a subordinate and derivative rank ?

1f the charge of rejecting his country’s Gods was,
to his mind, wrongfully preferred against Socrates,
still his theory, it must be admitted, went perilously
near doing so. In the case of Antisthenes this was
seen so soon as the Socratic demand for knowledge
was consistently applied, and religious notions were
dealt with in a like manner in order to discover what
people understood thereby. This is true also of his
Sarwéveov.  As a kind of oracle there was room for
it, on the platform of the Greek faith, but as being
an inward oracle it removed the decision within

the subject instead of leaving it dependent on ex-

ternal portents. And yet how dangerous was this
proceeding in a country in which oracles were not
only a religious but a political institution! How
easily might others be led to imitate the example of
Socrates, taking counsel, however, with their own
understanding instead of with an undefined inward
feeling, and thus thinking little of belief in the
Gods or of their utterances! We may be convinced
that Socrates was in all these points right in the
main, and it is quite true that he was the precursor
and founder of our moral view of the world; but
how could this new idea of right be admitted by any

IS RELATION TQ THE ANCIENT MORALITY.

one who shared the traditions of the ancient Greek
world? How could a state built upon these tra-
ditions allow such an idea to spread, without
committing an act of suicide? Remembering, then,
that Socrates worked and taught in the manner he
did, not in the Sparta of Lycurgus, but in Athens
and amongst the generation that had fought at
Marathon, we shall find it most natural for the state
to endeavour to restrain his action. For Athens
was absolutely igniorant of that freedom of personal
conviction, which Socrates required, nor could she
endure it.! In such a community the punishment
of an innovator causes no surprise. For was notra
dangerous doctrine, according to old notions, a
crime against the state? And if the criminal reso-
lutely refused to obey the sentence of the judges, as
Socrates actually did, how could the penalty of
death fail to follow ? To one therefore starting from
the old Greek view of right and the state, the con-
demmnation of Socrates cannot appear to be unjust.”
A very different question is it whether Athens
at that time had a right to this opinion, and this is
a point which the defenders of At}wns assume far
too readily.? To us the question appears to deserve

I To say that the line adopted
by Soccrates was not opposed
to the constitution of Solon,
but was a return to old Greek
custom, as Georgii  (Ueber-
setzung d. Plat. Apologie, p.
129) asserts, is not correct.
For not only did he express
disapproval of appointing to
public offices by lot, swhich was,

it is true, an institntion later
than Solon’s time, but he dis-
liked the popular elections of
Solon ; and his priceiple of free
investigation is widely removed
from the spirit of BSolonw’s
rimes. ;

? Compare the remarks of
Kock on Aristophanes, i. 7.

3 Hegel, 1. e. p. 100, is here
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an unqualified negation. Had Socrates appeared in
the time of Miltiades and Aristides, and had he been
condemned then, the sentence might be regarded as
a simple act of defence on the part of the old
morality against the spirit of innovation. In the
period after the Peloponnesian war such a view
can no longer be entertained. For where was the
colid morality which Anytus and Meletus were sup-
posed to defend? Had not all kinds of relations,
views, and modes of life long since been penetrated
by an individualising tendency far more dangerous
than that of Socrates? Had not men heen long
accustomed in place of the great statesmen of old
to see demagogues and aristocrats in feud with each
other on every other point, agreeing only in the
thoughtless play of rivalry and ambition? Had not
all the cultivated men of the time passed through a

most nearly right, although he
regards the Athenians exelu-
sively as the representatives
of the old Greek morality.
Forchhammer is prejudiced in
calling the Athenians conser-
vative, and Socrates revolu-
tionary, and attributing to
Socrates the extreme conse-
guencesof those principles, not-
withstanding his  protest.
Nietzsche, too (Sokr. uw d.
Griech. Tragodie, p. 29), forgets
the difference of timesin think-
ing that, when Socrates had
once been impeached, his con-
demnation was quite just. If
this were allowed, not a word
could be said against the sen-
tence of death. For, according
to Athenian custom, when a

verdict of guilty had been
brought in, the judges could
only chioose between the penalty
demanded by the plaintiff and
that asked for by the defen-
dant; in the present case
between death and an illn-
sory fine. But the question
really is whether Socrates de-
served punishment at all, and
to this guestion a negative
answer must be given both
from our point of view and
from that of his cotempo-
raries; from ours, because we
take liberty of judgment to be
something sacred and invig-
lable; from theirs, because the
Athenians had long left the
ancient state of things,

HISRELATION T0 THE MORALITY OF HIS TIME,

school of rationalism which had entirely pulled to

pieceg the beliefs and the morals of their ancestors ?

Had not men for a generation lived themselves into
the belief that laws are the ereations of caprice; and
that natural right and positive right are very
different things?! What had become of the olden
chastity when Aristophanes could tell his hearers in
the midst of his attacks on Socrates, half in joke,
balf in derision, that they were one and all adul-
terers?? What had become of ancient piety at a
time when the sceptical verses of Euripides were in
every one’s mouth, when every year the happy
sallies of Aristophanes and other comedians in
successful derision of the inhabitants of Olympus
were clapped, when the most unprejudiced com-
plained that fear of God, trust, and faith had
vanished,? and when the stories of future retribution
were universally ridiculed 74

This state of things Socrates did not make; he
found it existing. What he is blamed for consists
in this, that he entered into the spirit of his age,
trying to reform it by means of itself, instead of
making the useless and silly attempt to bring it
back to a type of culture which was gone for ever.
It was an obviously wrong move of his opponents to
hold him responsible for the corruption of faith and
morals, which he was trying to stem in the only
possible way. It was a clumsy self-deception on
their part to imagine themselves men of the good

3 Thue. 1ii. 82; ii. 53,

! Conf, p. 28.
*+ Plato, Rep. 1. 330, D.

2 (llouds, 1083.
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t;)lgl time, (His condemnation is not only a great
Injustice according to our conception of right, but it

is so also according to the standard of his own time.’

It was a erying political anachronism, one of those
unfortunate measures, by which a policy of restoring
the past is ever sure to expose its incompetence and
shortsightedness. Socrates certainly left the original

ground of Greek thought, and transported it beyond.

the bounds, within which this particular form of
national life was alone possible. But he did not do
so before it was time, nor before the untenableness
of the old position had been amply demonstrated.
The revolution which was going forward in the whole
spirit of the Greeks, was not the fault of one indi-
vidual, but it was the fault of destiny, or rather it
was the general fault of the time. The Athenians
in punishing him condemned themselves and com-
mitted the injustice of making him pay the penalty
of what was historically the fault of all. The con-
demmation was not of the least use; instead of
being banished, thereby the spirit of innovation was
aroused all the more. Here is not a simple clashing
of two moral powers equally justified and equally
limited. Guilt and innocence are not equally divided
between the parties. Socrates has on his side the
unquestioned right to a principle historically neces-
sary and of higher importance ; one far more limited
is represented by his opponents to which they have

no longer a just right, since they do not faithfully
adhere to it. This constitutes the peculiar tragic :

turn.in the fate of Socrates. A truly conservative

HIS RELATION TO THE MORALITY GF HIS TIME.

veformer is attacked by nominal and imaginary
champions of old times. TIn punishing him the Athe-
nians broke the rod on their own backs ; for it was not
for destroying morals and belief that he was punished,
but for his attempts in the way of restoring them, and
that by the very party most anxious to preserve them.

To form a correct judgment on the whole inci-
dent, we must not forget that Socrates was condemned
by only a very small majority, that to all appearances
it lay in his own power to secure his acquittal, and
that he would have escaped with a far less punish-
ment than death, had he not challenged his judges
by the appearance of pride. These circumstances
may make us doubtful of regarding his ruin as an
unavoidable consequence of his rebellion against the
spirit of his nation. As they place the guilt of the
Athenians in a milder light by laying it in part on
the head of the accused, so too they prove that
accidental events, in no way connected with the
leading character of his teaching, had weight in the
final decision. No doubt Socrates was at variance
with the position and the demands of the ancient
morality in essential points; but it was not necessary
in the then state of opinion at Athens, that it should
come to a breach between him and his nation. Al-
though the political reaction after the expulsion of
the thirty tyrants was sufficiently powerful to bring
about an attack on him, the convietion of his guilt
was not so universal but that it might have been
possible for him to escape the punishment of death.

For his honour and his cause it was a happy
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thing that he did not escape. What Socrates in
pious faith expressed after his condemnation—that
to die would be better for him than to live—has
been fully realised in his work. = The picture of the
dying Socrates must have afforded to his pupils, in
the highest degree, what it now after centuries
affords to us—a simple testimony to the greatness
of the human mind, to the power of philosophy,
and to the victory of a spirit pious and pure, resting
on clear conviction. It must have stood before
them in glory, as the guiding-star of their inner life,
as it is depicted by Plato’s master hand. Tt must
have increased their admiration for their teacher,
their zeal to imitate him, their devotion to his
teaching. (By his death the stamp of higher truth
was impressed on his life and words. The sublime
repose and happy cheerfulness with which he met
death was the strongest corroboration of all his
convictions, the zenith of a long life devoted to
knowledge and virtue. Death did not add to the
substance of his teaching, but it greatly strength-
ened its influence. A life had been spent in sowing
the seeds of knowledge with a zeal unequalled by
any other philosopher either before or after; his
death accelerated the harvest, so that fruit was
brought forth abundantly in the Socratic schools.

PART IIL

THE IMPERFECT FOLLOWERS OF SOCRATES.

CHAPTER XIL

THE SCHOOL OF SOCRATES: HIS POPULAR PHILOSOPHY.
XENOPHON : ESCHINES.

A MIND in every way so great and active as that of
Socrates could not fail to make a lasting impression
on every kind of character with which it eame into
contact. If the most perfect systems are often not
understood by all their adherents in the same sense,
might not a much greater divergence and variety of
apprehension be expected, in a case where no system
lay ready to hand, but only the fragments and germs
of what might be one—a person, a prineiple, a
method, a mass of individual utterances and of
desultory discussions ? The greater part of the fol-
lowers of Socrates confined their attention to what
was most obvious and lay nearest to an ordinary in-
telligence—the originality, the purity of character,
the intelligent view of life, the deep piety and the
beautiful moral maxims of their teacher. Only a
smaller number gave more careful attention to the
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¢uap, deeper thoughts, which often appeared under so un-

XI.

o

pretending an outside, and of these nearly all took
a very narrow view of the subjeets which interested
Socrates. Combining older theories with the teach-
ing of their master, which it is true needed to be
thus supplemented, they mostly managed to lose the

THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS.

writings too which are attributed to many of these
followers of Socrates—amongst which, however,
there is much that is spurious—were, on an average,
little more than summaries of popular moral maxims.!
One of the best illustrations of this mode of under-
standing and applying the doctrines of Socrates may

distinctive merits of his philosophy. One only with
a deeper insight into the spirit of Socrates has suc-
ceeded in building up a system which presents in a
most brilliant and extended form what Socrates had
otherwise attempted and on a more limited scale,

In the first of these classes must be placed with-
out doubt by far the greater number of those who
are known to us as the pupils of Socrates.! The

1 Besides the followers of So-
crates who will be presently
mentioned, inelude here Crito
( Xen, Mem., i, 9; Plato, Crito,
Phedo, 5%, B., 60, A, 63, D.,
115, A ; Euthydemus; Digg. 1i.
121, who makes him the anthor
of seventeen books, with which,
however, he has as little to do
as with his supposed children
Hermogenes, and the rest,
and Clitobulus his son (Xen.
Mem, i. 3, 8; ii. 6; (He. 1-6;
Symp. 4, 10; Plato, Apol. 33,
D., 38, B.; Phedo, 59, B.;
Msch. in Atheneus v. 220, a.);

. Chzerephon (Mem. 1. 2, 48, ii. 3;

Plato, Apol. 20, E.; Charm.
153, B.; Gorgias, Aristophanes,
Jlouds, Birds, 1296) and his
brother Chserecrates (Mem.
1. c.): also Apollodorus (Mem.
iii, 11, 17; Plato, Apol. 34,
A.. 38, B.: Phmdo, 59, B., 117,
D.; Symp.); Aristodemus ( Mem.
i.4; Plate, Symp. 173, B., 174,

A, 223, B.); ZEuthydemus
(Mem, Iv. 25 .8; b6 PL
Sym. 222 B.); Theages (FL
Apol, 33, E. ; Rep. vi. 496, B.);
Hermogenes (Xen. Mem. ii. 10,
8,iv. 8, 4; Bym. 4,46; Apol. 2,
PL Phiedo, 59, B.  In Mem. i
2, 48, perhaps ‘Eppoyérys should
be read for Hermocrates; but
at any rate this Hermocrates
must. not be confounded with
the Hermocrates mentioned P7.
Tim 19,C., 20, A, Exit. 108,
A ; the latter being a stranger
making a short stay at Athens,
Compare Steinhart, PL. W. vi,
39 and 235 ; Fhaedonides (Mem.
i. 2, 48; Pl Phwmdo, 59, C.);
Theodotus (PI, Apol. 33, B.);
lipigenesgd Pheedo, 59, B.; Mem,
iil. 12); Menexenus (Phamdo, 59,
B.; Lysis, 206, D.); Ctesippus
(Pheedo, Euthydemus, and
Liysis); Thewmtetus (Themtet.
Soph. Pol. Proel. in Enclid.
19, m. 20); the younger So-

‘“

be found in Xenophon.?

crates (Plat. Thewt. 147, E.;
Soph. 218, §; Polit. 257, C.;
Awigt. Metaph. vil. 11, 1036, 6,
25; cont. Hermann, Plat.i. 661);
Terpsion (Pl Thewt.; Phedo,
59, 0.); Charmides ( Xen. Mem.
Hi. 7: 6, 14; Symp. 4, 29;
Hellen. ii. 4, 19; Plato, Charm.
Sym. 222, B.; Prot. 315, A.);
Glancon the brother of Plato
(Mem. iii, 6; the same indi-
vidual to whom Jicg. 1. 124,
attributes nine gepuine and
thirty-twe spuriouns dialognes,
and who is identified with the
Glauco of Plato's Republic and
the Parmenides, as we assume
following Beéekh; conf. Ab-
handlung d. Berliner Acad.
1878, Hist. Philos. KL p. 86);
Cleombrotus (Phaed. 59, C.;
perhaps the same who is said
by Callim. in (fe. Tusc, i. 34,
84, and Sewt. Math. i 48;
David, Proleg. in Cat. 9; Schol.
in Arist, 18, b, 35; Ammon in
Porphyr. Isag. 2, b. to have
committed suicide over the
Pheedo, probably not from mis-
anderstanding the exhortation
to a philosophic death, but
from shame for his conduct
there blamed); Diodorus ( Mem.
il 10); Critias whom Dionys,
Jud. de Thue. c. 31, p. 941,
reckons among the followers of
Socrates and Alcibiades in

]

their younger years (Mem. i.
2, 12, Plato); not fo mention
others who were acguainted
with Socrates, but did not join
his way of thinking, such as
Pheedrus the friend of Sophistry
( Plato, Phzed., Symp.); Callias
( Xen. Bymp., Plato, Phot.); the
younger Pericles (Mem. iv. 3);
Avistarchus (Mem. ii. 7); Eu-
therus (Mem. ii, 8) ; and many
more,

1 Crito and Glancon.

¢ Xenophon, the son of the
Athenian Gryllus, died accord-
ing to a statement in Dioy.
ii. 56, 863-350 B.c. From
Hellen. vi. 4, 35, however, it
appears that he survived the
murder of Alexander of Pherm
557. If the treatise respecting
the public revenues of Athens
belongs to the year 353, he
must also have outlived that
year. On the authority of Ps.
Ineian. Macrob. 21, his birth
was formerly placed in 450, o,
on account of the partfipation
in the battle of Delium, p. 67,
2,in 445 B.0. Thefirst of these.
passages is, however, extremely
untrustworthy, as giving in-
formation depending on the
date of his death, which is guite
uncertain. The latter is so
much at variance with what
Plato, Symp. 220, D. says, that

‘j.,
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It is impossible in reading the works of this *

author not to be struck with the purity and loftiness
of the sentiment, with his chivalrous character, and

it dis a most unstable fonn-
dation on which to build.
Neither passage agrees with
what Xenophon himself says
(Anab. iii. 1, 4 and 25, oiber
moatpacifopar Thy fnlar) 2, 37,
where he mentions himself and
Timasion as the two youngest
amongst the generals. These
passages place it beyonddispute,
that at the time of the expedi-
tion he is deseribing, 401-400
B.0., he was about 45 years of
age and not much older than
his friend Proxenus, who fell
in it atabout the age of 30. (8o
Grote, Plato iil. 563; Cobet,
Nova Lect. 533; DBergk in
Hrsch. u. Gruber’s Eneyl. i. 81,
892 ; Cirtins, Griech. Gesch, iii.
772, 31.) The circumstances of
his lfe we only know imper-
fectly, He speaks himself in
the Anabasis iii. 1, 4, Memora-
biliz. and (Econcmicus of his
relations with Socrates, astothe
origin of which Pigg.1i. 48 tells
a doubtful story, and in the
Anabasis of his activity:and
experience in the refreat of
the 10,000. After his return
he entered the Spartan army
in Asia Minor, and fought
nnder Agesilaus at Coronea
acainst his own countrymen,
Banished for this from Athens,
he settled in the Elean Scillus,
colonised by BSpartans (Xen.
Anahb. v.8,6; Diog.il 51; Pau-
san. V. 6, 4; Plut. Agesil, 18;
Tie Exil. 10, p. 603). Accord-
ing to an ill-accredited story in
Pausanias he died there. More

credible authorities state that
he was banished by the Hleans
(probably in 370 B.c., when
they joined the Thebans after
the battle of Leuctra Dindor.
xv. 62), and spent the rest of
his life at Corinth (Diog. 53)-
His banishment appears to
have ended, when Athens
joined Sparta against Thebes,
as the treatise on the revenues
indicates, either before or after
the battle of Mantinza, in
which his two sons fought
among the Athenian cavalry,
and the elder one, Gryllus, fell
(Diog. 54; Piwt. Consol. ad
Apoll. 33, p. 118). Xenophon’s
writings are distingnished for
purity and grace of langmage,
and the unaderned clearness of
the description. They appear
to have been preserved entire,
The Apology, however, the
Agesilaus, and the treatise on
the Athenian constitution are
certainly spurious, and several
others of the smaller treatises
are either spurious or have
large interpolations. Steinlart,
Plat. 1. 95, 300, wrongly doubts
the Symposiom. For his life
and writings consult Ariiger,
De Xenoph. Vita, Halle, 1832,
21 in 2nd vol. of Historisch.
philel. Btudien, Ranke, De
Xenoph. Vita et Scriptis, Berlin,
1851, Gwote,  Plato iii. 5623
Bergh, 1. ¢.; Békr in Pauly's
Realengyelop. vi. 6, 2791,  For
other literature on the subject
Ibid. and Ucbernieg, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 95.

Sy

XENOFPHON.

the healthy tone of his mind. Iis philosophical
capacities cannot be estimated very high. His de-
scription of Socrates is full of admiration for the
greatness of his character ; his philosophical merit
and his intellectual activity he has only imperfectly
understood. Not only does he share the narrowness
of the position of Socrates—as for instance when he
quotes the derogatory opinions of his master respect-
ing natural science in proof of his piety and intelli-
gence,'—but he misunderstands the true intellectnal
value of the discussions he reports. The formation
of conceptions, constituting the germ of the whole
teaching of Socrates, is only accidentally mentioned
by him in order to show what care his master devoted
to the critical culture of his friends.? All that he
sees in Socrates’ peculiar habit of asking every one
whom he came across, in his thirst for knowledge, as
to his mode of life, is that he tried to make himself
useful to people of every class, craftsmen ineluded.?
The importance of those tenets, too, relative to virtue,
in which the whole peculiarity of the Socratic ethics
consists, can only be gathered from his account with
so much difficulty that it is obvious how little Xeno-
phon himself* understood it. Many echoes and
reminiscences of the Socratic mode of teaching are
indeed to be found in his independent sketches ; but

he is too exclusively occupied with their practical

application to engage in any really scientific re-

! Mem.1.1,11;iv. 7. 2 Ibid. iv. ‘6.
3 Ibid, 1ii. 10, 1; i 1; eonf, 107, 2.

4 Mem. iil. 9, and p. 141.

241

CHAP,
it



242

CHAP.
X1

THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS.

searches. He describes the catechetical mode of

teaching,! in which he seems to bave been somewhat
skilled ; but his dialogues do not aim, like those of
the genuine Socratic type, at the formation of con-
ceptions, and are often far too slipshod in their
proofs and deductions. He recommends self-know-
ledge,? but primarily only in the popular sense,
meaning that no one ought to attempt what is
beyond his powers. He insists on piety, self-re-

straint,? and so forth, but he appears not to hold the -

maxim of Socrates,! that all these virtues consist in
knowledge. Following the method used by Socrates,
he proves that nothing is a good of which you do
not make a right use;” that every one readily sub-
mits to the wise,bthat right and law are synonymous
terms,” and that the rich are not more happy than
the poor,® that the true measure of riches and
poverty is not possession as such, but possessidh pro-
portionate to the mneeds of the possessor.® He
repeats what Socrates bad said about truth and
error,® yet not without hinting that these principles
are liable to be abused. With the same decision as
his master, he declares against the sensual and un-
natural abuses of love ; 1 and, following out this train

XENOPHON.

of thought, he requires that woman should have a
recognised social position, have more care spent on
her education, and that her union should he made
into a real companionship for life, and should be
based on a reciprocity of capacities and performances.!

. He exhorts to work, without, however, like his

teacher condemning the Greek prejudice against
manual labour.? By many expressions he gives an
insight into his ideal of a beauntiful and happylife ; 2
but he neither attempts to give a philosophic reason
for that ideal, nor does he place it outside the plat-
form of traditional Greek ethies. Touching the
knowledge and ommipotence of the Gods, their care
for mankind, the blessing consequent upon piety,?
he expresses himself with warmth ; but at the same
time he fully shares the belief of his nation?® in re-
gard to predictions and sacrifices, himself understand-
ing their interpretation. THe makes Cyrus express
the hope of a higher life after death, confirming that
hope by several considerations, without, however,
venturing fto assert it with full assurance. He
reminds us that the soul is invisible ; that vengeance
surely comes on the murderers of the innocent, and
that honour is due to the dead. He cannot believe
that the soul which gives life to the body should be

L {Ee. 18, 14,

2 Cyrop. vii. 2, 20.

% Thid. viil. 1, 23.

1 Compare the conversation
between Cyras and Tigranes,
Cyrop. iii. 1, 16, and Mem. i. 2,
19, in which the ordinary view
isgiven ratherthan the Socratic,
although the language allows
the latter.

5 Seeabove, p. 142, 2.
& Cyrop. i. 6, 21. See above,

p. 169, 2.

7 Thid, 1.3,17. Seep. 149, 1.

s Thid. viii. 3, 40; Symp. 4,
29; Mem. i. 6, 4.

¥ (Fe. 2, 2. .

Y Cyrop. i. 6, 31; Mem. iv.
2,18,

I Symp, B, 7, p. 161.

1 (Ee. 813, 6. 7; see p. 167, 4.

2(Ec. 4, 2: 6, 5320, 15;
conf. p. 171, 1. ;

3 Mem. iv. 8, 11; Cyrop. viii.
7,6; (Be. 11, 8.

4 Symp. 4, 46; Cyrop. 1.6, 2;
Eeo. 7, 18.

* Compare amongst other

passages, Cyrop. i. 6, 2; 23;
445 Me. 5, 19; 7, 7; 11, 8;
Hipparch. i. 13 5, 14:7,1; 9,
6; Aumal. iii. 1, 11; v. 9, 22 and
6, 28, and also pp. 66, 5; 143;
Cyrop. 1. 6, 23 agrees fully with
Mem. 1. 1, 6.

E 2
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itself mortal, or that reason should not survive in
greater purity after its separation from the body,
seeing a sign thereof in prophesying in sleep.! In
all these explanations we discern the faithful and
thoughtful follower of Socrates, but theregis not a
trace of original thought. Indeed it is doubtful
whether the few passages in which Xenophon seems
to have somewhat amplified the teaching of his
master, ought not really to be attributed to Socrates.

His larger work on politics, the Cyropedeia, is,
as a book of political philosophy, unimportant. Xeno-
phon here proposes to portray the Socratic ideal of
o ruler who understands his business,? and who cares
for his people as a shepherd cares for his flock ; but
what he really gives,is a description of a valiant and
prudent general,’ of an upright man, of a chivalrous
conqueror. No attempt is made to define clearly the
province of government, to give a higher meaning to
the state, or to fulfil its object by fixed institutions.
The demand for careful education > may reveal the
follower of Socrates, but there is so little reference
in that education to knowledge,® that it might more
readily pass for a Spartan than for a Socratic educa-

XENOPHON.

all its institutions aim! is the strength and wealth
of the sovereign and his courtiers. Even this view is
very imperfectly carried out, many important depart-
ments of government being altogether omitted.”
The same remarks apply to the Hiero. In this dia-
logue Xenophon shows plainly enough how little the
supposed good fortune of an absolute sovereign is to
be envied. His remarkstouching the means whereby
such a sovereign can make himself and his people
happy—allowing that many of his proposals are expe-
dient—donotadvance beyond a benevolent despotism.
More successful is his smaller treatise on family life.
Tt bears witness to an intelligent mind and a benevo-
lent heart, which comes out particularly in the pas-
sages respecting the position assigned to woman * and
the treatment of slaves.* But it makes no pretensions
to be a philosophical treatise, though it may contain
many individual Socratie thoughts.? From Xenophon,
then, the history of philosophy can gain but little.*

! fompare viii. 1. The treaty and a supplement to Plato’s
between Cyrus and the Persians, pure speculations. Yet he too
viii. 5, 24, has for its object, says that excepting in the
security by the advantages of (Economica there can be no

tion. Everything centres in the person of the prince.
The state is an Asiatic kingdom, The end at which

¥ Cyrop. viil. 7, 17. See p.
Rl

% Thid. 1. 1,3. See . 168,

& Ibid. viii. 2, 143 Mem. i. 2,
32.
4 Thid. 6, 12 speaks of these
duties in language similar to
Mem, iii. 1. Perhaps Xeno-

phon may be the nameless
friend referred to in this pas-
sage.

S Qyrop. 1. 2, 2; viil. 8, 13;
vii. 5, 72.

s A weak echo of the prin-
ciple of Sogrates is found i
43,

government.

t Qpmpare the spirited re-
marks of bk, Gesch. d.
Staatswissenschaft, i. 204.

e B S

+19,3; 14, 9; 0. 213 7, 87
and 41 ; 9, 11,

3 See p. 243, 2,

5 A more favourable view of
Kenophon by Stritmpell, Gesch.
d. Prakt. Phil. d. Gr. 466-509.
Te sees in him the develop-
ment of Socratic thought from
the point of applied ethics,

trace of a systematic develop-
ment in Xenophon (p. 481);
his ethical teaching is extremely
simple, almost entirely devoid
of philosophic language (p.
484) ; he never really proves
anything, nor employs any
form for deduction, not even
the favourite method with So-
crates, that of definition (p.
467). In what, then, does his
importance for philesophy and
history consist? The applica-
tior of the thoughts of others,
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Aischines ! would appear to have treated the
teaching of Socrates in the same way. The writings
of this diseiple® are reckoned among the best models
of Attic prose,’ and are by some preferred to those of

Xenophon.*

It is, moreover, asserted that they re-

produce the spirit of Socrates with wonderful fidelity,®

without verifying their con-
tents or observing their me-
thod, may in many respects be
very meritorious, but it cannot
be regarded as a service ren-
dered to philosophy.

1 Msehines, son of Lysanias
(Plato, Apol. 33 E), against
whom Ding. ii. 60, cannot have
weight, is praised for his ad-
herence to Soocrates (Diog. il
31 ; Senec. Benef. 1. 8). Plato
mentions him (Phado, 59, R.)
among those who were present
at the death of Socrates. Ido-
menens, however (Diog. ii. 60,
35 ; iil. 36), transferred to him
the part played by Crito in
Plato, probably only from spite
to Plato. We afterwards meet
him in the company of the
younger Dionysins (Diog. ii.
61; 63; Plut. Adul. et Am.
c. 26, p. 67; Philost.v. Apollon.
i. 33, p. 43 ; Lucian, Paras. c.
32, conf. Diodor. xv. T6), to
whom he had been recom-
mended by Plato according to
Plutareh, by Aristippus accord-
ing to Diogenes. Aristippus
appears as his friend in Fiog.
ii, 82 ; Plut. Coh. Ira, 14. Poor
to begin with (Dieg. ii. 34, 63),
he was poor in after-life on his
return to Athens. He did not
venture, it is said, to found a
school, but delivered a few
speeches and treatises for

money (Diog. ii. 62; what
Athen. xi. 507, c. and Diag. ii.
20, sayisnot credible), Whether
the dirty stories are true which
Lysias in Athen. xiii. 611, tells
of him is a moot point. His
writings, according to Ad#hen.,
give the impression of an hon-
ourableman. The time of his
death is not known.

* According to Diog. ii. 61,
64, Phrynichus in Phot. Biblio-
thek, c. 151, p, 101, seven of
these were considered to he
genuine. The few remains of
them existing have been col-
lected by Hermann, De Hschin.
Soer. Reliquiis, Gott. 1850. See
Thid. p. 8.

* Longin. wepl edpés.; Rhet.
Gr, ix. 5569 (ed. Walz).

4 Phrynich. in Phot. Cod. 61,
Schl. 158, g. E; Hermogenes,
Form. Orat.ii. 3; Rhet. Gr, iii.
394, M. Psellos in Con. Catal.
af Bodl. MSS. p. 743, quoted by
Grote, Plato, i, 469, against

~which authority Timon in ZHog.

il. 863 62, carries no weight.
He is said to have imitated
Gorgias in speech, Diag. ii. 63.

s Apistid. Or. xlv. p. 35.
Cont. Demetr. De Interpret. 207,
Henee the story (Digg. ii. 60,
625 A#hen. xiii. 611), that his
speeches had been composed
by Boerates, and given to him
by Xanthippe. Dieg. ii. 47

ASCHINES.

and the few fragments which remain confirm this
view. Nevertheless they appear to have been singu-
larly poor in real philosophie thought. Their strength
consists far more in the grace and elegance of their
language than in an independent treatment of the

Socratic teaching.

More philosophic characters were the two The- D. Sim-
bans, Simmias! and Cebes.® Both were pupils of
Philolaus ; ? both are described by Plato * as thought-

ful men.

Still nothing certain is known of their

philosophical opinions and performances. The writ-

ings attributed to them ®

were already rejected by

Panztius © as far as he knew them, and the single one
extant, known as the ¢Mirror’ of Cebes, is certainly
spurious.” Still less can any dependence he placed

ranks him among the most
distingnished followers of So-
crates.

I Xen. Mem. i. 2, 48; iii, 11,
17 ; Plato, Phado, 59, C., 63 A.

* Mem.; Phedo, 59, C., 60,
C.
3 Phedo, 61, D.
4 Tt is said (Ph=do, 242, B.)
that Simmias delivered and
composed more philosephical
speeches than any one else. In
the Phaedo, 85, €., he is made
to express the sentiment, that
every question should be pur-
suecl as far as possible. Of
Cebes it is said (Phedo, 63, A,
77, A.) that he could always
raise objections, and was the
most inveterate wrangler ; and
the part which he and Simmias
play in the Phaedo corresponds
with this deseription.

5 Diog. ii. 124, mentions

twenty-three leetures of Sim-
mias and three of Cebes, in-
cluding the Mirror.  Ofher
testimonies for the latter in
Sclweighduser, Epicteti En-
chiridion et Cebetis Tabula, p.
261,

¢ Dhgg. ii. 64: wdvrav pévror
oy Swkpariedy SwAdywr Tlopai-
Tios dAnbels elvar Sowel Tols TIAd-
Twios, Eevoderroes, Avriohépous,
Aloylvov Biordfer 8¢ mepl Tav

Paidwvos xal Edxheldov, Tobs 8¢

#AAovs draipel wayTos.

! In modern times its genu-
ineness has been maintained
by Biahy (Pauly’s Real-Ency-
clop. £ vol. art. Cebes) and
Schweighiinser, ¢. 13, 33; but
their assumption is refuted by
two passages in it, one of
which mentions a Peripatetic,
and the other quotes from
Plato’s Laws. Inother respects,

s and
Cebes.
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in the genuineness of the writings which were circu-
lated at a later time under the name of tne shoemaker
Simon.!  Probably he is altogether an imaginary
persom.?

In addition to Plato, four founders of Socratie
sehools are known to us: Euclid, Phedo, Antisthe-
nes, and Aristippus. Of these the two former are
much alike ; the two others follow courses peculiar to
themselves, There arose thus three distinet Soeratic
schools: the Megarian-Elean, the Cynie, and the
Cyrenaie. All these are derived from Socrates. One-
sided in their aims, and dependent themselves on
earlier theories, they only imperfectly catch the spirit
of the teaching of Soecrates, and diverge from him and
from one another in the most opposite directions.
Socrates made it the highest business of man to know

the good. What that good was he could not mark
out more accurately, being partly satisfied with a

too, notwithstanding its general
colonrlessness, traces appear of
later times, e.g. in its Stoie
morality and attacks on false
culture.

! Bee Piog. il 122 ; Suid.
Swicpdns: Epist. Socrat. 12, 13 ;
Plut. . Prin. Philos. c. 1, p. 776 ;
Haekh, in Plat. Minoim, 42
Simonis Socrat. Dialogi iv. Her-
mann, Plat, 1. 419, 585,

* What Diogenes says of him
is unsatisfactory, and the story
that Pericles asked him for

.shelter which he refused, be-

sides  being chronologically
suspicious, is hardly likely to
be true. Ofthe dialogues attri-
buted to him a great part are
found in writings belonging to

other people (Hermann, 1. ¢.).
It is suspicious that he is not
mentioned by any ancient
authority, and that both Plato
and Xenophon are silent about
an old and very remarkable
pupil of Socrates. In addition
to the above, Swides (Swxpdr,
p. 843) mentions also Bryso of
Heraclea asa pupil of Socrates.
Others, however, as Snidas
remarks, called him a pupil
of Kuclid’s, and the comedian
Liphippus in -Athen, xi. 509, c.
calls him an Academician.
Theopompus® statement (1. e.
508, I).) that Plato copied some
of his writings,would harmonise
with either view ; but it isin
any case falze.

.

SIMMIAS AND CEBES.

practical description of it, and partly restricted to a
theory of relative pleasure.” These various sides of
the Socratic philosophy now diverge, and are rounded
off info systems. One party confines itself to the
general burden of the teaching of Socrates—the ab-
stract idea of the good. Others starting from plea-
sure which is its result make that the gange of the
good, and the good itself something relative. Again,
of those confining themselves to the good some attach
importance to the theoretical, others to the practical,
carrying out and treatment of the good. Thus the
Soeratic teaching gave rise to the three schools just
named, which in so far as they bring into prominence
individual elements in the spirit of Soerates to the
detriment of the rest, revert, to older lines of thought
long sinze left behind in the historical development
of philosophy. The Megarians and Cynics go back
to the Eleatic doctrine of the One and All, and to
the Sophistry of Gorgias; the Cyrenaics to the
negative teaching of Protagoras, and to the early
scepticism of Heraclitus.
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CHAPTER XII.

THE MEGARIAN AND THE ELEAN-ERETRIAN SCHOOLS.

Tue founder of the Megarian school! is Euclid? A

! Deycks, De Megaricorum
Boetrina, Bonn, 1827, whose
careful work has not been
added to by Mallet's Histoire
de I'Ecole de Mégare, Par. 1845,
More independent, but some-
times too diffuse, is Henne,
Ecole de Mégare, Par. 1843
Ritter, Ueber die Philosophie
der Meg. Schule in Rhein.
Mus. ii. (1828), p. 295; Harten-
stein, Ueber die Bedentung
der Meg. Schule fiir die Gesch.
d. Metaphys. Probleme, Ver-
handl. der Sichs. Gesellschaft
der Wissensch., 1848, p. 190;
P:rg.nﬁ, Geseh. d. Logik, i. 33,
which enters most deeply into
the logical teaching of the
Megarians,

# Huclid’s home was Megara
(Plato, Themtet.; Phmdo, 59,
C.): that it was his birthplace
iz asserted by Cic. Acad. iv, 42,
129 ; Sirabo, ix. 1, 8, p. 393;
Digg. ii, 106. The statement
that he came from Gela (ruwes
in . Dhoy.) doubtless rests on a
misunderstanding. Deyeks, p.
4, imagines it arose from con-
:founding him with Euclid the
jester, yekoios, to whom, how-
ever, Athen. vi. 242, b, 250, e,
does not give this epithet.
meﬁe, p. 92, conjectnres, but
without sufficient reason, that

he was educated at Gela. That
he also possessed property in
Attica, Grofe, Plat. il 471,
c9nc]udes, but withont suffi-
cient reasom, from JDionys.
Judic. de Tseo, ¢. 14; Karpo-
eral. bri vé dmuempurt.  Poll. vidi,
48, Dionysius enly refers to a
judicial speech of Tsmus mpés
EbiAelbnr aproposof a piece of
land, but that this Euclid was
the follower of Socrates is pure
conjecture. The time of his
birth cannot be accurately de-
termined, nor does the anecdote
I Gell, vi. 10 help towards de-
termining it. He wag, however,
probably older than Plato. This
seems to be proved by the fact
that on the death of Socrates
he served for some time as a
centre to his disciples. The
time of his death is also un-
certain. If Stilpo and Pasicles
were his personal pupils, he
must have lived at least till
360 B.C.; but this is very un-
cerfain  On the whole little is
known of him. A celebrated
saying of his to his brother,
bearing witness to a gentle
character, is quoted by Plut. de
Ira, 14, p. 462; Irat. Am. 18,
. 489: BStob. Fior. B4, 15;
Diog. ii. 108, mentions six dis-
courses of his,

HISTORY GOF THE MEGARIANS,

Faithful friend and admirer of Socrates,! but at the
same time familiar with the Eleatic doctrine,* Euclid
made use of this doctrine to develop the Socratic

philosophy as he understood it.

He thus esta-

blished a separate branch of the Socratic School,?
which continued to exist until the early part of the
third century Ichthyas® is named as his pupil

1 The story told by Gell, N
4 vi. 10, of his nightly visits
to Athens is well known. It
eannot, however, go for much,
though not in itself improb-
able. On the contrary, it may
be cathered from Plato's Thee-
tet. 142, C. that Euclid con-
stantly visited Socrates from
Megara, and from the Phmdo,
59, (. that he was present at
his death, A further proof of
his close connection with the
followers of Socrates will be
found in the fact (Diag. ii. 106
iii. 6) that Plato and other fol-
Jowers of Socrates stayed with
him for a considerable time
after the death of their master.
He is usually spoken of as a
disciple of Socrates, and has a
place amongst his most dis-
tingnished disciples.

# As may he gathered from
his system with greater cer-
tainty than from Cie.and Diog.
When Euclid became acquain-
ted with the Eleatic Philosophy
is uncertain. It is most prob-
able that he was under its
influence before he came under

_that of Scerates, althongh the

story in Diog. ii. 30, is too un-
certain fo prove much.

3 The oxoAd Ebxdeidov (for
which the Cynic Diogenes in
Digg. N, 34, substitutes ElkAcifov

xorY), called Megarian or
Eristic or Dialeetic, Ding. 1i.
106. Consnlt Jeycks as o
these names. He proves that
the terms Eristic and Dialectic
were not confined to the Me-
garian School, Compare Sei-
fus Empiricus, wha generally
understands by Dialecticians,
Stoies, for instance, Pyrrh. ii.
146, 186, 229, 235.

i How early Huclid swas at
the head of a special cixcle of
pupils, and whether he appeared
formally as a Sophist, or like So-
erates, only gradually gathered
about him men desirons fo
Jearn, we are not told. Perhaps
the emigration of many fol-
lowers of Scerates to Megara
gave oceasion for the estab-
lishment of thiz school—ie.,
for the formation of a society,
which at first moved about
Tuclid’s house and person,
busying itself with discussions.
There is no ground fer sup-
posing that Plato and his
friends removed to Megara,
attracted by the fame of the
School of Euclid, as Henne
maintains, pp. 27 and 30.

b Swid. EorAeldns—Diog. il
112, only makes the general
remarls, that he belonged to
the School of Fuelid.
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and successor, respecting whom, however, nothing

further is known.!

Of greater note was Eubulides,?

the eelebrated dialectician,® who wrote against Aris-

Demosthenes.®

totle,* and who is mentioned as the teacher of
Cotemporary with him were Thra-

symachus® of Corinth, and Dioclides,’ perhaps also
Clinomachus.® Pasicles,® however, would appear to
be younger. A pupil of Eubulides was Apollonins
of Cyrene, surnamed Cronus,” the teacher of the

! His name is still found in
Dipg. 1. 112 ; vi. 80 (Diogenes
dedicated to him a dialogue
called Ichthyas), Athen. viii,
335, a.

* Of Miletus according to
Digg. 1i. 108, Whether he was

‘the head of a sehoal, or whether

he was an immediate disciple
of Euclid, we do not know.
Diogenes only says, +qs &
Elrchelboy Biaboxfs dore kol EXB.

? Compare Ding, ii. 108;
Seaé. Math, vit 13,

+ Dipg.il. 109 ; Aristocles in
Eus. Pr. Bv. xv. 2, 5; Athen.
viii. 354, b. Themist. Or. xxiii,
285, e,  From these passages it
is seen that the attack of Eu-
bulides was very violent, and
not free from personal abuse.
We also hear from Athen. x.
437 of a comedy of Eubulides.
But be can hardly be the indi-
vidual whose work -on the
Cynic Diogenes is quoted by
Dipg. vi, 20, 30,

* The faet seems pretty well
established (although it is con-
spicuously omitted by Platarch
in his life of Demosthenes),
being mnot only attested by
Diog. 1i. 105 ; Pseudoplut. v.
Dec. Orat. viil. 21; Apule.

De Mag. c. 15, p. 478 Suid.
Anuoslepys, and Phot, Cod, 263,
but being also allnded to by
the Comedian in Dieg,, who
can hardly have ealled a bare
agquaintance a disciple,

¢ According <o Dieg. ii, 121,
a friend of Ichthyas, and a
teacher of Stilpo's.

T Suid. Zriawwy, a pupil of
Euclid, and the teacher of
Pasicles.

® A Thurian (according to
Digg. ii, 112), and a teacher of
Stilpo's son Bryso, Swid. Tijjwy,
Diog. says he was the first to
write on predicates, sentences,
and such like,

* According to Suid. Zriarar,
a brother of the Cynic Crates,
who had also Dioclides, a pupil
of .Euclid's, for teacher, and
Stilpo for pupil. Diog. vi. 88,
in calling Crates his brother
and Buclid his teacher, pro-
bably eonfonnded Euclid with
Dioclides, unless this be the
work of a transeriber and
AvoichetBou should be read for
EdxAeldon.

1 Diog. il. 111; Strabe xiv.
2, 21, p. 658; xvil, 3, 22, p.
838,

HISTORY OF THE MEGARIANS.

sharp-witted Diodorus Cronus,! and another of his
pupils was Euphantus, known only to us as a poet

and historian.?

All other members of this school were, however,
thrown into the shade by Stilpo,® a pupil of Thrasy-

! Diodorus, a native of Tasos
in Caria, belones to the most
distinguished dialecticians of
the Megarian School, Cic. De
Fato, 6, 12, calls him ¢valens
dialectizns';  Sexf. Math. i.
309, BuderTicdToTos. Seit.
and Dieg. 1. 111, quote two
epigrams of Callimachus, His
fallacies and his researches into
motion, and into hypothetical
sentences, will be mentioned
hereafter. Pigue at a dialecti-
cal defeat inflicted by Stilpo at
the table of Ptolemy Sotfer, is
said to bave killed him (Diayg.
Plin. Hist, Nat. vii. 55, 180).
He bequeathed his dialectie to
his five danchters; (lem. AL
Strom. iv. 523, A.; Hieron.
adv. Jovin. i. t. iv. 186. His
nickname, Kronos, is differ-
ently explained hy Strabo and
Diog., and in modern times by
Panzerbieter in Jahn's Jahth.
f. Philel. Bupplement b. V.
223, ., who, however, does not
explain it altogether satisfac-
torily. Consult, also, Steinhart
in Ersch. und Gruber's Ency-
clop. Sec. i. B., 25, p. 286.

2 All we know of him is from
Diog. ii. 110, who ealls him the
tutor of King Antizonus, and
says that to Antigonus he ad-
dressed a book, wepi Bagihelas,
Athen. vi. 251 quotes an extract
from the fourth book of his
history, in which, if he has not
made a gross mistake, wpdrtov

must be read for wpirov. See
Mallet, p. 96. Callicrates, also
mentigped by Athenwens, is
known from Dhodor, xx. 21, as
a favenrite of Prolemy Soter.

3 Btilpo of Megara (Digg. ii.
113) must have lived until the
end of the fourth century. At
least he survived the capture of
Megara by Prtolemy Lagl, and
his defeat by Demetrius Polior-
cetes, two events which hap-
pened 307 and 305 B.C. respec-
tively, Dhiodor. xx. 37 and 45.
On the former oceasion the
interview with Dioclorns Cronus
may have happened ; for Stilpe
never visited Egypt (Ding. 115).
Sirce he died at an advanced
age, we may approximately
place his birth in 380, and his
death in 300 B.c. Probably we
ought to place the date of both
later, for the notices about his
pupils in  Dheg. ii. 113-120,
Senee. Epist. 10, 1, lead ns to
believe that bis active life was
cotemporary with that of Theo-
phrastus; and accordingly it
cannot have begnn long before
the death of Aristotle. Swid.
EiwAeld, calls him suceessor to
Iehthyas. Some of the pupils
of Huelid are mentioned as his
teachers, and (Diog. ii. 113)
in partienlar Thrasymachus,
(Swid. Eixdeid. and Zridmwo.)
Fven Euclid himself is named
by some, but none of these
statements are probable, His
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machus., His spirited lectures made him an object

~ of wonder to his cotemporaries, and the crowds who

flocked from all sides to listen to them gained for the
Megarian School a lustre such as it had not hitherto
enjoyed.!  With him the development of the Mega-
rian doctrine took a new turn, the principles of the
Cymie School which he had learnt from Diogenes?
being incorporated with his own to such an extent,
that doubts may be felt whether Stilpo rather be-
longs to the Cynics or to the Megarians,® Thereby
he became theimmediate precursor of the Stoa, into
which these two branches of the Soeratic philosophy
were resolved by his pupil Zeno.*  Other Megarians,
however, continued faithful to the exclusively eritical
character of this school. Alexinus of Elis, partly a

STILPO THE MEGARIAN.

cotemporary of Stilpo' but somewhat younger, is
notorious for his captiousness; and logical subtleties
are recorded? of Philo, the pupil of Diodorus.
Other Megarians of this and the following age are

character, as to which more
will be said hereafter, is com-
mended as upright, gentle,
persevering, Open, generous,
and wunselfish, Diog. 1. 117;
Piut. Vit. Pud. c. 18, p. 536;
adv. Col. 22, 1, p. 111, a. In
early life dissipated, he en-
tirely mastered this tendency
by strength of will ((ic. De
Fato, 5, 10). He also took
part in public business, Liog.
114. Nine of his dialogues are
mentioned by fHog. il 120.

L Diog. ii. 113, exaggerates
in saying, TocoiToy 8’ edpeoiloyia
kal gopioreia mpofiye Tobs EANovs,
Sore uikpet Befigar wacay THy
‘EAddba dpopdrar eis alrdr e-
yaptoar. He also mentions (119
and 115) the pupils, who came
over to him from other philoso-
phers, and the universal ad-
miration bestowed on him aft

Athens and by several prinees.
It iz all the more striking that
Diog. 120 calls his speeches
uxpot.

2 Diog. vi. T6.

# The proof of lhis will be
given later.

1 That Zeno was a pupil of
Stilpo is stated by Dhegq. il
120; wii. 2, 24, on the anthority
of Heraclides. The same per-
son is no doubt referred toin
Drog. 1i. 116, as Zeno the
Pheenician. The founder of
the Stoa is frequently called a
Pheenician, Digy. vii. 15, 25, 30.
In no ease can it be Zeno of
Sidon, the pupil of Apollo-
dorus, as Mallet, p. 62, sup-
poses, who was himself a pupil
of Epicurus, and who, accor-
ding to Disg. x. 25, vil. 35,
continued faithful to Hpicu-
Teanism. :

only known to us by name.* With the verbal criti-

I Dhog, il. 109, speaks of him
as a pupil of Enbulides (uerafy
8¢ Ay dvTav s EbBovAifov Bix-
Goyiis 'AAetivos éyevero ‘HAeios).
The age in which he lived can
be approximately determined
by his disputes with Stilpo
(Phet. Vit. Pud. c. 18, p. 636);
with Menedemus (Dhog. ii. 133),
and with Zeno, whose strongest
opponent he was, fisg. 1i. 109 ;
Sext. Math. ix. 108; Plut
Comm. Not: 10, 3, p. 1063. He
must have been: younger than
Stilpo, and have flonrished in
the first ten years of the third
century. His love of conten-
tion and his malicious ways
gained for him the nickname
‘Exeytaos, Diog, Plut. Vit, Pud,
18; Aristotle in Fus. Pr. Ev. xv.
2, 4. We also learn from Her-
mippus in Dicg. that he'retired
to Olympia in his last years, in
order to establish a new school
there. This place of abode not
sniting hiz pupils, he remained
there alone, but soon died of
an injury. For his writings con-
sultDiog. ii. 110; vil. 163 ; Athen.
xv. 696 ; Aristotle in Fus. L ¢,

2 Diog. vil. 16, a passage
which does not appear so am-
biguous as Ritter, Rh. Mus. 1i.
30; Gesch. 4. Phil. ii. 145,
would make if, particnlarly
when the subsequent accounts
are taken into consideration.
Diog. related that Zeno of
Cittium was fond of his society ;

Clemens, Stromat. iv. 523, and
Jerome adv. Jov. i., quote from
his ¢ Menexenus ' the informa-
tion already given respecting
the danghters of Dindorns,
whom he wmust then have
spoken of in terms of praise.
Tt is a clear mistake on the
part of Jerome to make him
the teacher of Carneades. Still
stranger is Mallet's mistake,
confounding the disputant
Philo with Philo of Larissa,
the founder of the fourth Aca-
demy.  The latter lived some
150 to 200 vears later. Nor
can Philo be reckoned among
the Stoics, although this has
heen done by Fabricius in Sext.
Pyrrh. ii. 110, and by Pranti.
Gesch. d. Logik, i. 404,

* Dhog. vii. 191, 194, men-
tions Philo’s writings mepl on-
uao i@y, and mepl Tpdrwy, noainst
which Chrysippus wrote, with-
out doubt meaning this Philo.
To the same individual mnst
be referred what e, Acad. .
47, 143, and Sext. Math. viii.
113, Pyrrh. ii. 110, say as to
bis views of hypothetical sen-
tences differing from those of
Diedorus, and what 4lez. Aphi,
inn Anal. pr. 59, b, says respect-
ing their differences in respect
of the possible. By Digg. vii.
16, and Clemens he is sur-
named 8 Sarentirnds,

* A dialectician Panthoides,
doubtless the same person as
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cism of the Megarians is connected Pyrrho’s philo-
sophy of doubt exactly as the scepticism of Gorgias
is connected with the critical subtleties of the
Eleatics ; the connecting links being Pyrrho, whom
Bryso is said to have taught,! and Timon, who
studied under Stilpo himself.?

The Megarian philosophy is only imperfeetly
known to us from the fragmentary notices of the an-
cients ; frequently it is impossible to decide whether
their statements refer to the founder and the older
members, or only to the later followers of the

Sext, Math. vii. 13, mentions,
and whose disagreement with
Diodorns in respect of the pos-
sible (see p. 233, 1, 2) Epictet.
Diss. ii. 19, 5, speaks of, is
mentioned by IHog. v. 68, as
the teacher of the Peripatetic
Lyco, and miust therefore
have flourished 280 to 270
B¢, A dialectician Aristides
is also mentioned by Dieg. ii.
113, among the cotemporaries
of Stilpo, and an Aristotle
living in Sicyon about 255 B.c.
Plug. Arat. 8. Dinias who is
there named with him appears
also to have been a Megarian.
Somewhat younger must have
been Artemidorus, who wrote
against Chrysippns, Diog.
ix. 3. ;

1 Piog. ix. 61 : T{pder frovee
Bpliowvos ot ZriaTaros, @s AN
Zovdpos v Awloyais.  Swid.
Thippwy : Brefikovee Bptowros, Tob
KAewoudyov pofnron. Instead of
Bryso, Aptvowr was formerly
read in Diog. Sewt. Math. vil
13, however also ecalls him
Bryso. Suid. HOdger. These
statements are not without

their difficulties. Allowing it
to be possible that Clingma-
chus and not Stilpo instructed
Bryso, or that he enjoyed the
instruction of both; the chro-
nology is still troublesome.
For how ean Pyrrho, before
Alexander's expedition to Asia,
as Diog. expressly says, have
studied under the son of a
wan, whose own professional
career probably comes after
that expedition ! It seerns as
thongh the relation of Pyrrho
ancl Bryso as pupil and teacher
were an imaginary combina-
tion, desigmed to connect the
school of Pyrrho with the Me-
garian, Possible it also is that
Bryso, the teacher of Pymho,
has been wrongly identified
with the son of this Stilpo.
Suid. Zwrpdr. calls Bryso the
teacher of Pyrrho, a pupil of
Bocrates, or according to ntherg
a pupil of Buclid. Riper,
Philol. zxx. 462, proposes to
read in the passage of Diog.
instead of Bptowros 708 Sridre-
vos, Bplo, % S7lAar,
2 Dhiog. ix. 109,

MEGARIAN DOCTRINE.

School. Tt is therefore very satisfactory to have
from Plato! particulars respecting a theory in which
Schleiermacher ? first recognised Megarian views, and
which, in common with most writers,? we feel justi-

! Soph. 242, B. Plato de-
fined Sophistry as the art of
deception. The difficulty im-
mediately arises, that decep-
tion is only then possible,
when not-being, to which all
deception refers, admits a cer-
tain kind of being. It may
then be asked, how is the
being of the not-being pos-
sible! To answer this question
Flato reviews varions opinions
respecting being. In the first
place he examines the two
most opposite statements, that
being is the many, and that it is
the one, and after having shown
that neither a manifoldness of
original substances withont a
substratum of wnity, nor the
unity of the Eleatics excluding
the many, can be admitted, he
continues, p. 245, E.: robs utv roi-
vuy SrarpiBoAoyovuivous Byras Te
mepL wal puh wdrTas péy ob SieAy-
Adfaper, Buws ¢ fravis éxérar
Tous B¢ EAAws Adyorras ab fea-
Téoy, These are again divided
into classes, those who only
allow reality to what is mate-
rial, and others who are called
248, A, oi vév eldéy piror. Of
the latter it is stated 246, B.:
Tovyapody of wpbs adrovs (the
materialists) audigfnTotivres ud-
Ao edhoBds avwler € dopdrov
woldy aubvorTar vomTa BrTa ral
doduare €ldn Belducror Ty dAy-
Gy otwilor elvar Td 8¢ érelyay
couare Kol THr Aeyoudvir On
airdy dAfjlear xatd opirpd Bia-
Bpatiovres v Tols Adyois pévemy

avt’ obolas depouérny Tivd wpor-
ayapEiovaiy,

# Platon’s Werke, ii, 2.

3 dst, Platon’s Leben .
Schreiben, 201; Deycks, 37:
Heindorf on Soph. 248, s
Brandis, i, a., 114 ; Hermann,
Plat. 339; Ges. Abh. 246 ;
Staltbawm, Plat, Parm. 60 :
Soph. f. Polit. 61: Susemihil,
Genet. Entw. 1. 298 ; Steinhart,
Allg. Eneylk. i. 29,53 ; Platon's
Werke, 1. 204, 423, 554 :
Henne, Ecole de Mégare, 84—
15835 Prantl, Gesch. d. Log, i
37. Against Schleiermacher
are Ritter, Rhein. Mus. von
Niebubr und Brandis ii. 305 ;
Petersen, Zeitschrift £ Alter-
thimer, 1836, 892, Fenmne, P
49, and Maliet, p. xxx., refers
the description in Thewmtet,
185, C. of the formation of
conceptions, to the Megarians,
on the ground that it does not
agree with Plato’s own method,
But it would seem that he is
wrong in so doing, since we
have no reason to think of
others besides Plato and So-
crates. The passage in Parm.
131, B. cannot be rightly re-
ferred to the Megarians, as has
been done by Sehiciermacher,
Pl Werke, 1. 2, 409, and Deyoks,
p. 42. The question whether
things participate in Tdeas, is
one which the Megarians did
not examine, and it is widely
remote from the view discussed
in the Sophistes.
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. lying to them.' ;
L and by considering the inward

1 following are the rea-
songh%t- is clear and generally
allowed that Flato's desur"lp.tm:[é
is too minute to be_m‘rhr}n;‘
reference to some ‘phﬂoso?’uo
School then e}:lstmg.‘ ]_":\ {31’1
Deussen, De  Flat. §oph1s e,
Marb. 1869, p. 44, 1svrcducs:d tvo
admit this. There is also t?"e?-
nite reference to a Socratic
School in the passage where.;%n
opinion is attributed to cert..m:;

hilosophers, to the effect t-ha?,
Erﬂe exiatence only bclong]:i 1Lr:p
immaterial things. A philo-
sophy of conceptions was g‘n-
Inown before the time qf So-
crates, and the description
acrees with N0 OLE of the pre-
Speratic Schools. The philo-
sophers of conceptions _a,ée
clearly distindgulﬁhedmfggi?ﬁ ;Lﬂ;

ics, and are est;
E‘i??;l( different from them.
Still less can the Pﬁhagore;nz
be thonght _of, as MaHe‘t had
done, p, bii.; for they ha
ncith?er a ph]h_)sophy c_;:dc::lm-
ceptions, 1oL did they indu go.;::
in that subtle refutation o
opponents, which P_lato attri-
bltjlws to these phllogophrelgs.
Nor can the langnage of Plaio,
946, C., be quoted to p1:{l)ve
'the’ eontrary, where spea.]m‘;g
of the dispute betweel} ht te
idealists and tl}e ma.tenéz Ss}

he says that: s ;.céa:cy i

rofTe, GTAETOS GpdTEpwY Fééxz

s Gel EvvéoTarer. ?hlst ﬁg.s

not mean that this dl:T_pﬂ_G L

Tways existed, but that it-was

awoid as the Schools them-

g:lves., or that, every time th:
point Was touched upon,

By making use of the

viglent altercation ensu?d he-
tween the parties. We me
not obliged by this state-
ment to refer this view to a.r%
earlier period than that o©
Socrates.  And ?mong theL _:;Jc—)
tic Schools there 1s none t
Svrﬁich it ecan be %t-‘tl'lblzted
with so much probability as t?
the Megarian. Some think
that the pussage refers to Plato
(as Sooker, Plat. Schui _ftel‘l, 265,
and Sehaarschmidt, Die Samm-
lung der Plat, Sch., 210, :}o)_; .ajm:i
this reference commenas itself
most to those who with the!_:a‘
declare that the Sophistes is
not the work of Plato. The
reference would of course be
to an earlier form of Plat?_s‘
teaching or to such Platomf;ti:
as had failed to advance wit
their school. Thisis the view of
Eeberweg, Unters. Plat, Bchrift.
977 Pilger, Ueber d. Atbet‘ese.
d. Plat. Soph. Berlin, 1869, 215
Grote, Plato, 1. 458 111;-18.%6,-
Camplell, the Sophistes an
Politicus of Plato, Soph. lxm'v.
f. 125. But is it likely that
Plato can have treated a rl}enrg
of his own with so much irony
as he lavishes, p. 246, A B, on
these «idar pian ] Ts it Plato’s
teaching, or have we reason
for thinking that it ever wzz:.
Plato’s teaching, that the &9-
paurs Toi wotety does nob be}ong’
to Being but to the Becoming :
In his system, as far as it is
kmown to us, it does belong 1o
the idea of the good, to the
creative poiis of Timaus, to the
aitla of Philebus, which m,u?t-
at any rate be reckoned as ovgla

MEGARTAN TEACHING.

connection of the several doetrines, we hope a pic-
ture will be produced of the Megarian doctrine,

and not as yéveais, and in Phaedo  greater than that involved in
95. K., it belongs to ideag in denying every change, and vet
general.  Moreover, if the con-

speaking of an action as an
tested theory only belonged to vepyeir of being. Indeed, how
& small portion of Plato's otherwise can he have ad-

scholars, how could the little vanced from the Soerafic phi-
fraction be opposed to the ma- losophy of conceptions to his
terialists as the chief sup- deetrine of unify? And does
porters of the idealistic point not the language of the Ho-
of view! Does not the whole phistes, 246, B, telling how
description create the impres- thatthe friendsol ideas destroy
sion that the contrast was one matter by reselving it into its
which the writer saw before smallest particles, best eor-
bim, and not one made from respond with Euelid and his
different conceptions of hisown school ? Does it not best har-
metaphysic ? It might seem monise with the statement of
that by friends of effn in this Aristocles respecting the Me-
passage Fuclid cannot have garinns, that the latter shonld
been meant, because (1) ac- have refused to being the capa-
cording to Aristotle’s definite ecity to act or tosuffer? whereas
assertion (Metaph. 1. 6, 987, b, this would not at all harmonise
7; xii. 4, 1078, b, 9; Eth. N. with Plato. That these phila-
1. 4, 1096, a, 18) Plato first sophers are included 245, E.,
infroduced the ‘doefrine of among those #Alws Adyoyres is
ideas, and (2) the Megarians not Irue, EMAws AéyorTes mean-
held ane and not many primary ing literally those who speak
substances. The first reason is differently, with whom all does
not very cogent. Doubtless not turmn (as with the philo-
Flato first bronght inte nofice sophers mentioned 248, D yupon
the doctrine of ideas to which the antithesis of being and not-
Aristotle refers, allowing that being.  With the philosophers
Euclid agreed with him in de- to whom Plato comes 245, B.,
claring the elfos to be the only the question is not whether
real element in things. The there isone or more than one
second argument is not more form of being, everything else
conclusive. Ruclid may well being not-being, but whether
have insisted, that in” every thers is only the corporeal or
object the incorporeal form was  the incorporeal. Conf p. 243,
the only real thing, and yet D, with 246, A.  Compare
have gathered all these forms Henne, 1055 Bonitz, Plat. Stud,
together under the one sub- i, 49, TIn the explanation of
stance—the good. If the latter duarpiBodoyoupévous, no one ap-
assertion involved him in con- pears to have exactly hit the
tradiction with his original pre- mark,
mises, the contradiction is not
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which shall, in the main, faithfully represent the
facts.

The starting-point of the Megarian philosophy
must be looked for in Socrates’ demand for a know-
ledge of conceptions. With thi¢ demand Euelid
combined the Eleatic doctrine of a contrast between
sensational and rational knowledge. Distingnishing
these two kinds of knowledge by their objects far
more than by their form, he arrived at the convie-
tion that the senses show us what is capable of change
and becoming, and that thought only can supply us
with _the knowledge of what is unchangeable and
really existing.! He stood, therefore, in general, on
the same footing as Plato, and it is possible that this
wew was simultaneously arrived at by both phile-
sophers in their intellectual intercourse, and that
owing to Plato Euclid was influenced by Heraclitus’
view of the world of sense. Socrates had indeed
made the immediate business of thought to be the
acquisition of a knowledge of conceptions. Con-
ceptions, accordingly, represent that part of a thing
which never changes. Not material things, but
only incorporeal species, taught Euclid, admit of
true being.? The same view Stilpo expressed, when

! Plato, 248, A : Tévecw, i the Megarians and Eleatics
8e obgiar xwp:s wou azei\,d,uevm togciher olorTos yap Bely Tis

Acyere ; ; 73 ‘yr.:p —Nal—Kal od- per aw’ﬁ‘ﬁu’éxs‘ rat pavracics koo
HaTe per fuis yevérer 8¢ alofi- BCL\J\GW, avTg Be pdvoy T@ Aoy
TEWS HOWWYELy, 5‘:&. Aoyiguod 88 moTebew.

duxh :rrpbs -r-);v brrws obolay, Hr ¢ In the passage of the ‘“\oph
ael kaTa TovTd doodtws Exew 246, B, guoted at p. 257, 1, in
paré, yéveow 5t HANore HAAws, which the words Té B el
For this reason Aristoe. in oduara must not be taken tn
Fus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 17, 1, says of mean ‘the bodies of those

MEGARIAN TEACHING.

he refused to allow the general conception to apply

to individual things, on the ground that a general
conception implies something quite different from
every individual thing, and not like these having its
origin in time.! In this respect the Megarians
again agree with Plato.? Whilst Plato, however,
regarded species as living spiritual forces, Eueclid,
following in the steps of Parmenides, denied every
kind of motion to being. He, therefore, reduced
action and passion to the sphere of the becoming.
Of being, he asserted, you can neither predicate

action, nor passion, nor yet motion.?

5

conceptions,” €¥y doduare, but
“the bodies of the materialists.
in which they lock for all real
being.

1 Diog.ii. 119, says of him:
Eneye, Thy Aéyovra Bvlpemoy elvar
pnbeve (in which we suggest
eimely instead of elvar), ofire yép
Tdvle Aéyew obre wdvde. Tl yap
uaAAoy Tépde § Tivde; oilite dpa
Tdviie. wal mdAw® TH Adyavor adk
goTL TO Setcriperor, }ldxa.vorl
v yip Gy wpd pupley érdy: otk
Gpa forl Tovre Adyeror. Dio-
genes introduces this with the
remark : Sewvds 3¢ dyay &y v Tols
epioTirents Gripee kol Ta etfy, and
it would in itself be possible,
that Stilpo and others hard
derived their hostility to gene-
ral conceptions, and especially
to the Platonie ideas, from the
Cynic Scheol. But the above
examples are not directed
against the reality of groups
expressed by a general con-
ception, but against the reality
of particular things. Stilpo
denies that the individual is a

man, because the expression
man means something univer-
sal and different from any
particular man. He denies
that what is shown to him is
cabbage, because there was
cabbage 10000 years ago; in
other words, because the cene-
ral conception of cabbage
means something unchange-
able, not something which has
come into being. We may
then believe with Zegel, Gesch.
d. Phil, ii. 128, and Stallbawum,
Plat., Parm. 65, that either Dio-
genes or his authority must
have made some mistake here.

2 Probably expressions like
‘Hi quogue multa in Platone,’
said of the Megarians by Cie.
Acad. iv. 42, 129, refer to such
points of similarity.

3 Plato, Soph. 248, C.: A&
yourw, Bri yevéoe Iu.év HETERTL
TOU 'ITMxélV Kﬂl ToLELY Ewaum::,
wpbs B ovo‘icw -rauraw avderdpoy
Ty Slvauw apuiTTen dacly. Tt
is acr'ouhngly afterwards re-
peatedly stated as their view:

241
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Connected with this denial of the becoming is
the assertion, probably coming from Euclid, certainly
from his school, that capacity does not exist beyond
the time of its exercise; and that thus what is
actual is alone possible.! What is simply possible
but not actual, would at the same time be and not
be. Here would be the very contradiction which
Parmenides thought to discover in the becoming,
and the change from the possible to the actual would
be one of those changes which Euclid could not
harmonise with the conception of being.? Hence,

[Td wapreriss by] axlmrov éords
elva, diivnroy TO wapdwoy éo-
Tavat, and in opposition to this
view Plato requires; wal 7d
iwovperoy O kal klvgowr cuyye-
putéor &5 brra . . . . pfre TEw
&v ) wal mOARE €l8y AeyovTwy TH
TGy EaTROS amodiyeabor,—Aris-
tocl. in Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 17, 1.
The proofs by which the Me-
garians denied motion will be
described hereafter. It does
not, however, seem likely that
the objections raised to the
theory of ideas in the first part
of Plato’s Parmenides are of
Megarian origin, as Stallbaumn,
Pl Parm. 57 and 65, supposes,

! Arist. Metaph, ix. 3: eigl
€ Tives of paaw, olor of Meyapucol,
Orav dvepyii wovor SivacBay brav
8¢ ph évepyh ob divaclai. ofov

iy uy oikofopedvra ol Biracha

0ikoBouety, GAAL Tov oixolopoivTa
drar olwoBoud  duolws 8¢ kal émt
Twy @AAwr, In refuting this
statement  Arvistotle observes
that it would make all mo-
tion and becoming impossible ;
which was just what the Me-
garians wanted. Further par-

ticulars on this point will be
quoted from Diodorns in the
sequel. The passage in the
Sophistes, 248, ., which
Henne, p. 133, connects with
that of Aristotle, refers to
somebhing different.

2 Hartenstein, p. 205, is of
opinion that the above state-
ment is made in direct contra-
diction to Aristotle, It would
in this case belong to Eubu-
lides. But the Aristotelian
technical terms Sivacfar, évep-
petv, do mnot prove mnuch.
Aristotle often expressed the
statements of others in his
own terminology. The Mega-
rian doetrine already quoted,
even if it comes from Euelid,
can have no very great import-
ance for Aristotle’s system.
It is only a peculiar way of
stating the Eleatic hostility to
becoming and motion. Nor
can we defend the Megarians
against Aristotle as  Grofe,
Plato, iii. 491, does: because
a builder without materials,
tools and intentions, eannot
build, and when these and

i

MEGARIAN TEACHING.

only what is immaterial and unchangeable is allowed
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by him to be actual, and regarded as the subject . i il

matter of secience. -

Socrates had deseribed the good as the highest (2) The

object of knowledge.! In this he was followed by G

Euelid.? Regarding that which is most’ essentially
real as the highest object of knowledge, Euclid, in
accordance with his principles, thought himself
justified in transferring to the good all the attributes
which Parmenides had assigned to real being. One
only real good is there, unchangeable, ever the same,
of which our highest conceptions are only different

names.

other conditions are there,
must build. For this is not at
all the point on which the
dispute between Aristotle and
the Megarians turns.  Aris-
totle on the contrary says in
the connection of the above
enguiry (Metaph. iv. 5, e T;
1049, a. 5), that if the neces-
sary conditions for the exercise
of a capacity are given (among
which besides the Svvdues Ao-
~ual the intention must be
included), its exercise always
follows. This, according to
Grote, is likewise the meaning
of the Megarian sentence,
which he disputes. Its real
meaning—that a capacity until
it shows itself by action is not
only kept in abeyance by the
absence of the necessary means
and conditions, but is not even
existing—may be gathered from
the objections urged by Auis-
totle, e, 3, and from the gquota-

Whether we speak of God, or of Intelli-|
gence, or of Reason, we always mean one and the|

tions, 268, 2. Grote to defend
the Megarians attributes to
them arguments which we have
no right to attribute to them.

! See p. 134 and 148.

2 That his assertions about

_the good should have nothing

to do with the Hocratic know-
ledge (Hermann, Ges. Abhand-
lung, 242) could only be aec-
cepted on the supposition that
that knowledge was not know-
ledge about the good, and that
Euelid was not a pupil of So-
crates, A pure Eleatic philo-
sopher, it he had only moved
in an ethieal sphere of ideas,
wonld hardly have treated this
part of philosophy in the same
way as Iuclid. As long as he
remained a pure Eleatic philo-
sopher, he could not have
taken this ethieal direction
and have placed the conception
of the good at the head of his
system.

.
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same thing, the Good.! TFor the same reason the
moral aim, as Socrates had already shown, is always
one—the knowledge of the Good,—and if we speak
of many virtues, all these are but varying names for
one and the same virtue.?

What, however, is the relation of other things
to this one Good? Even Euclid, as accounts tell us,
denied any existence to what is not good;? from
which it follows immediately, that besides the Good
nothing real exists. On better authority this state-
ment is attributed to the later Megarian School.*
Therewith many conceptions, the reality of which
had been originally assumed, were destroyed as such,
and reduced, in as far as any reality was admitted

MEGARIAN VIEW OF THE GOOD.

probably, traces of gradual development in the
Megarian doetrine are to be found. Euelid appa-
rently first spoke of a plurality of essential concep-
tions in contrast to objects of sense, and this form
of teaching belongs primarily to a time in which his
system was being developed out of this contrast.!
At a later period the Megarians appear to have used
the manifoldness of eonceptions for the purpose of
attacking popular notions,” otherwise keeping it in
the background, and confining themselves to the
essential oneness of being and the Good. Incon-
sistent, no doubt, they were ; yet we can understand
how they became involved in this contradiction by
gradually pushing the Socratic theory of concep-

about them, to mere names of the Good.? Here,

! Cie. Acad. iv. 42, 129 : Me-
garici qui id bonum solum esse
dicebant, quod esset unum et
simile et idem semper (ofoy,
dpowy Tabrdy). Dieg. ii. 106,
says of Euclid: oiros & 7d
Gryalioy dmegalvero moANois wd-
pagt kelovuerow © GTe pir yip
dpdvnow, bre 8¢ Bedv, kal HARoTe
voiv kul Ta Aowrd.

* Dhog. vii. 161, says of the
Stoic Avisto: é&perds 7 oofite
ToAAas elcfiyer, &s & Lhpuy, obite
wtay woAAois drdpamt kedovudvny,
@s of Meyapicot, That this one
virtue was the knowledge of
the good, appears not only
from the internal connection
of the system and its external
relabion o Socrates, but also
from Cicero 1. ¢. who asserts:
a Menedemo autem . . . Ere-
triaci appellati; quorum omne
bonum in mente positum et

mentis acie, qna vernm cerne-
retur. Il (the Megarians)
simila, sed, opinor, explicata
uberius et ornatius.  Conf.

Plato, Rep. vi. 505, B. in

which Antisthenes is mentioned
in addition to Euclid.

# Digg. ii, 106: 7& 8¢ avre-
kelpeva 7@ ayabd driiper uh elvar
Phakwr.

L Arist. in Fus. Pr. Ev. xiv.
17, 1: &er ftiovw odrol ye [of
mept Sridmwrve kol Tovs Meyapte
rovs| T By &y elvar kal o uh by
erepow elvar, pnde yemyhoal Tt
unbe  Plelperfor umde wweichar
Torapdray. Arist. Metaph. xiv.
4; 1091, b, 13, refers to Plato,
and can hardly be applied to
the Megarians.

® Prantls view, p. 35, that
the conceptions of the Me-
garians must invariably have
a nominalistic meaning, does

tions to the abstract doctrine of the Eleatic One.?
The sharper the contrast which they presented

not agree with the statements
of Plato. T the Megarians
declared conceptions and con-
ceptions only to be aAnbuwy oboia,
surely they were Realists, not
Nominalists. Not even Stilpo
can, accordingly, be called a
Nominalizt. He had, more-
over, absorbec too much of
the Cynic doctrines for us to
be able to form from him any
conclusion respecting the ori-
ginal Megarian views.

! Plato, at least in the pas-
sage before quoted, does not
mention a good which is One.
On the contrary, he speaks of
his philosophers of conceptions
differing from the HKleatics in
assuming many conceptions.

z See p. 261, 1.

8 Henne, p. 121, fries to get

over the diffienlty in another
way. The DMeparians, he be-
lieves, attributed being to each
particular idea, in as far as it
was a unity, and various con-
ceptions were used by them to
express varions kinds of the
good. But this very point—
the existence of various kinds
of good—was what the Mega-
rians denied. Starling with the
oneness of being, they eannot
have arrived at the notion of
a manifoldness of conceptions,
since this oneness excludesin its
abstraet form any development
or subordinate distinction. But
it is quite possible that the
Socratic  conceptions  may
gradually have been lost in the
Eleatic unity.

CHAP.
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to the prevailing mode of thought, the greater became
the necessity for fortifying their own position against
assault. Here again they had only to follow the
example of the Eleatics. To prove the soundness of
their position directly, as Parmenides had done, was
no easy matter. More important results might be
expected, if their opponents’ ground were assailed by
the criticism of Zeno and Gorgias. From Zeno the
founder of the School had appropriated the Eleatic
doctrine precisely in this its critical funetion, Zeno
and the Sophists being the principal persons to draw
attention hereto in central Greece. This path of
eriticism the Megarians now struck out with such
preference, that the whole school herefrom derived
its name.! We are assured by Diogenes,? that it was
the practice even of Euclid, to attack conclusions
and not premises—in other words, to refute by a
reductio ad absurdum. It is also said that Euclid ®

rejected explanation by analogy—a form much used.
by i

makes nothing clearer, and a dissimilar case is
irrelevant. The most telling description of Euclid’s
method will probably be found in Plato, who, speak-

1 Bee p. 251, 3. 470), it is most probable that

Z i1, 107 : 7ais e éwodeffeow the meaning given above is the
éyioraTa ob kaTe Afuuete aAda real meaning of these words.
kor emipopdr.  Sinee in Stoical 3 Ihid. : ral vov 81& wapaBoAis

MEGARTAN ERISTIC.

ing in the Sophistes of the philosophers of concep-
tions, says that in their discourses they destroy
matter piecemeal, in order to prove that it has
no real being, but is subject to flux and change.!
This is exactly the line which Zeno adopted, in order
to prove the uncertainty of the perceptions of the
senses ;* and which we notice also in the Sorites of
the later Megarians: the apparently substantial
bodily mass is divided into its component parts, and
there being no limit to the division, and no ultimate
atom on which contemplation can rest, it is argued
that matter must be itself unreal, and a mere pass-
ing phenomenon. Enclid is accordingly ri vhtl}" Te-
garded as the founder of the Megarian criticism.
Still, with him criticism does not seem to have at-
tained the character of formal captionsness, although
objection may be taken to his controversial tone ;3
it would appear that, like Zeno before him, he was
primarily anxious to maintain his positive principles,
and that he only used the subtleties of argument as
a-means to this end. Nothing, at least, is known
of him which would lead to an opposite conclusion,
nor is any one of the quibbling fallacies laid to his
charge, for which the Megarian school was afterwards
notorious.

! Seep. 257, 1; 260, 2, statement proves bhut little,
? Bee Zeller, G, d. Griech. Part  since it uses the term Sﬂplmb

terminology—which we are of
course not justified in aseribing
te Euclid on the strength of
this passage—Afups means the
major premiss, or more often
koth premises, and émpopd the
conelusion ( Deyeks, 84 ; Prantl,

Rdyov Gritpet, Aéywr fiTow & duolwy
abTiy §) €f dvopoiwy guricTarfa
kal el pev €L duolwy, wepl alith
Bety pardor # ois Spod éoTiw
avarrpeperto €l 8 & dvopolewr,
Tapéikely Thy wapdisow.

1., 496,

¢ Aceording to Diog. ii. 30,
Socrates had alveady observed,
that beecause of his captious-
ness, he might associale pos-
sibly with Sophists, but not
with human beings. But this

in a way peculiar to post-So-
cratic times, Tt is more worthy
of belief (Diog. ii. 107) that
Timon called him a quarrelsome
person, who introduced amongst
the Megarians a rage for dis-
putes.
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Among the immediate successors of Euelid, how-
ever, the element of captiousness prevailed over
positive teaching. Such teaching as they had was
too scanty to command attention for long, and too
abstract to admit of further development. On the
other hand a polemic against prevailing opinions
presented to the sharp-witted, to the contentious,
and to those ambitious of intellectual distinetion, an
unexplored field, over which the Megarians eagerly
ranged.! Not seldom their metaphysical assump-
tions served omnly as occasions for hard fighting
with words. Among the fallacies which are attri-
buted to Eubulides,* though they probably belong

! The ordinary form of these wwy, the dyrecalvuuéros, and the

MEGARIAN CAPTIOUSNESS.

to an eatlier time,' one only, the Sorites, has any
intelligible relation to their metaphysics. By means
of this form of argument it could be proved that
no enduring being belongs to objects of sense, but
that every such object passes into its opposite, and

represents what is changing, and not what is real

and unchangeable.? The rest appear to be simple
sophisms, having no other object than to involve

opponents in difficulties,? eritical works of art, which
made indeed the need felt of an accurate investiga-
tion into the laws of thought, but in the handling
of which the aim of leading to a right intellectual
method, by pointing out difficulties and refuting
untenable opinions, is altogether lost sight of.

captious proofs is that of ask-
ing questions. Hence the
regular expression : Adyev épw-
Tay (toraise a point) in Dieg.
ii. 108 ; 116; Sews. Math, x. 87 ;
and the Meyapikd épwrhpare in
the fragment of Chrysippus;
in Plut. Sto. Rep. 10,9, p. 1036,
Conf. A?‘?sr‘ Fhys. viil. 8, 263,
4, 4, T Anal Pr. ii. 19, 66 3,
24 ; 56 i 82, 47, &, 21 But.
Yike the Sophists, they refused
every answer but Yes or No.
Diog. i, 135.

“ Digg. 1i. 103, enumerates
7 : that called Yevddueros, that
called JwAarfdrer, the Electra,
the éyreroivuudvas, the cwpirtys,
the keparivms, the pararpds, The
first of them is given as follows
in Awrist. Soph. EL 25, 180, a,
24, b, 2; dlew ad loe. (ie
Acad. i1, 29, 95: If a man says
he is at the moment telling a
lie, is he telling a lie, or is he
speaking truth? The Sizhaved-

Electra are only different forms
of the same fallacy. Do you
know who is concealed ? Do
you lknow who is behind the
veil ! Did Electra know her
brother before he announced
himself to her! and the soln-
tion of them all consists in
the fact, that he who was can-
cealed, or behind the veil, or
had not yet announced him-
self respectively, was known
0, but not immediately recog-
nised by the lookers on. Sec
Arist. 8. El . 24, 179, a, 33
Afex. in 10(, and 49 ; Lucian,
Vit., Auct. 22, and anu The
repariyys is as follows: Have
you lost your horns? If you
say Yes, you allow that you had
horns.  If you say No, you
allow that you have them still.
Dhog. vii. 187 vi. 38; Seneca,
Bp. 45, &; Gell. xvi. 2, 9;
Prantl, p.53. The Sorites con-
sists in the question: How

The powers of Alexinus in argument geem to

many grains make a heap! or

.more generally: With what

mumber does Many begin? Of
course it is lmposslble to assign
a number. See (fi¢. Acad.ii. 28,
99 16,49 Diog. vii.82; Pers.
Sat. vi. 78 ; Prantl, p. 54 The
pahaxpds is another form of the
same : How many hairs must
you lose to become a bald-head !
‘wc IIor Ep. ii. 1, 45; Pranti,
: Deyeks, 51.

1 ’ifhere are, for instance, in-
dications of the Sorites in
Zeno and Euclid. Tn general
it is ditfeult to say who are
the discoverers of quibbles,
which are taken seriously at
the time they are produced,
but are after all only bad jokes,
Seneca, Ep. 45, 10, says that
wany books had been written
on the fevdduevos, among which
those of Theophrastus and

Chrysippus are known to us
from Diog. vil. 196; v. 49,
Chrysippas, according to Diag.
vii. 198, 192, also wrote on the
BrahavBdver, the éykeraAvuuéros,
and the cwplrys. Philetus of
Cos is said to have worked
himself to death in writing
about the YevBduevos, Afhen.
ix. 401, e. The reparivys and
eyrexaivupdros wore also attri-
buted to Diodorus (Dieg. ii.
111}, and the former (Dipy. vil.
187) as also the Sorites (Ding.
vii. 82) to Chrysippus, certainly
W n‘hout reason to Chrysippus.

* Compare what will be later
said about Diodorus’ proofs in
denying motions.

i The motion which Prcmﬁf,
P- 62, sees in the EyreRaA DI UEvDs
i3 not so patent, and the as-
sumptions of Brandis, p. 122,
do not seem accurate.
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have been of a similar kind. He, at least, is only
known to us as a captious disputant.! Beyond an
argument in which he vainly attempted to entangle
Menedemus in what is called the horned’ fallacy,
and a refutation of Xenophon’s proofs of the reason-
able arrangement of the world,® which was subse-
quently repeated by the Academicians, nothing
further is known of him.* In close connection
with the Megarian doctrines may be placed the
discussions of Diodorus on motion and destruction,
on the possible and on hypothetical sentences.
Tradition has preserved four arguments, by which
Diodorus attempted to support the fundamental
teaching of his school on the impossibility of mo-
tion. The first,” which in the main is the same as
that of Zeno, is as follows. Supposing anything to
move, it must either move in the space in which it
is, or in the space in which it is not. In the former

it has not room to move, because it entirely fills it ;.

in the latter it ean neither aet nor be acted upon;
hence motion is inconceivable.® The second is a less

DIODORUS THE MEGARIAN,

accurate form of the same proof.! All that moves
is in space: What is in space reposes: Therefore
what is moved reposes, A third proof? is based on
the assumption of infinitesimal atoms and particles.
It is generally attributed to Diodorus.? Probably he
only used it hypothetically, as Zeno did his argu-
ment, to refute ordinary notions.* It is this: As
long as the particle A is in the eorresponding space
A, it does not move, because it completely fills it,
Just as little does it move when it is in the next
following space, B ; for no sooner is it there than its
metion has ceased. Accordingly it does not move
atall. In this conelusion one cannot fail to discover
the note of Zeno's inferences, and of that eritical
process which had been already described by Plato.”
The fourth proof® besides assuming the existence
of atoms, distinguishes between partial and complete
motion.” Every moving body must first have the

! Bee p. 256, 1.

2 In Diog. i1, 185.

? Sext, Math. ix. 107 : Zeno
had eoncluded, because the
world is the best possible, and
reason is higher than the ab-
sence of reason, that the world
must have reason. See o
De N. D, ii. 8, 21;iii. 9, 22,
To this Alexinus replied: b

TOUGTIROY TOU Wi} ToMTIKOY Kol 7O

VPOLUATIRDY TOU U} YORLUaTIRGD
wpeiTTOY 0TI ' kGl TO KATG THS
#Xhas Téxvas Bewpoduevoy ipeir-
7dy €oTt Tob uil TowdTou. oLBE

&y B¢ wbopov kpelrrdy dore mou-
TUcoy tpn wal ypopuarikdy: dori
& kedopos.

1 Che. N.D. 3. 8, 21 ; 10, 26;
11, 27.

* Seat. Pyrrh, ii. 242 iii, 71
Math. x. 85; i, 811.

§ Spwé. Pyrrh. iii. 243, men-
tions a similar argument against
becoming in general, in finme-
diate connection with the proof
given above ; Neither can what
is come into being, for it exists
already ; nor can what is not,
for nothing can happen to it:

consequently nothing at all is.
Tt is possible that this argu-
ment also belongs to Diodorus.
But Steinkart is wrong in at-
tributing to him (Allg. Encykl.
Seet. i. vol. xzv. p. 288) the
distinction between space in
the wider and in the narrower
sense, which iz found in Sexf.
Pyrrh. iil. 75; Math. x. 95,
since it would appear from
these passages that the dis-
tinetion was made with a view
to meet Diodorns’ objections.

1 Seat. Math. x. 112,

* Jd. x. 143 and 119. Alew-
ander, too, De Sensu, 125, b,
mentions Dipdorus, Adyos wepl
T@Y Gpepay.

3 Id.ix. 862; Pyrrh, iii. 32;
Dionys. . Hus. Pr, Ev. xiv. 23,
45 Stob. Bkl 1. 10835 Pseudo-
clement, Recogn, viil, 15, all of
which peint to one common
source, Simpl. Phys. 216, b;
Schol. in Arist. 405, a, 21.
Diodorus called these atoins
duepi.

* Even the fitst. proof, accor-
ding to Sext. Math. x. 85, was
putl in such a shape as to prove
that every atom fully occupied
its space; but this is unim-
portant here,

s See p. 266.

S Seat. Math. x. 113.

! kivnos ket émmpdTemy an
rlynais ket elhkpiver,

o
]
o

CHAP,
RIIL



CliAPp.

KIT

THE SOCRATIC SCHOOL.

majority of its particles moved, before it can move
as a whole ; that it should move with the majority
is, however, not conceivable. For supposing a body
to consist of three atoms, two of which move whilst
the third is at rest, such a bedy must move because
the majority of its particles move. The same applies,
when a fourth atom at rest is added; for the body
being moved ra7’ Zmixparewar, the three atoms of
which it consists are moved, econsequently the fourth
at rest is added to the three moving atoms. Why
not equally when a fifth and a sixth atom is added ?
So that a body consisting of 10,000 particles must
be moved, if only two of these first move. If this
however is absurd, a movement of the majority of
particles is inconeeivable, and therefore a movement
of the whole hody. The inconclusiveness of this
argument Sextus already noticed.! Diodorus, how-
ever, appears to have considered it unanswerable,
and hence, he concludes all his researches by saying
that it never can be said of a thing, Tt is moving,
but only, It has moved.* He was, in other words,
prepared to allow what the senses seemed to prove,?
that a body is now in one place and now in another,
but he declared the transition from the one to the

DIODORUS THE MEGARIAN.

ancients, and by him very inadequately answered.!

At the same time it is a deviation from the original

teaching of his school. Euclid denied motion abso-
Iutely, and would just as little have allowed a
completed motion as a transition in the present.

With the third of these arguments agrees sub-
stantially the argument of Diodorus that nothing
perishes. It is as follows. A wall, he says, does
not perish 5 so long as the stones keep together, it
stands ; but when the stones are separated it mo
longer exists.? That it may however have perished,
he appears to have likewise allowed.

Closely related to the enquiry into motion, are
his discussions on what is possible. In both cases
the conceivability of change is the point raised, but
in one case it is raised in reference to something, in
the other abstractedly. In both cases, Diodorus
stands on the same footing with regard to his
School. The older Megarians allowed as possible
only what actually is, understanding by actual what
was before them in the present.® To this Diodorus
added what might be in the future, by saying : Pos-
sible is what either is actual or what will be actual.?

other to be impossible.

This is indeed a contra-

diction, and as such it was laid to his charge by the

I Sapf. Math. = 112, 118, A
further argument, the first
argument of Zeno's, is not at-
tributed to Diodorus by Sext.
Math. x. 47. He only says as
to its result, that Diodorus

agreed thersin with the Hlea-
tics,
- 2 Seat. Math. x. 48 ; 85; 91
97-102.

8 This reason is specially
mentioned by Sext. Math. x. 86.

! See Sext. 91, 97. Diodorus
nere proves the assertion that
anything predicated of the past
may be true, whilst it is not
trae predicated of the present,
by sauch irvelevant statements
as that it can be said of Helen
that she fad three husbands
(one after another), but never
that she has three (cotempo-
raneously). This example is

suflicient to show how erroneouns
Grote’s view (Plato iii. 501) is,
that Diodorus only intended to
assert that present motion is
the transition-point between
the past and the present.

* Seat. Math. x. 347.

& See p. 262,

4 (io. Do Fato, 6,12; T, 13;
9, 17; Ep. ad Fam.ix. 4; Plut.
Sto. Rep. 46, p. 1055; Alex.

T
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In proof of this statement he used an argument,

~which goes by the name of wxvpredor, and is still

admired after centuries ! as a masterpiece of subtle
ingenuity. Tt is in the main as follows: From any-
thing possible nothing impossible can result ;2 but
it is impossible that the past can be different from
what it is; for had this been possible at a past
moment, something impossible would have resulted
from something possible. It was therefore never
possible. And speaking generally it is impossible
that anything should happen differently from what
has happened.?

Far less exacting was Philo, a pupil of Diodorus,
when he declared everything to be possible, even
should outward circumstances prevent it from being

Aph.in Anal. Pr. 59, b; Schol. from the possible. Other pas-

in Arist. 163, b. 29; Simpl
ibid. 65, b, 73 Philip, 1bid. 163,
b, 19 ; Boeks, de Interpret. Op.
ed. Basil, 364 ; Prantl, Gesch, d.
Log. 1. 19. The above sentence
is expressed here thus : Possible
is Omwep 9} oy aAnbis § forar

! Comp. Epief. Diss, i1, 18,
18: we ought to be proud of
moral actions, ofw éml 7@ Thw
kupistoyTa parhoa, and just
before : ropbr oogroudrior ENv-
aas, oMY KouYTepor ToD Kuptedoy-
tos, He also mentions, ii. 19,
9, treatises of Cleanthes, Chry-
sippus, Antipater, and Archi-
demus on the rvpiedwr, Chry-
sippus could only meet it (ac-
cording to Alew. in Anal. Pr,
57, b, in Schol. in Arist. 163, a,
8) by asserting that possibly
the impossible mizht result

sages are guoted by Pranil, p.
40, 36.

* Bo arorovfeiv is rendered,
thus keeping up the ambiguity
of the original, where &rxohou-
fefv means not only sequence
in time, but causal sequence.

® Epict. Diss. 1i. 19, 1: &
Keuptevey Adyos ard Tololrwy Twdy
agopudy fipwTiclar galverar: rxow-
viis yap ofions pdxns wols mpurl
ToUTais wpbs EAAnAe, TG  why Ta-
peAnivbos aanbés Grayraior elvat,’
kol TG Buvard ddvvatoy uh dxe-
Movlely,” kal 74 ¢ Svvardy elvar b
offit” &gty dAnlis obr Eoro
qurlber Thy udyny Tatrny § Ad-
Bwpos TH T4y mwpdrwr Suoly mifa-
voTNTI GuvexpliceTo wWpbs Tapd-
cTasw ToU undtr elva: Suvardy
8 obr’ Eorw &anfés oiit’ Eoran
Conf. Cie. De Fato, 6.

PHILO THE MEGARIAN.

realised,! provided a thing has only the capacity
therefor. This was undeniably a departure from
the Megarian teaching.

In regard, too, to the truth of hypothetical sen-
tences, Philo laid down criteria different from those
of his teacher.® Diodorus declared those conditional
sentences to be true, in which the apodosis neither
can be false, nor ever could be false if only the pro-
tasis be true. Philo says more vaguely, those are
true in which there is not a true protasis and a false
apodosis. The question here appears, however, to
have been one of formal correctness in expressing
logical rules.?

With Diodorus’ view of the possible the assertion
appears to be connected, that no words are meaning-
less or ambiguous, every one always meaning some-
thing, and always requiring to be understood ac-
cording to this meaning:* he will only allow that
meaning of a word to be possible which is actually
present to the speaker’s mind, Respecting Diodorus,
however, and the whole Megarian School, our infor-

b dlexp-Simpl.  in  Categ.-
Schol. in Arist. 65, a, 39, b, 8 ;
PBoeks, L. c. Panthoides, accord-
ing to Epict. Thss, 1. 19, 5,

attempted by another turn to

avoid Diodorus’ argument, by
disputing the sentence that
everything past must be of
necessity.

* See Sext. Pyrrh. i 110;
Math, viil. 113; 1. 809; Cle.
Acad. iv. 47, 143.

¢ The inferences by which
Sextus, M. vili. 115, refutes

Philo do not affect his real
meaning at all, however much
they may follow from the words
of his definition, Hence Pramtl,
p. 454, can hardly have quite
grasped the meaning of Philo,

Y fell. xi. 12; Ammon. De
Interpret. 82, a; Schol. in Arist,
1103, b, 15; Sompl. Categ. f. 6,
h. In order to show that every
word has a meaning, Diodorns,
aceording to Ammon., gave the
name @Alauhr to one of his
slaves.

T2
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mation is far too scanty to enable us to bring the
fragments of their teaching into a perfectly satis-
factory composition,' although enough is known to
evince one and the same tendency in all these
thinkers. Tt may then be assumed as probable,
that the Megarians did not confine themselves to
those logical subtleties which are known to us; our
notices are, however, too deficient for us to be able
to attribute others to them with anything like cer-
tainty.?

A peculiar position in the Megarian philosophy
is that occupied by Stilpo. Ever ready to defend
the teaching of the School at the head of which he
stood, clinging to universal conceptions, maintaining
the impossibility of becoming, the unity of being,?
and the difference between sensuous and rational
perceptions,* he at the same time combines with his
Megarian views theories and aims which originally

STILPO THE MEGARIAN.

belonged to the Cynics. In the first place he re-

_Jected, as did Antisthenes, every combination of

subject and predicate, since the conception of the
one is different from the conception of the other,

-and two things with different conceptions can never

be declared to be the same.! The doctrine of the
unity of being,? in as far as it can be shown to have

-originated with Stilpo, may be deduced as a corol-

lary from this view ; for if nothing can be predicated

of anything else, it follows that being can alone be

predicated of itself.

Truly cymical are also Stilpo’s moral principles.
The captious logic to which other Megarians devoted
themselves with speculative onesidedness, to the
entire neglect of the ethieal element,® was also a

L Ritter’s (Rh. Mus. ii. 310,
Gesch. der Phil. ii. 140) con-
jectures seem in many respects
to go beyond historical proba-
bility, and beyond the spirit of
the Megarian teaching, To
illustrate this here would take
too long.

2 Prantl, p. 48, believes that
the majority of the sophisms
entmerated by Aristotle really
belong to the Megarians. Most
of them, however, would ap-
pear to come from the So-
phists ; in proof of which a
reference may be made to
Plato’s  Enthydemus, which
¢an bardly have the Meparians
in view. Towards Euclid Plato

would not have used such lan-
guage, as may be gathered
from the Sophistes, 246, C.,
and the introduction to the
Thestetus; and Eubulides had
not appeared when Plato com-
posed the Buthydemus, That
the Megarians made use of
many of the Sophistic fallacies
iz of course not denied. Only
nothing for certain is known
of such use.

¥ Bee pp. 261, 3; 264, 4.

* Compare the passage in
Aristocles quoted p. 260, 1, in
which ol wepl Evidrava kal Tois
Meyapikobs are spoken of im
addifion to the Eleatics,

! In Plut. adv. Col, 22, 1, p.
1119, the Epicurean Stilpo raises
the chjection: v feby drapel-
oba om' abrod, Adyovrtes Erepoy
érépou uh  keryyopeiolar,  mas
yap Buwadueda, uh Aéyoyres Hy-
Bpwror dyebdy . . . GAN Hrfpw-

-moy Gvlpemor kel ywpls Gyaldy

ayafdy ; . . . aud again, ¢. 23:
ov mhy GAAR 7o érl Sridmwros
TowiTdy éoTiv, el wepl Twmou T
Tpéxew KeTyyopotucy, off duot
TaiThy elven 7@ wepl ob kuTyyo-
peiTar TO kaTyyopoluevoy, AAA
erepor utr dvfpome Tov Tl Jw
elvor toy Adyor, Erepov B¢ T
ayaf@ kel mdAw 7d lwmwoy elvar
70U Tpéxovta elvar Siadépew * ko

- TEpov pép dmaiTaluerol T4y Advoy

ol miv oirdy dmodiSouer imip

- dugoly. bev duaprdvew Tous Erepoy

érépov rarnyopoiivras, The very
same thing will be found in the

- case of Antisthenes. All the less

reason has Plutarch to regard
Stilpo’s assertion as a mere
joke. The same proof is given
by Simpl. Phys. 26, a.: & §¢
Thy wepl Tatra (the distinction
between the different cate-
gories and the ambiguity of
words) dyvoiar xal of Meyapiroal
kAnBérTes diddoogor AnBdvres ds
érapyij wpdragw, dri Gy of Adyor
érepor Tabre Erepd lomi wal dr.
Ti Erepa wexdpiorar dAAAwy,
Ebdicovw Beucrivar abrdy adrov Ke-
Xwpworuévoy Eeacroy @ ie. since
the conception of Zawrpdrys
povairds is o different one from
that of Zwkpdrns Aevwds, the
one  according to Megarian
hypothesis must be a different
person from the other.

* See p. 264.

# Excepting Fuclid’s doc-
trine of the oneness of virtue,
nothing bearing on Ethics is
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characteristic of Stilpo;' and perhaps it is only an
accident that no subtle assertion or discovery of his:
is on record. His character, however, is not always-
mentioned by biographers with the greatest respect ;*

many traits being recorded of him, which identify
his morality with that of the Cynics. The highest,
good he placed in that apathy, which forbids the
feeling of pain even to exist. The wise man is
required to be in himself independent, not even

standing in need of friends to secure bappiness.®

When Demetrius Poliorcetes enquired after his losses:
by the plunder of Megara, he gave for answer that
he had seen no one carrying off his knowledge.t
When reminded of the immoral life of his daughter,
he rejoined, that if he could not bring honour on
her, she could not bring disgrace on him.” Banish-

known as belonging to the to warn from ezcessive orief
Megarians, at the death of relatives.

! See Chrysipp. in Plut. Sto.
Rep. 10, 11, p. 1036, and pp. 212,
2; 211, 6.

2 Bee p. 252, note 3.

3 Sen. Ep. 9, 1: * An merito
reprehendat in quadam epistola
Epicurus eos, qui dicunt sapi-
entem se ipso esse contentum
et propter hoc amico non indi-
gere, desideras scire. Hoe ob-
jeitur Stilboni ab Epicuro ef
iis, quibus swmmum bonmm
visumm est animus impatiens.
And a little further on: Hoe
inter nos et illos interest:
noster sapiens vincit guidem
incommodum omne sed sentit ;
illorum ne sentit quidem.’
Connected herewith is the gb-
servation of Stilpo in Teles. in
Stob. Floril. 103, 83, in order

What Alew. Aphr. De An, 103,
a, remarks, also probably applies:
to Stilpo, that the Megarians
look on drxAnole as mpSrov:
DEKELO,

* Plutarch, Demet. c. 9;
Tranquil. An. c¢. 17, p.- 475;
Puoer. Ed. c. 8, p. 6: Sen. de
Const. 3, 6; Epis, 9, 18 ; Ding.
1. 115; Floril. Jean. Damase.
ii. 13, 153 (Stob. Floril. ed.
Mein. iv. 227). That Stilpo-
thereby lost his wife and
daughter is probably a rheto-
rical exaggeration of Seneca,
The well-known *omnia mea
mecum porto,” attributed by
Seneca to Stilpo, is by Cicero-
referred to Bins of Prisne.

* Plut. An. Tran, c. 6; Diog.
il 114.

STILPO THE MEGARIAN.

ment he would not allow to be an evil! To be

independent of everything external and to be ah-

solutely free from wants—this highest standard of
Cynicism for the wise man—was also his ideal. And
lastly, the free attitude towards religion adopted by
the Cynics was shared by him, and finds expression
in many of his utterances.?

Whether, and if so, in what way, he attempted
to set up a logical connection between the Cynie and
Megarian theories, we are not told. In itself, such a
task was not difficult. With the assertion that no
subject can admit a predicate, Euclid’s hostile atti-
tude towards proof by analogy is closely related;
this too rests on the general proposition that things
dissimilar cannot be compared. It is also quite in
harmony with the negative criticism of the Mega-
rians ; and if Euclid denied to the good any form
of manifoldness, others might add, as Antisthenes
really did, that the one and not the manifold could
alone exist. DMoreover, from the oneness of the
good the apathy of the wise man might be deduced,
considering that all else besides the good is unreal
and indifferent.® The denial of the popular faith
was also involved in the doetrine of the one, even as

' In the fragment in Sfeb.
Flor. 40, 8.

* According to Ding. ii. 116,
he proved that the Athene of
FPhidias was not a God, and
then hefore fthe Areopagus
evasively replied that she was
not a feds but a fes, and when
Crates asked him as to prayers
and sacrifices, replied that

these subjects could not be
discussed in the street. The
story in Plui. Prof. in Virt.
12, p. B3, of the dream in which
he conversed with Poseidon is
apparently invented to justify
his omission to sacrifice.

! Conf. Disg. ii. 106, and p.
263, 3.
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it was first tanght by Xenophanes. In the Cynic ele-
ment asadopted by Stilpo, there were not wanting, it is
true, points of approach to the Megarians, but to allow
knowingly such an element to exist was a departure
from the original form of the Megarian teaching.
Closely connected with the Megarian school is
the Elean-Eretrian, respecting which very little

information has reached us.

Its founder was

Pheedo of Elis,! the well-known favourite of So-

! Bee Preller's Phwedo’s Life
and Writings, Rhein. Mus,
fiir Philol. iv. 391. Phedo,
the scion of a noble Elean
family, had heen taken cap-
tive not long before the death
of Socrates, probably 400 or
401 B.c. Preller concludes
from Phzdo, 89, B., that he
was not eighteen years of age
at the fime of the death of
Socrates; it may, however, be
asked whether Phedo followed
Athenian customs in his dress,
He was employed as a slave
in most humiliating services at
Athens, until one of Socrates’
friends (besides Crito, Cebes
and Alcibiades are both men-
tioned, the latter certainly not
being at Athens at the time,
and probably not being alive)
redeemed him at the interces-
sion of Socrates. See Dioy. ii.

31, 105; Swid. under Datfar;

and Hesyeh. Vir Hlustr, ®elSwy.

(Gell. N, AL i, 18 Muerob. Sat.

i, 11; Zaet. Inst. iii. 25, 15:
Orig. ¢. Cels. iii. 67: (lie. N. D.
1, 33, 98; Athen. xi. 507, c.
Preller not improbably finds
the sonrce of the story in
Hermippus, wepl row Siampe-
Ydvewy v maibele Sothwy. Grote

(Plato, iil. 503) objects to this
story, that no conguest of Elis
took place at that time, where-
as Diog. says of Phmdo: gv-
vedhw 7§ warplde.  He therefore
infers that MfAws shonld be
read for Haeios in Liog, i, 105.
Yet Phaxdo is called an Elean
by both &%l 1. ¢, and Strabe,
ix. 1, 8, p. 393, and his school
called Elean. If Elis itself
did not fall into an enemy’s
hand, its suburbs were oceu-
pled by the Spartan army in
the Elean-Spartan war, pro-
bably in the spring of 408 B.0.
(Xen. Hell, iii. 2, 21, and Prel-
ler, on the passage, Curtius, Gr.
Gesch. iii. 149, 757.) Pheedo
appears to have been’ taken
captive at that time. Most
probably Phedo left Athens on
the death of Socrates. But
whether he at once returned
home, or repaired with others
to Euclid at Megara, is un-
known, Diog. ii. 105, mentions
two genuine and four spurious
dialogues of his. His Zopyrus
is even quoted by Pollue, iii,
15, and the Antiatheista in
Bekker's Anecdot. 1. 107. Pange-
tins seems to have had doubts
as to all the treatises passing

ELEAN-ERETRIAN SCHOOL,

erates.!

On the death of his teacher, Phido col-

lected a circle of disciples in his native town, who
thence received the name of the Elean philosophers.?
Plistanus is named as his successor,? and Archipylus

and Moschus as his pupils.*
know nothing of any one of them,

Beyond the names, we
By Menedemus

and Asclepiades,” the school was removed to Eretria,

and it was then ecalled the Eretrian.t

under his name, Diog. ii. 64.
He is called by Gellius ¢ philo-
sophus illustris," and his writ-
ings are spoken of as ‘admo-
dum elegantes” Tven JIkag.
il. 47, enumerates him among
the most distingnished Soera-
ticists.

I Compare for his relations
to Socrates the Phaedo, 58, 1.
89, H.

? *HAeakot, Strabe, ix. 1, 8, p-
393 Diag. ii. 105, 126.

$ Dipg. ii. 105,

* 126. Perhaps these men
were not immediate pupils of
his, Since nothing is said of
Menedemus’ studying under
Plistanus, the latter, we may
suppose, was no longer-alive,

% The account given by Diog.
ii. 125 of these philosophers in
his life of Menedemus (probably
taken from Antigonus of Cary-
stus and Heraclides Lembus) is
as follows : Menedemus of Ere-
tria, originally a tradesman,
had been sent as a soldier fo
Megara. There he became ac-
guainted with the school of
TPlato (so Diog. says with Plato ;
but this is chronologically im-
possible) and joined it together
with hisfriend Asclepiades,both
of them (aceording to Afhen.
iv. 168, a) earning a living by

Flourishing

working at night. Soon, how-
ever, they joined Stilpo at
Megara, and thence went to
Moschus and Archipvlus af
Elis, by whom they were in-
troduced to the Elean doe-
trines. Returning to their
native city and becoming con-
nected by marriage, they con-
tinned together in faithful
friendship until the death of
Aselepiades, even after Mene-
demus had risen to highest
rank in the state, and had
attained wealth and influence
with the Macedonian princes.
The sympathetic, noble and
firm character of Menedemus,
his pungent wit (on which
Phet. Prof, in Virt. 10, p. 81;
Vit. Pud. 18, p. 686), his mode-
ration (MHag, ii. 129; Athen.
x. 419, e), his liberality and
his merits towards his country,
are & subject of frequent
panegyric. Soon  after the
battle of Lysimachia, which
took place 278 m.c., Le died,
possibly by suicide—the result
of a grief which is differently
stated—at the age of seventy-
four. According to Antigonus
in Dieg. ii. 136, he left no
writings,

o Strabo, ix. 1, 8; Digg. ii.

105, 126; Cie. Acad.iv. 42, 129,
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as its condition here was for a time, it appears
soon to have died out.!

Awmong its adherents? Phedo and Menedemus
are the only two respecting whose opinions any
information is fortheoming, and that is little enough.
By Timon ® Phedo is classed with Euclid as a babbler,
which points to an argumentative tendency.t Per-
haps, however, he devoted himself to Ethics more
than Euclid did. Menedemus at Jeast appears to
have been distinguished from his cotemporary
quibblers by havin ; devoted his attention to life and
to moral questions. He is, however, spoken of as a
sharp and skilful disputant.s Hardly going the
length of Antisthenes in declaring every combination
of subject and predicate impossible,” he still was
captious enough to allow only affirmative Jjudgments

ELEAN-ERETRIAN SCHGOL.

Chrysippus ' blames his exploded fallacies ? as well as
Stilpo’s. It may also be true that he disputed the
view that properties exist apart from particular
objects, in the spirit of Cynic nominalism.? It is
asserted that in positive opinions he was a Platonist
and only employed argument for amusement.*
From what has been already stated, this seems in-
credible ; it does not follow from his disputes with
Alexinus,” and is in itself most improbableS So
much seems to be ascertained, that, together with
Stilpo, he attributed to ethical doetrines a value
above criticism. For we not only hear that he ad-
mired Stilpo, who was his teacher, more than any
other philosopher,” and that he was himself often

b Plut. Sto. Rep. 10, 11, p.  ovau@des év & rois waféraota ral

to be valid, rejecting negative and hypothetical ones.®

1 Plut. Tranqu, An. 1 3.p. 472,

* Aithen. iv. 162, o, mentions
a certain Ctesibius as a pupil
of Menedemus, but what he
says of him bLas nothing to do
with philosophy. A treatise
of the Stoic Spharus against
the Eretrian School in 260
B.C. is the last trace of the
existence of the Eretrian Schaol.
Diog. vii, 178,

3" Ding, ii. 107,

* The Platonic Phado does
not give fhe slightest ground
tor thinking, as Steinkar?, Plat,
W. iv. 397, does, that Phmdo
was inclined to a sceptical
withholding of judoment.

* Compare the short but
clever fragment on the subject
of morals, which Sen. Ep. 94,

41, quotes from Phade.

¢ Digg. ii. 134 : 4w B¢ Burkara-
vofiros 6 M. kal & 76 aquvBiafur’
busaytaydmoros. Eorpiperé e
TobS T Kal ebpegihdyer Epia-
TikdTards Te, kabd dnow ‘Avri
Fbéems dv diaBoxals, Av. The
verses of Epicrates in Athen.
ii, 59, cannot well refer to this
Menedemus, since they are also
directed against Plato, who
was then still living.

” Even this is asserted. Aec-
cording to Phys. 20, a (Schol.
in Arist. 330, a, 3), the Ere-
trians asserted undéyr xord e
devds karnyopeishar. They ap-
pear in this passage to be con-
founded with the Cynics and
the later Megarians,

8 Diog. ii. 135,

1036.

* Hermann, Ges. Abh, 253,
refers to Menedemus the verses
of Johm Salisbury (Enthet. ed.
Peters, p. 41), in which a certain
Endymion is mentioned, who
callecd fides, opinic vera, and
error, opinio fallax, and who
denied that yon could know
what was false, for no know-
ledge could be deceptive. The
allusion does not, however,
appear probable. The continu-
ation, that the sun corresponds
to truth, and the moon to false-
hood, that error and change
bear rule uncer the moon, but
troth and immutability in the
domain of the sun, certainly
does not come from Menedemus,

? Simpl. Categ. Schol. in
Arist. 68, a, 24: ol &wd ris
‘Eperplus avipovr Tés modroras
@s obBauds éxoboas T= Kowdy

curférors fmapyoloas,

i Heraclides in Dieg. . 135.
Litter's conjecture, Gesch. d.
Phil ii. 155, that this Mene-
demus is confounded with Me-
nedemus the Pyrrhean, whom
we know from Pluf. adv, Col,
32, p. 1126, 8, and Athen., is
hardly to be trusted. For
Heraclides Lembus had treated
the Eretrians in detail, as we
learn from JfDiog., so that it is
difficult to imagine such a con-
fusion. The context also tells
against that view,

3 Diog. 135, 136, says that he
wias constantly attacking Alexi-
nus with vielent derision, but
vet did him some service,

8 Dieg. 181: 7@v 8¢ Bdacikd-
Awy Tav wepl TAdTwra wal Eevo-
KpdTRY . . . Kareppiver,

7 Diog. 134.
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laughed at for being a Cynic,! but we know that he oc-
cupied himself with enquiring after the chief good in
a practical way. He affirmed that there was onl y one
good intelligence,® which, to his mind, was identical
with a rational direction of the will.? What are
commonly spoken of as distinet virtues, are, he
maintained, only different names of this one virtue =
by his activity as a statesman,” he proved that his
aim was not dead knowledge. In his free views of
religion he likewise reminds us of Stilpo and the
Cynics.® About this time Zeno having united the
most valuable and lasting parts of the Megarian and
Cynic teaching in the more comprehensive Stoic
systew, stragglers, such as the Eretrians, soon found
themselves unable to exercise any important in-

fluence.

' Diog. 140 7& pév odv wpéra
KaTEDpOrErTO, Kimy kal Afpos Omd
T&v ‘Eperpelwy dradwy,

* Cie. Acad. ii. 42: Dieg.
123 : mpds 8% 7or eimdvra moAAL
76 Gyafe émifere wdoa Téw dpid-
pdv kal el pouilor whelw Tav Era-
7y and in 184 are some ques-
tions to prove that the useful
is not the good.

? Diog. 136: kel woré Twos
aotuas, bs péyicTor dyaddy ey
Th miyTwy émiTvyydrew Gy Tis
émiBupel, efre* woAv B¢ uei(ov
70 émifupciy G Bei

* Plut. Virt. Mor. 2: Mevé-
Snpos utv & é& *Eperplas twfper
TOV Gperdy kol T wATHos kol Tis
dcapopds, bs wils ofirns kol yxpw-
pevns  mwoANoTs ovduas:: 7d Yap
avTd cwppoclvgy kal &vdpelar ral

Bikatorivyy  Adyerfar, kaldmep
Bporby kal &vlpwmror,

* That he exercised a con-
siderable influence on his
friends by his teaching and
his personality is shown by
Plutareh, Adul. et. Am. c. 11,
p- 85; Disg. i1, 127-129.

® Diog. 125 : Blwvds v emiue-
@S kaTaTpéyorTos Ty pdurewr,
pEkpobs adTdy érirpdrrear Eneye -
against which a trait of per-
sonal fear, such as is described
by Diog. 182, proves nothing.
Josephus, Antiquit. Jud. xii. 2,
12, Tertullian's (Apologet. 18)
language on Menedemus and
his belief. in Providence, is
probably as worthless as the
whole fable of Aristeas.

L2
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CHAPTER XIII.
THE CYNICS.

TrE Cynic, like the Megarian School, arose from a
fusion of the teaching of Socrates with the doetrines
of the Eleatics and Sophists. Both schools, as has
been already remarked, were united by Stilpo, and
passed over into the Stoa in Zeno.! The founder of
Cynicism, Antisthenes, a native of Athens,® appears

! It is accordingly not com-
patible with an insight into the
historical connection of these
schools to insert the Cyrenaics
between the Cynics and the Me-
earians, as Tennemann, Hegel.
Marbach, Braniss, Brandis, anni
Striimpell have done. Other-
wise it is of no momentwhether
we advance from the Megarians
to Antisthencs and thence to
Aristippus, or wice wversd: for
these three schools were not
developed from one another,
but erew up side by side from
the same orizin. The order
followed above appears to be
the more natural one ; the Me-
garians confining themselves
moreclosely to the fundamental
position of Socrates: Antisthe-
mes considering. its practical
consequences : and Aristippus
its effects on happiness, accord-

ing to his own imperfect con-
ception of happiness.

* Antisthenes was the son of
an Athenian and a Thracian
slave (Dhog.vi. 1; il. 81; Sex.
De Const. 18, & ; Plut. e Exil.
17, p. 607, calling his mother,
and (Temens, Strom. i, 302, €. in
calling himself a Phrygian, are
confounding him with Diogenes,
or else must have been thinking
of the anecdote in Disy. vi. 1;
Sen. and  Plut. 1. e. For
further particolars  consult
Winelkelmann, Antisth Fr.p.7;
Miiller, De Antisth. vita et
scriptis, Marb, 1860, p. 3). He
lived, according to Xen. Mem.
i, 63 Sym. 3, 8; 4, 34 in
extreme poverfy, The time
of his birth and death is not
farther known to us. Dicdor.
xv. 76, mentions him as one of
the men living about 366 B.C.
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to have become acquainted with Socrates only late

in Life,! but ever afterwards to have clung to him?2
with enthusiastic devotion,® imitating his critieal
reasoning, though not always without an element of
captiousness and quibbling. Early in life he had

enjoyed the instruction

of Gorgias,* and included

other Sophists likewise among his friends. Indeed
he had himself appeared Sophist-like as a pleader
and teacher, before he made the acquaintance of
Socrates.® It was therefore onlya going back to his
old mode of life, when on the death of Socrates he

opened a School.”

and Plut. Lycurz. 30, Sch.,
gquotes a remark of his on the
battle of Leuctra. According
to Eudocia ( Filleison's Anecd.
i. 56), he attained the age of
70, which would place his birth
in 438 B.0., but the fact is un-
certain,

1 We have every reason to
refer Plato’s yepdvrawy Tolfs dbud-
8equ, Soph, 251, B, to him, as
will be subsequently seen. The
only thing against it is the
aceount in Digg. vi. 1, that An-
tisthenes was praised by So-
crates for his valour in the
battle of Tanagra. This objec-
tion applies even if the battle
referred to was not the victory
of the Athenians in the year
456 B.C. (in which it i3 impos-
sible that Antisthenescan have
taken part), but the hattle
mentioned by Thucyd. iii. 91
in 426 ®B.C., or that which was
fonght late in the autumn of
423 B.¢. between Delium and
Tanagra (Zhwe. iv. 91), which

is usnally called the battle of

At the same time he did not

Delinm. The story, however,
is not authentic, for Diog. ii. 31,
quotes the same words of So-
crates in a different way.

¥ Xen. Mem, iil. 11,17 ; Sym.
4, 44; B, 46, Plats, Phwdo,
59, B.; Diag. vi. 2 ; Thid, 9,

* This at least is the descrip-
tion given of him by Xen.
Symp. 2,103 3, 4; 6; 4, 2; 63
6,5; 8

! Digg. vi. 1, referring to the
rthetorical school of Gorgias;
nor does Antisthenes deny his
teaching. At a later period
Antisthenes wrote against Gor-
gias, Athen. v. 220, d.

¢ According to Xen. Symp. 4,
62, he introduced Prodicus and
Hippias to Callias and recomn-
mended toSocratesan unknown
Sophist from Heraclea.

¢ Hermippus in Doy, vi. 2
Hieron. ¢. Jovin. ii. 14,

‘ In the yvurdowr of Cyno-
sarges, Dioy. vi. 13: Gottling,
Ges. Abh. i 253, which was
intended for those who, like
himself, were of mixed Athenian

HISTORY OF THE CYNICS,

negleet to commit his views to writing in numerous
treatises,' the language and style of which are most

highly praised.?

Among the pupils® of Antisthenes, Diogenes* of

blood, Plut. Themist. ¢, 1. Ac-
cording to Diog. vi. 4, he had
but few pupils because of his
harsh and severe treatment of
therm. Tt is not reported that
he required payment, but he
appears to have received volun-
tary presents. Diog. vi. 9.

1 Tliog. wi. 156 (comp. Miller,
1 ¢. p. 25) gives a list of these
writings, which, according to
Diog. 1. 64, was in the main
approved of by Panmtius. They
are by him divided into 10
volumes. Excepting a few
fragments, the only ones which
are preserved are the two
small and comparatively worth-
less declamations, Ajax and
Ulysses, the gennineness of
which is fully ascertained.
Winekelmann (Antisthenis
Fragmenta, Zur. 1842) has
collected all the fragments.
Becanse of his many writings,
Timon called him marroguy
¢rebova, Diog. vi. 18,

2 See Theopomp. in fhHag. vi.
14 and 15, and vii. 19; Dionys.
Jud. de Thuc. e. 81, p. 941:
Epiectet. Diss. ii. 17, 35; Phry-
nich. in Phet. Cod. 158, p. 101,
b Fromte, De Orat, i. p. 218;
Longin. De Invent. Rhet. Gr.
ix. 569; Cie. ad Att. xii. 88;
and Lucian adv. Indoct. c. 27
Theopompus passes the same
opinion on his spoken ad-
dresses. :

? Called by Aristotie, Metaph.
viii, 83 1043, b, 24, 'Avric8évewos,
but in later times unniversally,

and probably even in the time
of Antisthenes, ealled Kuvyirol,
partly from their place of meet-
ing, partly because of their
mode of life. Conf. Dieg. vi.
13: Lact. Inst. iii. 13, g, E.
Schol. in Arist. 23; a, 42; 35;
4, 5. Antisthenes was already
called é&rhoxvwr (Dicg. 1. ¢.),
and Brutus speaks disparag-
ingly of a Cynic (Pluf. Brut.
34). Diogenes boasted of the
name ( Diog. 33; 40; 45; 55-60 :
Stob. Ecl, i1, 348, u, 1), and the
Corinthians placed a marble
dog on his grave ( Diog. 78).

+ Steimhart, Diogenes, Allg.
Encyec. sect. 1. bd. xxx. 301;
Glittling, Diogenes der Cyniler.
Ges. Abh. i. 251 ; Bayle, Dict.,
art. Diogéne, is always worth
reading., Diogenes was the
son of the money-changer
Kikosios at Sinope. In his
youth he had been engaged
with his father in issuing
counterfeit eoin, and in conse-
quence was obliged to leave his
country. [iog. vi. 20, quoting
guthorities, gives further par-
ticulars, but is not always
faithfully explained by @fott-
ling, 251, Conf, Tbid, 49, 56;
Plut. Inimic. Util. ¢. 2: De
Exil. e, 7, p. 602; Musonius
in Sted. Floril, 40, 93 Lueian,
Bis Aeccus. 24; Dio Clrys. Or.
viil. We have no reason to
doubt this fact, as Steinhart
does, p. 302, although the ac-
counts may disagree in a few
details. In Athens he became
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Sinope is alone known to fame, that witty and eccen-
tric individual, whose imperturbable originality,

acquainted with Antisthenes,
who, for some reason or other,
drove him away with a stick,
but was at length overcome by
his perseverance. (Miag. 21;
Hlian, Y. H. x, 16; Hieron,
adv, Jovin. ii. 206.) When this
took place is unknown, and
Bayle’s conjecture that the
condemnation of Socrates was
the cause of Antisthenes’
hatred of mankind, is not to
be depended upon for chrono-
logical reasoms. Diogenes now
devoted himself to philosophy
in the Cynic sense of the term,
and soon surpassed his master
in self-denial and abstemious-
ness. He himself mentions
Antisthenes as his teacher, in
the verses in Plui. Qu. Conv. ii.
1, 7, 1. He appears to have
lived a very long time at Athens,
at least if the account of his
meeting with Philip before the
battle of Chzeronea may be
trusted (Dog. 48; Plut. de
Adulat. ¢. 30, p. 70; De Exil,
¢. 16, p. 606; Epict. Diss. iii.
22, 24; it is not, however,
stated that Diogenes fought at
Chmronea, as Gittling, p. 265,
says, nor is this probable of a
Cynie), according to which he
was then still living at Athens.
But it is also possible—and
this agrees with his prineciple
of having no home—that he
may have visited other places
as a wandering preacher of
morals, particularly Corinth.
(Diog. 443 63; Plut. Prof. in
Virt. 6, p. 78; Dio Chrys. Or.
vi.; Val, Maw. iv. 33 Diog. i
66; vi. 50.) According to

Diogenes, he met Aristippus
in Syracuse. On some such
journey he fell into the hands
of pirates, who sold him to
Xeniades, a Corinthian, = For
this event see Diog. vi. 29; 74
Plut, Tran. An. 4, p. 466; An
Vitios. s. 8, p.499; Stob. Floril.
3, 63; 40, 9; Epict, Diss, iil.
24, 66 ; Philo, Qu. Omnis Prob,
Lib. 883, C.: Julian, Or. vii,
212, d. Xeniades appointed
him the instructor of his sons,
and he is said to have dis-
charged this duty admirably.
Highly esteemed by his pupils
and by their parents, he re-
mained with them till hig
death, At this time occurred
the meeting with the younger
Dionysius, mentioned by Plit.
Timoi. 15, and the conversa-
tion with Alexander, so greatly
exaggerated by  tradition.
(Diog. 32; 38; 60; 63; Sea.
Benef. v. 4, 3; Juvenal, xiv.
811; Theo. Progym. c. 5; Julian,
Or. vii. 212.) The most simple
version of it is that found im
Plut. Alex. ¢, 14; De Alex,
Virt. e. 10, p. 331; ad Prine.
Inerud. ¢. 5, p. 702. Diogenes
died at Corinth, on the same
day, it is said, as Alexander
(Plut. Qu. Conv. viii. 1, 4, p.
T17 ; Demetr. in Ding. 79), 1.e.
323 B.C., at an advanced agze
(Dioy. 76, says almost ninety,
Cens. Di. Nat. 15, 2, zays
eighty-one). The story of his
death is differently told. (Diog.
76; 31; Plut. Consol.ad Apoll.
¢. 12, p. 107 ; “Elian, V. H. viil.
14; Cens. 1. c.; Tatian, adwv:
Gr, e. 2; Hievon. adv. Jovin. ii.

HISTORY OF THE CYNICS.

coarse humour, strength of character, admirable
even in its excesses, fresh and vigorous mind, have
made him the most typical figure of ancient Greece.!

Of the pupils of Diogenes,® Crates is the most

celebrated.®

207, m ; Lueian, Dial. Mort. 21,
2 Cic. Tuse. 1. 34, 104 Siob.
Floril. 123, 11.) Most probably
he succumbed to old age. The
Corinthians honoured him with
a solemn burial and a tomb,
and Sinope erected a monu-
ment to his memeory (Diog. 78;
Pausan. ii. 2, 4 ; Anth. Gr. iii.
558). Dhag. 20, mentions many
writings which bear his name.
A portion of them were, how-
ever, rejected by Sotion. Others
denied that he left any writ-
jngs. Thecphrastus’ treatise:
T@y Awyerous ovraywyh (in Diog.
v.43), attribated by &Groie, Plato,
iii. 508, to the Cynic Diogenes,
certainly refers to Diogenes of
Apollonia.

! That he exercised an irre-
sistible charm over many per-
sons by hiz manners and words
is attested by Diegy. 75, and
confirmed by examples like that
of Xeniades, Onesicritus, and
his sons.

2 Amongst them are known,
besides Crates and Stilpo:
Onesicritus, the companion
and biographer of Alexander,
with his sons Androsthenesand
Philiscus (Didg. vi.75; 73; 80;
84 Plut. Alex. 65; for parti-
culars respecting Onesicritus
in Miiler, Script. Rer. Alex,
M. p. 47): Monimus of Syra-
cuse, the slave of a Corinthian
moaney-changer, who was driven
away by his master for throw-

By his influence, his wife Hippar-

ing money out of the window
in Cynie fanaticism, one of the
most distinguished Cynics, and
the author of several treatises,
amongst them of waiyria emwovdy
Aahnfvle uepryuéva (Diog. vi.
82); Menander and Hegesias
( Disg. vi. 84}, and perhaps
Bryson the Achaean (Ibid. 85).
Phocion is also said fo have
been a pupil of his (Digg. 76;
Phoc. c. 9); but Plutarch was
not aware of it ; and as Phocion
adhered to the Academy, there
is probably mo truth in the
story heyond the faet of a pass-
ing acouaintance.

3 The Theban Crates, gener-
ally called a pupil of Diogenes,
but by Hippobotus, a pupil of
Bryson the Achman (Diag. vi.
78), fonrished about 328-324
B.C. (Ding. vi. 87). Since, how-
ever, stories are current not
only of his tilting with Stilpo
(Dieg. ii. 117), but also of his
quarrelling with Menedemus
in his later years (Dieg. ii. 131 ;
vi. 91), hislife must have lasted
to the third eentury. Another
Crates, a pupil of Stilpo, who
is mentioned Diog. ii. 114, must
not be confounded with the
Cynic Crates.  He is probably
the same as the Peripatetic of
that name in Diog. iv. 23. In
zeal for the Cynic philosophy,
{rafes gave away his consider-

able property. For the different

and very conflicting accounnts
U
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chia and her brother Metrocles ® were gained for the
Cynic School. The names of several immediate
and remote pupils of Metrocles 3 are known, throngh
whom the School may be traced down to the end of
the third century. Yet all its nobler features were
cultivated by the Stoics from the beginning of the
third century, toned down and supplemented by the
addition of other elements also. Henceforth Cyni-
cism was useless as a special branch of the Socratic
philosophy. Subsequent attempts which were made
to preserve its distinet character only resulted in

see Diog. vi. 87; Plut. Vit.
Aer. AL §, 7, p. 831; dpwl. De
Mag. 22; Floril. ii. 14; Simpl.
in Epict. Enchir. p. 84: Phi-
logir. v. Apoll. i. 13, 2 ; Hieron.
adv. Jovin. ii. 203. He died at
an advanced age (Diog, 92, 88).
Diog. 98 mentions some letters
of his, the style of which re-
sembled Plato’s, and some tra-
gedies, and Demetr. De Elocut,
170, 259, also mentions moral
and satirical poems.  Accor-
ding to Julian, Or. vi, 200, b,
Plutarch also wrote an account
of his life. From Digg. 9i;
Apud. Floril, 14, we learn that
he was ngly and deformed.

! The daughter of an opulent
family from Maronea in Thrace,
who from love to Crates re-
rounced her prospects and
habits of comfort. and followed
him in his beggar's life, Diog.
96; Apui. Floril. ii. 14.

2 Formerly a pupil of Theo-
phrastus and Xenocrates, but
won  over to Cynicism by
Crates (Telos. in S7eb. Floril.
97, 81, wol. iii. 214, Mein.),
after having been cured by him

of his childish idea of suicide.
At a later period, however, he
hung himself to escape the
burdens of age, Disg. 94. Re-
specting his apathy, see Plut.
An. Vitios. Ad. Infelic. o. 3, p.
499 ; for a conversation of his
with Stilpo see Plut. Trangu.
An. 6, p. 468,

3 Digg. 95. His pupils were
Theombrotus and Cleomenes;
the former was the teacher of
Demetrius, the latter of Ti-
marchus, and both of them of
Echeeles. Cotemporary with
Hicheeles was Colotes, Jiog. vi.
102. Cotemporary with Me-
trocles was Diodorus of Aspen-
dus, mentioned in Zeller's Phil
d. Griech. vol. 1. 289. At an
earlier period, under Antizonus
the Great, lived the Cynic
Thrasylus (Plut. Rez. Apoph-
theg, Antig. 15, p. 182; Vit.
Pad. 7, p. 531); under one of
the Ptolemies, Sotades, whose
Cynical  abstinence  Nonnwus,
Exeg. Histor. Greg. Naz. 26
(Greg. in Julian, Invect. ed.
Eton. 1610, p. 136), mentions.

HISTORY OF THE CYNICS.

caricatures. Two of the

basest of its later repre-

sentatives are known to us in the persons of Mene-
demus ! and Menippus.? Soon after it became extinet

' A pupil of Echecles, and
previously, as it wounld seem,
of the Epicurean Colotes (Diog.
vi. 95, 102), of whom we only
hear that he occasionally ap-
peared in the mask of a fury,
to add greater force to his
philippies. A pupil of his is
Etesibius, whom Afhen. 1. 15,
e iv, 162, e, names 83 a €o-
temporary of Anticonus (Go-
natas).

2 Menippus was, according
to Diog. vi. 99 (conf, Gell.
N. A ii 18, 6), originally a
Pheenician slave. He is said to
have amassed a eonsiderable
fortune by money-lending
(Hermippus in Dieg. 1. c.), the
Jass of which he took so much
to heart that he hung himself.
His career must fall in the first
half of the third century. Dio-
genes indicates that, placing
him between Metrocles and
Menedemus, it beihg his habit
to mention the philosophers of
this school in chronological
order; also the story that he
was the aunthor of a treafise
respecting the festivities of
Epicurns’ birthday (Dieg. vi.
101), and of an Arcesilaus
(Athen. xiv. 664, c. ; the Acade-
mician of this name died at a
greab age in 240 B.C.); also
the cireumstance that a portion
of his writings was attributed
to a Zopyrus (Mieg. vi. 1009,
probably the Eriend of the Sil-
lograph Timon (Ibid. ix, 114}
also Probus who (Virg. Ecl vi,
81) calls Menippus much
earlier than Varro; also Zucian

Ikaromen. 15, who makes Me-
nippns an eye-witness of a
number of things, all of which
happened about 280 B.c. In
the face of so many clear
proofs, the language of Dieg.
vi. 99, who, speaking of Me-
leager living about 100 B.C.
says, Tav kot ety yerouévou,
cannct count for much. There
is probably here a mistake in
ihe text; perbaps kar'is written
for wer’, or as Nitsche, p. 32,
proposes, we ought to read 7ol
kol piTel yevouévou  iuvucod,
Probably this Menippus is the
same person as Menippus of
Sinope, called by Diog. vi. 95,
one of the most distinguished
men of the school of Metro-
cles; for Dieg. vi. 101 in
counting up the various NMe-
nippuses does not mention him
as well as this Menippus, but
calls him as Athen. xiv. 620, e,
664, e, likewise does Méwarmos 6
gvvueds.  The name Swwwes is
thus explained : his master was
a certain DBaton of Pontus
(Achaicns in Diog, vi. 99), with
whom he probably lived at
Sinope, (Compare also Nietz-
sehe’s Beitr, z, Quellenkunde
u. Kritik des Lagrt. Diozenes.
Basel, 1870, p. 28.) According to
Diog. 18, treatises of Menippus.
were in circulation, of which he
gives the titles of seven, and
Athen. the titles of two more.
That they were not his own
production is probably only an
enemy’s slander, All these
writings appear to have been
satires. His proficiency as a
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as a School, and only reappeared at a very much
later time as an offshoot of Stoicism.!

i The Cynic philosophy claims to be the gennine
ute'nchmcr of Socrates.” The many-sidedness, how-
ever, of Socrates, whereby the intellectual and the
moral elements were completely fused and the founda-
tions of a more thorough and comprehensive seience
laid, was above the powers of Antisthenes. Natur-
ally narrow and dull? but fortified with singular
strength of will, Antisthenes admired* above all
things the independence of his master’s character,
the strictness of his principles, his self-control, and
his cheerful contentment in every position in life.
That these moral traits were in a great measure the
result of free inguiry on the part of Socrates,

CYNIC TEACHING.

not understand, nor diseern that the principle of a
knowledge of conceptions reached far beyond the
range of the Socratic platform. All knowledge not
immediately subservient to ethical purposes he
accordingly rejected as uunecessary, or even as
injutious, as the offspring of vanity and love of
pleasure. Virtue, he maintained, is an affair of
action, and can dispense with words and with wisdom.
All that it needs is the strength of will of a Socrates.!
Thus he and his School not only regarded logical
and physical inquiries as worthless, but passed the
same opinion on all arts and sciences which have
not the moral improvement of mankind? for their

which thus preserved them from narrowness, he did

satirist may be gathered from
the fact that he was not only
imitated in ancient times by
Meleager (Diog. vi. 99), but
also by Varro in his Batire
Menippes { C%e. Acad. 1. 2, 8
Gell, No AL 31800 6 also
Maerob. Saturn. i. 11 : conf.
Probus, 1. c.), and that even
Lucian gives him a prominent
place in his dialogues. Conf.
Fiese, Varr. Sat. Bel. p. 7.

! Besides the above, Me-
leager of Gadara should be
mentioned, could we be sure
that he was a member of the
Cynic School. But the mere
fact that dghen. iv. 157, 6, in
addressing a Cynic calls him
é mpdyovas fpév, and that he is
perhaps mentioned by Dicgenes
as & Cynic, does not prave
the confinuance of the Cynic

School. His attaching himself
as a writer to Menippus would
'Eull) explain these statements.
11“ Bee p. 286, 2, and Diog, vi.

¥ This fact is established by
his teaching, independently of
the opinions of opponents, huch
as Plete, Themtet. 155, E.,
whu..h the words crx?\?gpabs‘ i'ml
dvririmovs dvfpdmovs and wdd
€t dpoveor refer without doubt
fo Antisthenes and not to the
Atomists; Soph. 251, B, yepdr-
Tav Tois ofuudlert . . . Ol
wevias s wept dpdrnow kThrews
T8 Towbra Teluvuwidri.  Arist.
Metaph. v. 29, 1024, b, 33, viii.
85 1043, b, 23.

* As Cie. De Orat. iil. 17, 62,
and Dieg. vi. 2, remark, appa-
rently on the same authority.

! Phog. 11, Antisthenes feach-
es adrdpky 8¢ THY éperqw mpis
eddaoviay, undevds mpooeopdvny
Ore ui) SwkpeTicis ioxves. TV T
dpetyy Taw Epywy elved, udTe
Adywr wAeloTwy Deoudrny wiTe
pabgudrar,

2 Thog. 103: dpéoker ofy ai-
Tois Tor Aeyucdr kal Tov Guoucdy
Tdwoy wepoipety, Sudepds 'Api-
orart 7@ Xip, pévew 8¢ Tpogéyew
7@ dfwd. According to Dio-
cles, Diogenes sald — what
others attribute to Soerates
or Aristippus (see p. 151, and
Plut. in Fus. Pr. Ev. 1. 8, 9)—
that we oumght to learn drmt
Tor €y peydpotat kaxdy 7 dyabdy
7€ TéTurcToi,  TepatTovrTm OF Kal
& yrlndia . . , weppoiior Beé
ol yewwerplay kel wovoikaly ral
wdvra Ta Toaita, When a dial
was shown him, Diogenes re-
plied, that it was not a bad
instroment to avoid being late
for meals, Ibid. 27: 7ols 3¢
ypeppaTiobs éaduale [Diog.] ma
pev 1ol 'Odvgoéws kakd draln-

Tobvras T & Iba d'yyaaﬁwus'
Kal Wy Kal TOUS MOVCIKOUS TS
utv éy Wl Adpa xoplas apudr-
Terfat, ampuucr'ra 5 Exewr THs
Yuxdis T fitn: Tods pabnuericods
awofAeme utr mpos Thy Hkiow Kol
Thy ceAfuny, Ta 8 év moal mpdy-
peTe Tepopay . Tabs Prropas Aé-
yew uep éomovdarévar Td dlkaic,
mpdrTew ¢ undapds. The pas-
sage on astronomers may pos-
sibly have been supported by
the story of Thales falling into
a  well whilst contemplating
the heavens. An answer there-
to is the passage in the These-
tetus 174, A, 175, D, on the
Thracian maiden who upbraid-
el him for so doing. The
mother of Antisthenes was a
Thracian slave, and the words
which TFlato puts into the
maouth of the Thracian girl
closely resemble those guoted
by Diogenes. It would also
tally with the character of
Antisthenes, that he as an
dwaffevros should be charged
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immediate object; for, said Diogenes,! as soon as
any other object intervenes, self is neglected. Even
reading and writing Antisthenes declared could be
dispensed with,? :

The last statement must be taken with consider-
able limitation;? for the Cynic School as a whole
cannot be regarded as so hostile to culture as this
language would seem to imply. In fact, very deeided
remarks made by Antisthenes,! Diogenes,” Crates,’

with mnof froubling himself
about the general conception
of things. Diog. 73 says of Dio-
ZENes: povoikijs Te kal yemuer piics
ral dorpodoylas kul 7@y Towlrar
auedely &s Bxplhioror ial ol dvary-
wafwy. Conf. Disg. 24; 39 ]
Julian, Or. vi. 190, a ; Seneea,
Ep. 88, particularly § 7, 32;
Steb. Floril. 33, 14 ; id. 80, 6
an astronomer pointing to a
map of the heavens BAYS
obrol elow of whavduevor Tay
dorépey * upon which Diogenes
replies, pointing to those pre-
sent: uh Yeddou: ob dp obral
sicwr ol whovdpevor, dAN ofror,
The saying of Diogenes in
Simpl. De Coelo, 38, b, Schol. in
Arist. 476, b, 35, that even an
ass takes the shortest cut to
his food and to the water, was
probably meant as a hit at
geometry and its axiom of the
straight line. :

! xcerp. e Joan. Damase. ii,
18, B1. (St0b. Floril. ed. Mein.)

* Diog. 103: ypdupara yody
i povldvelr Efdarker & Ayt
alérs Tods adgpovas vevouduovs,
tva py) BiaoTpeépowro Tols dAhor-
ploss.

* 1t would be hardly eredible
in a man so fond of writing,

If it is not altogether a faney,
it may either rest upon some
individual expression, such as,
that it would be better not to
read at all than to read such
nonsense, or it is based upon
more general statements, such
as that quoted by Diog. 5, that
wisdom must not be written in
books, but in the soul.

4 Exc. e Floril. Jo. Damase.
i, 18, 68: B¢l 7ols péARovras
dyalods Gvlpas ~yerfoecBar T4
frév odpe yvuvaglos dokely, THy
b¢ Yuxiy moudeder. Ibid, 33, in
auswer to the question woios
oTépavos wdAdirrds dory, he
veplied : 6 dwo wmbelas.

S Diog. 68 : 7w wobelay
elwe Tols uéy wéois awdpocivyy,
Tols 8¢ mpecBurépois wapauvbiay,
Tois 8% wéro: wAovTov, Tois 8%
whoumios wdapor elvai,—TFxe. e
Floxil. Jo. Damase. 13, 29; 3
wobela duola doTi ¥purg ore-
Gdvar* wal yip Tde Exer wal
wohvrérey.  Ibid. 74, 75.

¢ Diog. 86 Tadr’ &xw Sg0°
&ualor kul ébpdrrica xol perd
Moveay oéur’ é8dny, & §& ToANE
kol SABre TOGOs Fpaple. A pa-
rody of this verse is the epitaph
on Sardanapalus in Clem. Stro-
mat. 11. 411, D,

CYNIC TEACHING,.

and Monimus,! in favour of culture are on record.
Diogenes is said to have zealously impressed
on his pupils the sayings of poets and of prose
writers.? Besides, it is on general grounds incon-
ceivable that men, who wrote so much and so well,
shotld have declared war against all culture. One
thing we may however take for established, that
the value of culture was exclusively estimated by
its efficacy in producing the Cynie type of virtue.
Hence this School depreciated all speculative know-
ledge, only studying logic and physics, in as far as
these sciences seemed necessary for ethical purposes.®
From this judgment we are not justified in exempt-

ing even the founder.!

1 Floril, Jo. Damase. ii. 13,
88: Méwuos . . . €pn speivTor
elvar TupAdy @ Gwatbevroy © by
uev yup eis Tor Bdbpor, Tov §
el Th Pdpafpoy duminTew.

z  Ding. 31, according to Ku-
bulus; kareixay B¢ of watbes woX-
Ad TomTay Kl ouyypapewy kal
rér oot Ayevols, wacoy T
Epodoy cirTouoy TELS TO eUMIMUG-
VeurToy éTfoKREL.

3 Kpisehe, Forschungen, 237.
See Hitter, 1. 120.

4 Although the division of phi-
losophy into Logie, Ethics, and
Physics can have been hardly
introduced in the time of Anti-
sthenes, and hence the words
in Dioy. 103 cannot be his, it
does not follow that the state-
ment there made is false.
Amongst the writings of Anti-
sthenes some are known to us,
which would be called logical
writings, to use a later division ;

others are on physical subjects.

The statements of Anti-

To the first class belong Ilepl
Ackews, "ANAPeto, Tepl Toll Gtahé-
yeobar, Zdfwy #) wepl 70D dwTi-
Aéyew, Mepl Biahéerov, Tepl dvo-
udrey, Tepl dvopdrer yphoews,
Oepl épwrioews wal dronplrews,
Nepi Bdkns wal émoripns, Adta
7 épirTicds, Tepl Tot wonBdvew
mpoBiduera. To the second, esl
(dwy ploews, Tepl direas (per-
haps the same which Cicero
mentions N. D, i, 13, 32), 'Epd-
Tpe wepl plrews. A commen-
tary on the writings of Hera-
clitus, which Dipg. ix. 15 men-
tions, does not belong to him.
See Aeiler, Phil. d. Griech. i
527, and Kwrisehe, p. 238. So
little, however, is known: of
these writings, that no con-
olusions can be arrived at
which contradict the above
assumptions. His logical writ-
ings, to judge by their titles,
appear to have contained those
polemical dissertations on con-
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sthenes on logic, so far as they are known to us,
consist in a polemic against the philosophy of con-
ceptions, the object of which is to prove the im-
possibility of speculative knowledge. His remarks
upon nature have for their object to show what is
natural for man. For this no deep research seemed
necessary to him or his followers;! a healthy in-
telligence can tell everyone what he ought to know ;
all beyond is useless subtlety.

CYNIC LOGIC.

Confining bimself, however, exclusively to this Qoint
of view, he arrived at the conclusion of the Sophists,’
that every object can only be called by its own pecu-
liar name, and consequently that no subjec.t- ean
admit a predicate differing from the conception (ff
the subject. Thus it cannot be said that a man is
good, but only that a man is human, or that the
Good is good.? Moreover, every expl:ma.tictn of a con-
ception consisting in making one conception clearer

In support of these views Antisthenes put for-

ward a theory, based it is true on g leading position

of Socrates,? but one, nevertheless, which in its ex-
panded form and in its sceptical resnlts plainly shows

the disciple of Gorgias.

Socrates having required

the essence and conception of every object to be
investigated before anything could be predicated of
it, Antisthenes likewise required the conception of

things what they are or

ceptions, judgments, and ex-
pressions, which were required
as a foundation for eritieal
researches.  Of the writings
on Physics, it is not known
whether they treat of other
than those matural subjects,
which Antisthenes required im-
mediately for his' Ethies, in
order to bring out the differ-
ence between nature and cus-
tom and the conditions of a
life of nature. Even the
treatise mepl (day ¢uvaews may
have had this object. Pro-
bably Plate, Phileb, 44, @,
reckoned Antisthenes among
the udla Belvovs Aeyoudvovs Té
mepl Gvoiv, only becanse in all
questions about morals and

were to be determined.?

prevailing customs, he invari-
ably referred to the require-
ments of nature,

' Bven Cicero ad Attic. xii,
38, calls Antisthenes ‘homo
acutus magis quam ernditus.’

* Compare the relation of
this theory to the. doctrine of
ideas, and what Digg. 80, Simpl,
226, b, m, 278 b, u, says of
Diogenes, with what the Scho-
liast on Arist, Categor. p. 29, b,
40 says of Antisthenes, Sear.
Pyrrh. iii. 66, only asserts of a,
Cynic in pgeneral that he re-
futes the arguments against
motion by walking up and
down. Similarly Diogenes in
Diag. 38,

* Diog. vi. 3: wpards re dp

qaro Adyoy elrdy© Adyos EoTiv &
To 7y ) foT dnhiy. A%cfwam_d@?
in Top. 24, m, Schol. in Arist.
256, b, 12, on the Aristotelian
i v elva, says that the simple
7i 5w, which Antisthenes want-
ed, is not sufficient.

1 See Zefler, Phil. d. Griech.
904,

2 Arist. Metaph. v. 23 ; 1024,
b, 33: ’ApTiobéums dero edfbws
pnbiy afiwy Adyeslar m\-b,v 1@‘
oikelw Adyw v &' éuds: €& v
curéBaive, pf elvme GrTIAéyew,
Txedoy Be unde Yeddeafar. Alex-
ander on the passage. Plato
Soph. 251, B.: ey vye, olpa,
Tois TE véois Kul TP, yepovTwWy
Tais 6Yualéar Goiyny wapeaxfiKa-
pey edBis yap drridaBéota '.r’ra.v'rl
TpOXEpor s GdUpnTor T TE
woAAG &y wal 7b &v woAMG eliay,
wal & wou xalpovow obk e‘f&‘wes
Gyafor Adysy Gvlpemor, {m.}a T
pev dyeldy dyaldy, Tév be Gvipw-
wor Grfpwwop,—Cf, Philebus 14,
.3 Arist. Soph. El c. 17, 175,
b, 15; Phys. i 2, 185, b, 26;
Stmpl. in loe. p. 205 Tsokr. Hel.
i. 1, and particularly what is

said p. 277, 1, respecting Stilpo.

Hermann, Sokr. Byst. p. 30,
once thonght to discern in

these sentences of Antisthenes
a great advancement as proving
that Antisthenes recogrised all
analytical judgments a4 priori
as such to be true, but }.}as
since been obliged to modify
his opinion (Plat. i. 217, Ges.
Abh. 239), on being rem1_nd(-fld
by Ritter (Gesch. d. Phil ii.
133) that Antisthenes co.uld
only be speaking of identical
judgments, Btill he adheres
to it so far as to state that by
the teaching of Antisthenes,
philosophy for the first time
gave to icentical judgments an
independent value. In what
this value consists, it is }_mrd
to say, for nothing is gained
by recognising identical jude-
ments, nor has it ever oocu‘rred
to any philosopher to deny
them, as Hermann, Ges. Abh.
asserted, though without guot-
ing a single instance in support.
Indeed, how ean it'bea forwhrd
step in philosophy to deny all
but identical judgments. Such
a denial is the result of an
imperfect view of things, and
is destructive of all know-
ledge.
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by means of another, he rejected all definitions, on
the ground that they are language which does not
touch the thing itself. Allowing with regard to com-
posite things, that their component parts could be
enumerated, and that they could in this way be
themselves explained, with regard to simple ones,
he insisted all the more strongly that this was im-
possible : compared they might be with others, but
not defined : names there might be of them, but not
conceptions of qualities, a correct notion but no
knowledge.! The characteristic of & thing, however,

C¥NIC LOGIC.

the name which can never be defined, the conception
of the subject which is borrowed from nothing else,
and therefore can never be a predicate, consists only
in its proper name. By this it is known when it
can be explained by nothing else. All that is real
ig strictly individual. General conceptions do mot |
express the nature of things, but they express men’s|
thoughts about them. Plato having derived from!
the Socratic demand for knowledge of conceptions a
system of the most decided Realism, Antisthenes
derives therefrom a Nominalism quite as decided.

! Arist, Metaph. viil, 3;
1043, b, 23: Gore 5 dwoplo, Hy
of "Arrirférea kal oi oiiTws dmai-
Sevrar fmdpovr, Exer Tl kauphy,
614 ot ErTiTh 7f EoTw bploaata,
To¥ Yo dpov Adyov elvar parpdy —
see Metaph. xiv, 3; 1091, a, 7;
and Schwegler on this pas-
sace—&AAG wotor uéy Ti dorw
evbéxerar kul Sibdtu, domwep Hp-
yupor 7l pér dorw, o), 8ri & olow
karTiTepos.  dar’ odatas fore piv
fis &vbéxerar elrar dpov ral Adyow,
oloy Tis gurlérou, édy ve atadnrd
édv Te yourh 7 & Gy 8 alirg
mpdrwy oik Eorw.  That this,
too, belongs to the description
of the teaching of Antisthenes,
appears from Plafe, Thewiot.
201, 1., and is wrongly denied
by Braadis, ii. b, 503 ; the ex-
pressions are indeed Aristo-
telian. Alexander, on the pas-
sage, explains it more fully,
but without adding anything
fresh. That this view was not
first put forward by the dis-
ciples of Antisthenes, appears
from Plato's Themtet, 201, E.:

Eyio yip at €3dkour axolew Tiway

dri Z&. ,u%v TpGTe bomepel ororyeln,
€ Gy fuels Te cuykelucln kel
TaAAa, Adyor otk Exor.  avrh yap
Kkaf’ abrd ExanToy droudoar pivoy
€m, wporeimelv Bé odbtr EAAD
Svvardy, U ws Erriy o b5 oik
oty , . . . émel 008% 14 adrd
oU¥e T xelvo 003t TO Eracrov
oufe T4 udvoy TPOTOLTTETY, DD
GAAa woAAE Towabra - TaiTe s

\ s = .
Yap TepiTpexovTa Thar mpowdépe-

otla, Erepa brra drelvwy ofs wporTi-
Berar.  Belv BE, efrep v Suvarhw
abrh Aéyeolor wal elyev oikeiow
abTod Aoyor, dvev Tay HEiAwy
amdvror Aéyeofat  viv B d5ive-
Tov ey drodr vy Tpdrew
pnbiiver Adye © ob ép elve alTd
aAN B ovoud(eafar udvoy - dvoue
Yap pivoy Exew T4 5t e TovTwy
Abn ovykelueva, Eomep adra wé-
TAEKT a1, 0bTw kol T bvdpaTe aiT oy
cuurAakérta  Adyoy  vyeyopérar -
Svopdray wép cupmAokly elvar
Adyou odelay, And 201, O Eon
3¢ Ty pew perd Advoy Sdkar aAqdh
érorthuny elva, Thr §é royov
ékThs emoThuns kel Gy piv B
€0t Adyos, ovk émirTytd elvan,
olrwrl wal dvoudlur, & 5 Eye,

émwrard.  This whole deserip-
tion agrees with what has been
quoted from Aristotle so en-
tirely, trait for trait, that we
cannot possibly refer it to any
one else but Antisthenmes. Tt
is all the more remarkable
that Plate repeatedly (201, C.;
202, C.) affirms the truth of his
description. In modern times,
Sehleiermacker, PL. W. il 1 and
184, was the first to observe the
reference to Antisthenes. His
opinion is shared by Brandis,
Gr-Rdém. Phil. ii. a, 202, f:
Susemihl, Genet. Entw. d. Plat.
Phil. i. 200; Selhwegler and
FHonitz on Arist. 1. ¢, but
denied by Hermann (Plat,
499, 659) and Stellbawm (De
Arg. Themtet, ii. £). Steinfart
(Plat. W. iii, 16, 204, 20) finds
that the explanation of know-
ledge, as here given, corre-
sponds with the mind of Anti-
sthenes, but refuses notwith-
standing to accept it as his
Schleiermacher (as Brandis, il
a, 203; Swsemihl, pp- 200, 341,
remark) bas not the slightest
right to think the reference is

to the Megarians in Thest.
201, D. What is there stated
agrees most fully with the
statements of Aristotle touch-
ing Antisthenes, whereas no
such principle is known of the
School of Megara. We may,
therefore, endorse Schleier-
macher’s conjecture (PL W. il
b, 19) that the Cratylus was
in great part directed against
Antisthenes — a  conjecture
which appears to harmonise
with the view that Antisthenes
was the expounder of Heracli-
tus. It is opposed by Brandis,
il. a, 285, f. We cannot attri-
bute to Antisthenes a theory of
monads connecting it with the
theory of ideas (Susemili, i.
2012 in connection with Her-
mann, Ges. Abh. 240). What
we know of him does net go
beyond the principle, that the
simple elements of things can-
not be defined ; what be under-
stood by simple elements may
be gathered from the example
quoted from Arist, Metaph. vii.
3, of the silver and the tin,
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General conceptions are

Horses and men are seen ;
tion of a horse or a man.!

only fictions of thought.
not, however, the concep-
From this position he

opened a campaign against his fellow pupil, with
whom he was for other reasons not on good terms,?
but his fire was met with corresponding  spirit.?

! Simpl. in Categ. Schol. in

Arist. 66, b, 45, says: rav 8¢

TaAWIDY 0L ey Arripovy Tés ToidTn-
Tas TeAEws, TS moibw Ty xwpoivTes
elvar (the terminology of course
belongs to the Stoics) Homep
‘Avricerns, s more TMhdrwwm
BuauduaBnréy, <& Midrwy,” ipy,
flwwoy pev Gpd, Irmdryra 8¢ ob X
ép@,’ to which Plato gave the
excellent answer: True, for
you have the eye with which
you see a horse, but you are
deficient in the eye with which
you see the idea of horse.
Ibid, 67, b, 158; 1bid. 68, b, 26:
‘Avriofévny kal Tovs wepl abriw
AéyovTas, dvlpwror dp avfpwmd-
THTe B oly dpd. Quite the
same, IThid. 20, 2, a. Diog. vi.
53, tells the same story of
Diogenes and Plato, with this
difference, that he uses Tpowe-
Gitps and xvebdrys instead of
arbporitys.  Ammon. in Porph.
Isag. 22, b, says: 'Avricféms
Eleye Ta yévy wal i elbn v
eihais émwolors elyvau, and then
he mentions drlperdrys and
irmdrys as examples. The same
language, almost word for
word, is fonnd in Tretz, Chil.
¥ii, 803, f. Plato is no doubt
referring to this assertion of
Antisthenes, when in the Parm.
132, B., he quetes an objection
to the theory of ideas, u) raw
eibay Exavror § TovTwy rinua el

09Bapet abdrd mpochiy eyylyvesbo
aAdote 3 év Yuyals,

# The character and position
in life of the two men was
widely different. Plato must
have felt himiself as much re-
pelled by the plebeian roughness
of a proletarian philosopher
as Antisthenes would have
been annoyed by the refined
delicacy of Plato.

* Compare (besides what has
been said, p. 203, 2) Plato, Soph.
251, €., and the anecdotes in
Diag. iii. 85, vi. 7; also the cor-
responding ones about Plato
and Diogenes, which are parti-
ally fictions, in vi. 25; 40; 34;
68 ; Hlian, V. H.xiv. 33 ; Theo.
Progym. p. 205; Stob. Floxl.
13, 37. As to the picked fowl
story in Diog. 40, compare
Plato, Polit. 266, B.; Gottling,
p- 264, For the Cynical attack
which Antisthenes made on
Plato in his Sdfwr, see Diog. iii,
35, vi. 168; Atfhen. v. 220, d,
xi. 507, a. A trace of Anti-
sthenes’ polemic against the
doetrine of ideas is found in
the Euthydemus of Plato, 301,
A. Plato there meets the as-
gertion of the Sophist that the
beantiful is only beantiful by
the presence of beauty, by say-
ing: éav ofy wopaydrpral cot
Bols, Bovs €i, wal dri vip éyd guL
mdpeipie Ao éSwpos el ; We may

CYNIC LOGIC.

Such being his views, it is only natural that Anti-
sthenes should have attached the greatest importance

to inquiries respecting names.'

Stopping at names

and refusing to allow any further remarks respecting

things, he in truth made
possible.

all scientific inquiry im-

This fact he partially admitted, drawing

from his premises the conclusion that it is impossible
to contradict yourself.? Taken strictly, the inference

- suppose that Antisthenes really

made use of the illustration of
the oz, to which Plato then
replied by making use of the
same illustration in the person
of Dionysodorus.  Steinfart
(Plato’s Leben, 14, 266) con-
siders the Zdfwr spurions. He
will not credit Antisthenes
with such a seurrilous produne-
tion.

1 Antisth. in Epics. Diss. i
17, 12: apxh madetoews 4 T&Y
ovopdrey érimrelis. It is a pity
that we do not know more accu-
rately the sense and the con-
nection of this saying. As it
is, we cannot judge whether it
required an individual inguiry
into the most important names,
or only a general inguiry into
the nature and the meaning of
names, which the principles
contained in tlie above should
develop. Respecting the theory
that Antisthenes held fo the
etymologies of Heraclitus, see
. 298, 1.

# Apist. Metaph. v. 29: see
296, 1; Top. 1. 11; Y04, b, 20
obic Eorw avTidéyew, kafdmwep
Eom 'Avrio@éums, which Afear.
(Schel. in  Avist. 782, a, 30;
similarly as the passage in the
Topics, 1bid. 259, b, 13) thus

explains : gero ¢ & 'AvriofBéuns
EcaoTor TEY dvrwy Adyecfor Td
pinely Adyw pdre kel fva Exdorov
Adyor elvar . . . € v kal gup-
dyew emelparo d7i ph doTiv dvre-
Aéyeiy TOUS ey Yap GvThéyorTas
wepl Tivos Eiuftﬁapa ?\éq«'ew ahefaeny,
wh Blvardar 3¢ wepl atrol Siagpd-
pous Tatis Adyous dépeaBor T4 Eve
Thy oikceioy ExdoTor elval © Eva yap
évbs elvar wal Thy Aéyovra mepk
abTol Aéyew pdvov- fore el uev
mepl ToU wpdyumaros TOD auTob
Aéyoier, Ta avve Ay Adyoier
aAAnAois (€is ap O wepl Evds
Adyos) Aéyovres B¢ Tabrd ofic Bu
GrTineyorer aAAfAois © el Be Bua-
Péporra Aéyowew, odpéri Adkew
abrots wepl Tofi adron. Pramtl,
Gesch. d, Log, 1. 33, mentions
later writers, who, however,
only repeat Aristotle's sayings.
In exactly the same way Plato’s
Dionysodorns  (Buthyd., 285,
E ) establishes his assertion,
that it is impossible to contra-
diet: eloly éxdora ~&v dvrer
Adyor ¢+ Tldve ye. Otrove és Srm
Erxaorov ) ds ol EocTiv; “ Qs éoTw,
Ei yip wdwrnoas, g, & Brdourre,
Kol dpre éwedelfaper pndiva Adyor-
Ta @S olk FoTen Th yap uf be
oblcis épcun Aéywy. TdTepor obw

. ayTikéyoiper By Tob adrod
TpdypaTos Adyor. GudiTepn Ae-
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from these premises is not only that drawn by
Aristotle! that no false propositions, but also that
no propositions of any kind, are possible. The
doctrine of Antisthenes was logically destruective of
all knowledge and every kind of judgment.

Not that the Cynics were themselves disposed
to renounce knowledge in consequence. Four books
came from the pen of Antisthenes, respecting the
difference between knowledge and opinion.? In faet,
the whole School prided itself in no small degree
on having advanced beyond the deceptive sphere
of opinions,® and being in full possession of truth.

yoyres, # ofrw wpév G dnwov
TavTa Adyuiuer ; Suvexdpel, TAAA
dray pmBérepos, i, TO¥ TOU
TpdypaTas Adyor Aeyn, TOTE GTi-
Aéyowuer fr; 7 ofite ye T wapd-
wav b By peprpueres €l Tov
wpdypaTas otdérepos Hudy; Kal
TovTo curwuoddyer. ‘AN &pa,
dray &yb Aéyw upep TH Tpaypa,
b B o0Be Adyers 70 wopaway - O
G& ul Aéywy 7O AsyoyTi Was by
érrinéyor; Plato probably had
Antisthenes in his eye, although
this kind of argnment had not
come from him. Conf. Zelier,
1. ¢ i, 905, and Disg. ix. B3:
iy ‘ApTiclcvovs Adyov Toy wepd-
pevoy @mobencvisw Gy olk EoTw
dwridéyew, ovros (Protagoras)
mpdTos OieienTar  kaTd  ¢mai
DAdrwy év Ed6udfue (286, ©).
Here, too, belongs the saying
of Antisthenss in Sieh. Flor,
82, 8, that contradiction ought
never to be used, but only
persnasion. A madman will
not be bromght to his senses
by another’s raving. Contra-
diction i3 madness; for he

who econtradicts does what is
in the nature of things impos-
sible. Of this subject the Zcfwy
7 wepl Tob GrTiAcyew treated.
iBee p. 207, 1 Proci, in
Crat. 37 : 'Avrigferys Exeyer ul
Betv drridéyer wis ~ip, ¢y,
Adyos aAnbeders 6 yip Adywy Tb
Aéyert & B& 7L Adyawr Th br Aé-
yert 6 BE TO by Adpwr dAmbeder
Corf. Plate, Urat. 429, D.

2 Tepl 8dkms wal Emiorhuns,
Diog. 17. Doubtless this trea-
tise contained the explanation
given p. 264, 1.

¢ Ding. 83 says of Monimus
olTas miv SufpiléaTaTos éyevera,
daore BEys piv waTapporely, Tpis
8" aAnbear wapopudv. Menan-
der, Ibid, says of the same
Cynic: 7¢ yép fmoAnpiiy Tigoy
elvar why Epn, and Sext. Math,
vill. 8: Mdwpes & kbov Tigor
elwdy T& wdrTa, mep olyuls foT
TEY obi GvTey &5 dvrev. Conf.
M, Aurel, wo. éavr. i, 15; o7
way bmédmqs © BjAe pew ja: T8
wods TOU Kupikod Moviugr Acs .-
wevz, On this ground the later

CYNI( MORALS,

With them, knowledge is directed entirely to a prac-
tical end, that of making men virtuous, and happy
in being virtuous.! As the highest object in life
the Cynies, herein agreeing with all other moral
philosophers, regarded happiness.” Happiness being
usually distinguished from virtue, or, at least, not
united to virtue, they regard the two as absolutely
identical. Nothing is good but virtue, nothing an
evil but vice ; what is neither the one nor the other
is for man indifferent.® For each thing that only
can be a good which belongs to it* The only real

Bceptics wished fo reckon Mo-
nimus one of themselves, but
wrongly so. What he says has
only reference to the worthless-
ness of common opinion and
what 1t considers a good. In
TLuecian v. Auct. 8, Diogenes
calls himself a prophet of truth
and freedom.

1 See p. 293.

2 Diog. il.: adrdprkn Ty dpe-
Thy wpos ebdoupovioy, so that
happiness is the end, and
virtue the means. Stob. Hel,
103, 20, 21

* Digy. vi. 104: &péower &
aiirois kol TéAes elvar T Kot
aperyy (Hy s Avrioévns pnaiv év
T4 ‘Hpaihel, duoiws ToTs TT@IKOL.
Thid. 105: 7& 8¢ peralt dperijs
wal koxias abudgopa  Aéyouvair
duolws "ApioTert T8 Xig, JDio-
¢les. in Diog, vi. 12 says of An-
tisthenes : Tayeld Kaha Ta fraxd
aloxpd. Epiph. Exp. Fid, 1084,
C: &pyoe [Diogenes] 7o dyaddy
olgrby Tolkeioy warTl copd elval,
78 8 EMAa mdvTe 0bdey ) dAvaoias
dwdpyxew. Whether the epi-
gram of Athen. in Digg vi 14,

refers to the Cynics or the
Stoies is-not quite elear,

' groikdy uifey eldfuoves, &
TavdpiaTe
BdypaTa Tais iepals dyBéuevar
cerlow -
Ty apeTdy Yuxas dyadby pdvoy:
abe yap avlpdy
povva kal Buorar ploero kel
ToAIdS,

According to Diogenes it would
appear as though the Steie
doetrine that virfue is the only
goodl were therein attributed
to the Cynics.

A This maxim follows from
Diog, 13, who states as the
teaching of Antisthenes: &
moympa  péuile  wdvra  Eepixd.
Compare Plato, Symp. 205 E;
ol ydp T fauréy, ofual, EkooTor
domd(ovrar, €l uh e Tis TH piw
aryelln oiretoy wadol kal éavrob, Th
O wexdy dAAdrpor. In the
Charm. 163, C. Critias =ays
only the nseful and good is
oiksiow, Althcuck Antisthenes
is not here named, yet the
passage In Diogenes makes it
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thing which belongs to man is mind.!
else is a matter of chance.
powers only is he independent.

Everything
In mental and moral
Intellicence and

virtue constitute the armour from which all the at-
tacks of fortune recoil ;2 that man only is free who
is bound by no external ties and has no desires for

things without.?

Thus man requires nothing to make him happy

save virtue.*

probable that the antithesis of
ayabor and oiketoy belongs to
him, even if he was not the
first to introduce if.

! Compare p. 294, 6; Xen.
Symp. 4, 34, puts words to the
same elfect in the mounth of
Antisthenes : roui(w, & H&vipes,
Tobs arfpdmovs olk év T olkw
Thy mAotiToy ol THy weviny Exew,
&AM 2 Tais buxals® thisis then
further expanded ; and Epictet.
Diss. iii. 24, 68, makes Dingenes
say of Antisthenes: E'Siﬁagéﬂ e
78 €ud kal TG oUk eHd” wTijos
obi 2wt cuyyevels, olkeiot, pidor,
dhuy, cvrhbers, Tomor, daTpBn,
woyTa Taita Gri GAAdTpa. oy
oby 7l xpiois parTaridy. Tav-
Tnp Eeaté por S1i drdAvrov Exe,
dvavdyraoTor, cr.A.  We have,
however, certainly not got the
very words of Diogenes or
Antisthenes.

* Diog. 12 (teaching of An-
tisthenes) : dvagaiperoy dwaov
dperd) . . . Teiyos dogaléoTaTor
ppovmaw  paTe yip ReTafiely
phre mpodlBooBar. The same 1s
a little differently expressed
by fpiph. Exp. Fid. 1039, C.
Diog. 63 says of Dllf)g'enes, 2
Spwrnlels Tt abTd mepiyeyorey Tk
graosaglas, Epn' e kol under dANo,

All else he may learn to despise, in

T ol mphs TATay TUXNY Tape-
arebarfar—and 105: dpéoics: ad-
Tols Tiyn undéy érirpérew. Stob.
Bkl i, 348: Awyérns épn 6pnl':'1r
he Tixnr évopigay aiTg ral Aé-
~ovaay © TovTor & oo Strauwt
Baréewy kiwve Avasyripa. (The
same verse is applied by David,
Schol. in Arist, 23, to Anti-
sthenes.) Counf. Sted. Floril.
108, T1.

3 This is what Diogenes
says of himself in Epict.
Diss. iii. 24, 672 & ob @ 'Av-
i Bvns hxevfépwoey, ovrére edol-
Aevea, and he also asserls in
Ding. 71 that he led the life ’of
a Herculeg, upndév  éreuvfeplas
wporcptvay, Crates in (lem.
Strom. ii. 413, A. (T%heod. Cur.
Gr. Aff. xii. 49, p. 172) praises
the Cynies:

adovfi ardpamodwder diotAwrat

kal Bxapmro

afdvaror Booikelay éhevfeplay

7! dyawaoiy,

and he exhorts his Hipparchia

raude wpdrer Yuxis fer dyar-
Aopérn, 3

ot Gmh  ypuriwy Sovlovpérn
ol on' épdrar BnfiriBuwy.

4 Bes note 2.

CYNIC MORALS.

order to content himself with virtue alone.! For
what is wealth without virtue? A prey for flatterers
and venal menials, a temptation for avarice, a root
of all evil, a fountain of untold erimes and deeds
of shame, a possession for ants and dung-beetles, a
thing bringing neither glory nor enjoyment.? In-
deed what else can wealth be, if it 'be true that
wealth and virtue can never dwell together,® the
Cynic’s beggar-life being the only straight way to

- wisdom ?* What are honour and shame ? The talk

of fools, about which no child of reason will trouble
himself? For in truth facts are the VEry opposite
of what we think. Honour amongst men is an evil,
To be despised by them is a good, since it keeps us
back from vain attempts. Glory only falls to his
lot, who seeks it not.* What is death ? Clearly

' Bee Diog. 105: apéore § Unfortunately, however, Crates

avrois xal Mirds Brotw, mAolrov
wol B6Ens kol edyeveins waragpo-
voboe.  Diog. 2% Epict. Diss.
i. 24, 6.

® Antisth. in Steb, Floril. i.
305 10, 42; Xen. Sym. 4, 35;
Diog. in Disg. 47; 350; 60;
Galen. Exhort. e. 7, i. 10, K.
Metrocles in Diog. 95; Crates
in Sfob. 97, 27; 16, 10; the
same in Julian, Or. vi. 199, 1.

* Stob. Floril, 93, 35 : Aloyé-
15 Eneye, pire & wide wAouaie
uime & olicly dperiy olicely Siwa-
afar.  Crates therefore disposed
of his property, and is said to
bave settled that it should
only be restored to his children
when they ceased to be phi-
losaphers (Diog. 88, on the au-

thority of Demetrius Magnes).

can at that time have neither
had wife nor children.

1 Diog. 104 ; Diog. in Steb.
Floril. 95, 11 ; 19, See Lucian
V. Auet. 11; Crates in Epiph.
Exp. Fid. 1089, O.: éaevbeptas
elvar T Gicrmporiimgy,

8 Lpiet Diss, i 24, 6: (Awo-
vévms) Aéyer, bre ebBotle ( Winck-
elmann, p. 47, suggests adoiin,
which certainly might be ex-
pected from what preceded)
Ydpos Corl pawoudvar arbpdimay.
Diog. 11 says of Antisth.: rw
T adokiey dyafly ial Yooy T
wdve, and T2: ebyevelas 52 spad
Sikas kel 7o Towirte wivTa Bid-
ma(e (Diogenes), mpokosufpare
kakias elvar Aéyor. In 41 he
speaks of 8ékns fovbiuare. 1In
021 eheye B¢ (Crates) uéxps rav-
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not an evil, For only what is bad'is an evil: and
death we do not experience to be an evil, since we
have no further experience when we are dead.” All
these things are then only empty fancies,® nothing
more, Wisdom consists in keeping the mind free
from them.! The mostworthlessand the most harmful
thing is—what men most covet—pleasure. Pleasure
the Cynies not only demy to be a good,” but they
declare it to be the greatest evil; and a saying is
preserved of Antisthenes, that he would rather be

CYNIC MORALS.

becomes unbridled passion, as in love, where man
lowers himself to be the slave of his desires, there
no means can be too violent to eradieate it.! Con-
versely, what most men fear, labour and toil, are
good, because they only bring man to that state in
which he can be independent.? Hercules? is there-
fore the patron-saint and pattern for the Cynie,* no
one else having fought his way through so arduous
and toilsome a life for the good of mankind, with so
mueh conrage and vigour. In support of this tenet,

mad than pleased.® Where the desire of pleasure

Tov Belv Quhocodely, pexpr oy
Sétway of gTparnyol elvar ovm-
Adrar, Compare also 93. Doxo-
pater in Aphthon. c. 2, Bhet.
Gr. i. 192, says that Diogenes,
in answer to the guestion, How
is honour to be gained ! re-
plied By nof troubling your-
self at all about honour.

! Bpigt. 1. c.: Aeyey, Ui d Odva-
Tos ok g7t Kakdr, oUBE yap ai-
oxpév. See p. 303, 3.

¢ Diogenes in Disg. 68,
Conf. Cie. Tusc. i. 48, 104,
Evidently the Cynic here is
not thinking of immortality,
nor does it follow from the re-
mark of Antistheneson Il. xxiii.
15 (8chol. Venet. in Winelkel-
mann, p. 28) to the effect that
the souls have the same forms
as bodies.

3 Or as the Cynics techni-
cally call it, mere smoke,
Tiges. Sex Diog. 26, 83, 86,
and p. 301, 3.

t Olemens, Strom. ii. 417, B,
{Theod. Cur. Or. Aff. xi. 8, p.
152) : “Avric@évns piv Thy atv-
Xfav (TéAos awépyver).

" % Ag Crates — probably the

Cynic—proves in Teles. in Stob.
Floril. 98, 72, by the considera-
tien, that the human life from
beginning to end brings far
more unhappiness than plea-
sure; if therefore the wAeord-
(ougad nioval were the measure
of happiness, a bhappy man
could not be found.

¢ Diog. vi. 3: Exeyd 7e our-
exes povelny piadoy 1) fofelny.
Tb. ix. 101, Conf. Sext. Math.
xi. 741: [% #dorh Sokd(erar]
wandy o' "Avrioféirovs, The same
in Gell. ix. 5,3 : Clemens, Stro-
mat. 1. 412, D.; Eus. Pr. Ev.
xv. 13, 7 (Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
it 47, p. 172). Conf. Diog. vi.
8, 14, and p. 259, 4. Plato is
no doubt referring to this
Cynieal dictum, Phileb. 44. C.:
Moy pepenrdTewy Thy THs T0rs
Svvauty kel wepouikéTay ovdEy
fineds, Bore kol abrd Tolro abrys
Th Emaywyoy yolTevuE 00X FBory
elvar: and Arist. Eth. x. 1,1172,
a. 27 : of pev yop Tayalby oy
Aéyovaur, of B & évavrios kopdy
gabior. Tb. vii. 12, 1152, b, 8:
Tois ptv ody Boxel ahBepia fdord
elvar ayolly olTe kal aiTd olre

watd cuuBeByeds - ol wop el
TavTor ayadly wal Hdornr, Com-
pare p. 297.

Y Clemens, 1. o, 406, C.: éyée
8¢ dmadéyoumt Tov ‘Avticfévyy,
The ‘AgpobiTay, Adyovra, why
kaTaTobsvgamns, e AdBowe oTe
modAds iy rcahds wel dvefds
yuraixas Srepleper. Tdr T¢ fpuTa
ruiloy dnol giioews T {5 Hrrous
SuTes of kaxodaiuoves Bely Thy
véaor kadoficw. Orates in Diag.
vi. 86 ((femens, Strom. ii.
419, B.; Theod. 1. e. xii. 49;
ulian, Or. vi. 198, D.5y:

Epwra waler Awyuds, el B& i,

yodvos

oy 3¢ Todros uy) Sy xpfiofar,

Bpdxos.

On the same subject compare
also Pog. vi. 88; 61 67; Stobh,
Floril. 64, 1; 6, 2; 18, 27;
Liiog. 66 Tobs pév oikérar &pn
Tols degmiTats.  Tobs B¢ pavAous
Tais embuutais Sovkede, See p.
304, 3.

% Diog. vi. 2, says of Anti-
sthenes: kal it d wdvos dyalihy
aquréaTioe B 7ol peydAoy ‘Hpa-
wAcous kel ToU Kipov. Diogenes
fars in Exe, ¢ Floril. Jo.
Damase. ii. 13, 87 (Stob. Floril,

ed. Mein, iv. 200) that boys,
if fthey are to come to any
good, ought to be educated by
abstemiousness, as early as they
are susceptible of culture.

* Who bad also a temple
near Cynosarges.

+ Antisthenes spealks of two
Herculeses, Diog. 2, 18. Winck-
elmann, n. 15, Diogenes says
of himself in Diog. 71: rov
alrdy yepaktipa Toi Blov Biefd-
vew bymwep xal ‘Hporifs, under
éhevBepias mporplvwy. Therefore
Lius. Pr. Ev. xv. 18, 7. calls
Antisthenes ‘HpakAewricds s
davhp 70 ppdinua: and in Lucian,
V. Auet. 8, Diogenes replies to
the query as to whom he was
imitating : rov "Hpurréa, at the
same lime showing his stick
fora elub, and his philosopher's
claak for a lion's skin, with
the addition, which probably
comes from a Cyopic writing :
orparetoun 8€ Somwep Srelvos éml
Tds mbovas . . . érxwoBipar Thr
Biov wpoaipolueros, . . . éxevile-
poths elut Tév b lpdmay kel laTphs
7@y malay, See Dens. Cyn. 13,
Julian, Or. vi. 187, C.

X2
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Antisthenes appears to have argued that pleasure is
nothing but the pause after pain.! On this supposi-
tion it will appear absurd to pursue pleasure ; which

can only be attained by having previously experi-

enced 4 eorresponding amonut of pain.
From this rigid development of their principles
to which Antisthenes had been brought, partly by

L Plato, Phileb. 44, B. (Conf.
4l, A.; Rep.ix. 583, B.) speaks
of people, as udie dewais Aeyo-
wévous To wepl Ppdaw, of Tomapd-
way GBovas off @acw elvas, for
they maintain Avwdy Tabres
elvar wicas amoduyus bs wiv of
wepl 2lAnBor fdovis émovoudiou:
gw, This passage refers with-
out doubt to Antisthenes.
TWendt  (Phil. Cyren. 17, 1)
applies it to philosophers who
declare freedom from pain to
be the highest zood. Grefe,
Plato ii. 609, thinks of the
Pythagoreans, from whom he
imagines Speusippus derived
his theory of pleasure. Only
ro philosophers of Plate’s age
are known tfo us who made
freedom from pain the highest
good. As to the Pythagoreans,
we know of their asceticism,
but no ethical theory of theirs
is known which altogether
rejected  pleasnre.  On  the
other hand, we know that Anti-
sthenes did reject pleasure.
The probability is, therefore,
that Plaro in writing this pas-
sage had Antisthenes in his
cye. That the expression det-
vol Ta mepl diaw iz nio obstacle
to this view, has been already
indicated, p. 245, 4: the ex-
pression not referring to phy-
sical research, but to the prac-

tical inquiry as to what is con-
formable to nature, to which
Antisthenes wanted to go back
withont excluding pleasure.
If the further objection is
raised, that the opponents of
pleasure here referred to, hate
(according to Phil. 46, A} Tas
Tay arynuover niopds, whereas
the Cynics allowed no difference
between things seemly and un-
seemly, this rests on a Inis-
apprehension; for the #féoval
TEv Goxuorar are, as the con-
text shows, condemnned by the
opponents of pleasure, not be-
canse of their unseemliness,
but because they are always
combined with. unhappiness.
Nor cun we assert that Plato
would npot have spoken of
Antisthenes with so much con-
sideration as he here does (44,
(). TIf he at one time of life
replied to his sallies with
appropriate severity (see p.
203, 2; 300, 8), it dees not
follow that after the lapse of
years, and in respect of a
question on which their views
more nearly approzimated, he
could not express himself more
gently and appreciatingly. ¥et
even here he will not allow to
him the properly scientific capa-
city, the 7éyw.

CYNIC MORALS.

his own natural temperament,! partly from regard to
it as a means of education,’ the Cynies so far de-
parted, as to admit a certain kind of pleasure to be
legitimate. Pleasure which is not followed by re-
morse,? or, more accurately, pleasure resulting from
labour and effort,* is said to have been called a good,
even by Antisthenes. In Stobzeus,” Diogenes recom-
mends justice as the most useful and at the same
time as the most pleasant thing, because it alone
affords peace of mind, protects from trouble and
sickness, and even secures bodily enjoyments. He
also asserts,” that happiness consists in that true joy
which can only be obtained by an unruffled cheerful-
ness of mind. Moreover, the Cynics, when wishing
to set forth the advantages of their philosophy, did
not fail to follow in the steps of Socrates, by assert-
ing that life with them was far more pleasant and

1 Plate, 1. ¢. continues: Toi-
Tois oy wuas worepa melBeafat
cuufoudedes, i ros, & Sdrpates ;
—Olik, GAN Gomep udyTert mpor-
xpticlal  Tun, wavrevouévors ol
TexEn, GAAE T Buoyepeln @i-
cews ouk ayerrovs, Aloy, wT.A,
See p. 306, 6.

* Arist. Eth. = 1: Some
hold pleasure to be altogether
a mistake: of uer lows wewein-
pévos ofite kal dxew, of B¢ olduevo
BeAriop elvar wpds Tov Blov juay
amogaivew Tov Hloviy Tar doi-
Awy, kol el uh forly: fémew yap
TOUS TOAAOUS TpUs auTr Kai dou-
Acderr Tals fdovars, G Belr ey
volpayrioy Hyew * ENBelv yap by
offtws éml wb wéooy. Diog. Vi, 35
ppsicla, eAeye {Awyéens), Tovs

xopobiSacidXovs * kal yap ékeipovs

Umep Tovoy EvBiidyal Evera o Tods
Aourobs ddacbar ToU wporiuarTos
Tévou.

B Athen, xii, 518, a: ‘Avre-
oblevns ¢ mhy Hlovhy aryafdy elvar
dackwy, mporédnre Ty GueTabiA-
nrov, but we require to know
the context in which Anti-
sthenes said this,

+ Antisth. in Steh. Flor. 29,
65 1 ylovity Tas petd Tobs whvous
Bwwrréoy, GAN' olxd Tas wph Tav
oMY,

4 Floril. 9, 49; 24, 14, where
probably the Cymic Dicgenes
is meant. 1t is, however, a
question whether the words
are taken from a genuine
writing of his.

§ Thid. 163,20 21.
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independent than with other men, that their abste-
miousness gave the right flavour to enjoyment, and
that mental delights afforded a far higher pleasure
than sensual ones,! All that this language proves
is, that their theory was imperfectly developed, and
that their mode of expression was inaccurate, their

eaning being that pleasure as such ought in no
case to be an end;? and that when it is anything

! Thus in Xen. Symp. 4, 84,
where the description appears
on the whole to be true, Anti-
sthenes demonstrates that in
his poverty he was the happiest
of men. Food, drink, and
sleeo he enjoyed; better
clothes he did not need; and
from all these things he had
more enjoyment than he liked;
so little did he need that he
was never embarrassed to think
how he should find support; he
had plenty of leisure to asso-
clate with Soerates, and if he
wanted a pleasant day, there
was no need to purchase the
requisite materials in the mar-
ket, but he had them ready in
the sonl. Diogenes in Loy
71 speaks in a similar strain
(not to mention Do Chrys. Qu.
vi. 12; 33); he who haslearned
to despise pleasure, finds there-
in his highest pleasure ; and in
Flut. De Exil. 12, p. 695, he
comgratulates himself on not
having, like Aristotle, 1o wait
for Philip for breakfast; or
like Callisthenes for Alezander
( Driog.45) : to the virtuouas man
aceording to Diogenes (Plut.
Trang. An. 20, p. 477) every day
is a festival. In like manner
Pilut. Tranquil. An. 4, says that

Crates passed his life in jesting
and joking, lize one perpetuval
festival; and Metrocles (in
Plwtarch, An. Vitios. ad Infelic.
3, p. 499}, hike Diogenes (in
Letan, V. Auct, §), blesses him-
sell for being happier than the
Persian king. BSee Diog. 44, 78.

2 As Rivter ii. 121, has re-
marked, the difference between
the teaching of Antisthenes
and that of Aristippus might
be thus expressed: Aristippus
considered the result of the
emotion of the soul to be the
good : Antisthenes considered
the emotion itself to be the
end, and the value of the
action to consist in the doing
of it. Ritter, however, asks
with justice whether Anti-
sthienes ever went so far as this,
sinee it is never distinctly
imputed to him. And in the
same way it will be found that
Aristippus  never regarded
pleasure as a state of rest, buf
as a state of motion for the
goul. The contrary is not
established by what Hermann,
Ges. Abh, 237, f, alleges. - Hex-
mann proves, it is true, that
Antisthenes considered the
zood to be virtuous activity,
and that Aristippus took it to

i CYNIC MORALS.

more than a natural consequence of action and of
satisfying essential wants, it is a thing to be avoided.

From these considerations the conclusion fol-
lowed, that everything excepting virtue and vice is
indifferent for us, and that we in turn ought to
be indifferent thereto. Only those who soar above
poverty and wealth, shame and honour, ease and
fatigue, life and death, and who are prepared to
submit to any labour and condition in life, fearing
no one, troubling themselves about nothing—only
such as these offer no exposed places to fortune, and
can therefore be free and happy.!

As yet, here are only negative conditions of
happiness. What is the positive side correspond-
ing thereto? Virtue alone bringing happiness, and
the goods of the soul being alone worth possessing,
in what does virtue consist? Virtue, replies Anti-
sthenes, herein following Soerates and Euclid, con-
sists in wisdom or prudence;? and Reason is the
bz pleasure, but he does not wopaskevaloucrovs cvuBaiy Tols
prove that Antisthenes and Swwdorass kal pf  wpooswrras.
Aristippus- spoke in explicit Crates, Ibid. 86, says that
terms of the rest and the motion what he had gained by philo-
of the soul. sophy was @dpuwy e xomnk kal

! Digg. in Stob. Floril. 86, 7o wunderds uérew, Antis. in
19 (89, 4), says the noblest Stob. Floril. 8, 14: fors 5¢
men are of kaTappovoirTes wAou- Erdpovs Bédoike Botilas Ly AéAnler
Tov Bofns %Boviis (whs, tev 8¢ dovréw. Diogenes in Dhing. 75:
dveyriwy Pwepdve UyTes, wewias BodAov TH dofelofar.  Ses pp.
&¥okias mdvov Oavdrov, Dieg. BUB, 2 304, 2 and B: 805, 4.
29 says of the same: édmjre 4 This follows from Dieg.

Tabs wéAAopTas youelr kal wh 18

yauely, Kal Tobs LENAOPTOS KaTe-
wAety kal uij korarAely, xal Tobs
wéXdovras wolureleolar wal ul
woMTeterar, kal Tols wardorpo-
Pely kal py weBoTpodey, kel Tols

Teix0s dcparéoraTor Opé-
YW . . . TELXT]) KATATKEVLET €0V
v wols alrédy araidrors Aoy
ouols, if we connect with it
his maxims about the oneness
and the teachableness of virtug,
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only thing which gives a value to life.! Hence, as
his teacher had done before him,(he concludes that
virtue is one and indivisible,? that the same moral
problem is presented to every class of men,? and that
virtue is the result of teaching. He further main-
tains that virtue is an inalienable possession ; for
what is once known can mnever be forgotten? He
thus bridges over a gulf®in the teaching of Soerates
by a system in which Sophistical views? contributed
no less than practical interests to make virtue in
itself independent of everything external.s Wherein,

and his doctrine of the wise
man.

! Compare the saying attri-
buted to Antisthenes in Plus.
Sto. Rep. 14, 7, p. 1040, and to
Diogenes in Ding. 24: eis Tiv
Blov mapernevd(eabar Sely Adyoy A
Bpéxov. Also Diog. 3.

? Behol. Lips, on IL O. 123
(Winckelmann, p. 28): ’Avri-
aBévns onoiv, s ef 1 wpdrTer &
Tods kate wacar dperiy éwepyet.

¥ Doy, 12 according to Dio-
cles: arlpis wal yvvairds i abri)
&pers.

1 Dhog. 10: 8iBartdy dredeinpue
CAvricbérns) Ty Gperdp. 105
apeoket ' abrols kel Tow dperiw
GwbarThy elvar, kol gnaly Avrie-
afierys & 73 ‘Hpardel, xal av-
amdBAyTor dwdpyew. Without
doubt the reference in Jsoer.
Hel. 1. 1 is also to Antisthenes.
Jsocrates quotes the passages
just given, with the sentence
of Antisthenes which was dis-
cussed, p. 301, 2, added : xara-
yeynparaTy ol wey off ddororres
oldy 7' elvar Wevdi Adyew oob
dvTidéyew. . . . oi B¢ Biefidvres

@s avdpla kal oodin cal Sikatorivy
TobTéy dorr gal ghoer piv ondly
avTay Eyouer, plo 3 érorhug
kel amdirer “dorly-  BAdoe Bk
wepl Ts Epidas BarpiBovet K. A.
The expression of uéw . . . of
¢ does not prove that the first
of these statements belongs to
a different school from that
to which the second belongs.

> Dhog. 12 cragaiperoy fminy
7 apern.  Xen. Mem. i 2, 19
Tows ofy efwotery &y woAAol wap
dagkdrTar Oecopely, dri ovi
dr wote & Sixaos aducos yévorro,
oube & gaeppwr HBpiarThs, oubé EAAo
olbey, dv wdbyals éormiv, 8 pofidy
GUETITETT ey By ToTE YévoiTo,

& The maxim that prodence
is insuperable. See p. 143, 3.

* The maxim that you cannof
forget what you know is only
the converse of the Sophistic
maxim that you cannot learn
what you do not know,

® It is only independent of
external circumstances, when
it cannot be lost: for since the
wise and virtuous man will
never, as long as he continneg

: CYNIC VIRTUE.

however, true prudence consisted the Cynies could
not say more precisely. If it were described as
knowledge concerning the good,! this, as Plato justly
observed,? was simply a tautology. If, on the con-
trary, it were said to consist in unlearning what is
bad,? this negative expression does not lead a single
step further. So much omly is clear, that the
prudence of Antisthenes and his School invariably
coincides with a right state of will, firmness, self-
control and uprightness,* thus bringing us back to

the Socratic doctrine of the omeness of virtue and

knowledge. Hence by learning virtue they under-
stood moral exercise rather than intellectual research.’

wise and virtuous, forego his
wisdom and virtue, and since,
aceording to the teaching of
Socrates, no one intentionally
does wrong, it follows that
knowledge can only be taken
away by a cause foreign to the
will of the individual.

! Plate, Rep. vi. 505, B.:
GAAL uhy Tide ye olgba, b1 Tols
v moANoTs Boyd Boxel elvar T
ayafioy, Tois 8¢ koploTepois Ppdvr-
a5 . ... kal dri e, @ @lne, of
ToUTO Tryotpevor ot Exovot Betfat
firis dpdrnois, aAN avayxdorTas
TeAevTwrTes Thy Tov  ayefol
¢ovau, If the Uynics are not
here exelusively meant, the
passage at any rate refers to
them.

e

3 Diog. 8, according to Pha-
nias: (Arrobeyns) dpwrnlels drd
ToU . . . T WOty KaAds Kkayalos
Eqoira, Epy - el 7o wara kb éxers
7 geviTd €ome pdbois Taps Ty

eidbrop. Ibid, T: épwrnlels Ti

T@r uabnudrer aragraibraTor,
fon, TO Kawe amouabelv. The
same is found in Exe. e Floril
Joan, Damasc. ii. 13, 34 (&fob.
Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 143).

1 Compare pp. 203, 1; 304, 2
and 3.

* Here it may suffice to call
to mind what has been said p.
203, 1, and what Diogenes in
Doy, 70 says: Girrhy 8 Eheyer
elvas i Boenow, Ty uér Yuxi-
iy, Thy B cwperuciy - TatToe

(the text here appears
faulty) xad fiv v yuuvacia cue-
exeis [ovvexei ]! yuduevor [al]
pavraclar elhugriay Tpbs va Tis
aperiis fpya mapéyorrar s ejpa s’
areAn) Ty €ripar Ywpis Ths irépas

. maperifero 88 Terufa TOU
padlws amwh Tis yvuvarles év T3
aperii waraylvecfar (to be at
home in); for in every art prac-
tice makes perfect ; T1: otder ye
phy Exeve T4 TopdTor €v T4 Biw
xwpis Gochqrews karopborabar, fu-
raThy 88 TadTyy why fxvikdcat.
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They would not have recognised the Platonic and
Aristotelian distinetion between a conventional and
a philosophical, an ethical and an intellectual virtue ;
and in answer to Meno’s ! question whether virtue
was produced by exercize or instruction, they would
have replied, that practice was the best instruction.

He who has attained to virtue by the help of the
Cynic teaching, is a wise man. Everyone else is
lacking in wisdom. To tell the advantages of the
one, and the misery of the other, no words are too
strong for the Cynics. The wise man never suffers
want, for all things are his. He is at home every-
where, and can accommodate himself to any circum-
stances. Kaultless and love-inspiring, fortune cannot
touch him.2 An image of the divinity, he lives with
the Gods. Iis whole life is a festival, and the Gods,
whose friend he is, bestow on him everything.? The
reverse is the case with the great bulk of mankind.
Most of them are mentally eripples, slaves of fancy,

only by a hair’s breadth

removed from madness.

CYNIC WISDOM AND FOLLZT,

To find a real man, you must look for him with a
lantern in broad daylight. Misery and stupidity
are the universal fate of mortals.! Accordingly all
mankind are divided into two classes. Innumerable
fools stand opposite to a small number of wise men.
Only very few are happy through prudence and
virtue. . All the rest live in misfortune and folly,
the fewest of all being aware of their deplorable
state.

Following out these prineiples, the Cynics con-
ceived it to be their special mission fo set an ex-
ample of strict morality, of abstemiousness, of the
independence of the wise man, and also to exercise
a beneficial and strengthening influence on others.
To this mission they devoted themselves with extra-
ordinary self-denial, not, however, without falling
into such extravagances and absurdities, such offen-
sive eoarseness, utter shamelessness, overbearing self-
coneeit, and empty boasting, that it is bard to say

! Plate, Meno, init. Aéyoverr,  Yet Diogenes (in

2 Digg. 11: abrdpen 7 eliee  Diog. 89) allows that no one is
TOy gopdy - mavte wap airod  perfectly free from fanlts,
clvar T Tar FAAer. [bid, 12 * Diogenes, in Diog. 51 Tovs
(according to Diocles): 7@ ayu.&avx dyBpas Gedy eicdvas elvar,
oo Eévor ovBér obf Gmopor. Ibid. 37, T2: Tér fedy dom
aEiporTos oa"l,fmﬂas‘ Ibid. 105: mdrre - n:.-i.&-:u Ge ol copol Tols
aE'epaa"'rov TE THK s'o(pw wal dva-* Beois ' rowd BE Ta Taw Pilwr.
wdpTyT oY ial q:n}mw T éum'q:, Toxy wdvr  Gpa dorl Tdy  codar
7€ pndty émrpexeaw. See p. 804, Diog. in Plut. Tran. An. 20
¥. The passage in drist. Lth, ariip Gnyafis ob wEcar fuephy
N, vil. 13, 1053, b, 19, probably éopriw fHiyeirar; Exe. e Floril,
also refers to the Cynies: of §¢ Joan. Damasec. ii. 13, 76 : *Apri-
v Tpoxi(duevoy kal Tiov Suaru- o8érms dpwrnlels Swé Twas T Bi-
Xios weydhos wepurimrorta ed-  Bdfer mov vidy, elmey - el uer feois
Saiucve gdrkeyTes elvar, 2oy §  udAde o‘quww, dikdoopay, e BE
yafds, i éxdvres 4 dxosres ovley  dvBpdmais, piiTopa,

! Dieg. 33: évamfpous &Aeye
(Atoyévms) ob TODS kwpods Kal
TupAals, &AANG Tobs ui) €xorTas
rhpav.  1bid. 85! Tobs whel-
TToUs EASyE Taph OEKTUAOY padies
oBar. Compare what has been
said of Socrates p. 122, 2, Tbid.
47 1 Tobs phiTopas Kal wdvTas Tols
évBofodoyoivras  Tpuravfpdmovs
creriher apTl Tob Tpwralilovs,
Thid. 71 : Instead of beeoming
bappy by practice of virtue,
men wepe THy Evowr rkakcobaino-
vovge.  Ibid, 33: wpds Tdw
elmdvra, b vied Hvdpas, Eyd
usy o, elmey, Hydpas, obr & av-
Spamoda. Ibid, 27: men he

had found nowhere, but boys
he had found in Lacediemon.
Ibid, 41 ; the story of Diogenes
with his lantern. Ibid. 86;
verses of Crates on the stupi-
dity of mankind. Compare
also Steb, Floril. 4. 52. Dio-
genes in Exe. e Floril. Joan.
Damase. ii. 18, 75, says that
the vilest thing upon earth is a
man without enlture. Either
Diogenes or Philiscus asserts in
Stob, Flor. 22, 41 (Conf. Pioy.
vi. 80): & rigpos domep morud od
Béne [Tovis moAAvbs] Eyer, Com-
pare p. 293, 2.
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whether their strength of mind rather calls for ad-
miration, or their eccentricities for ridicule: and
whether they rather command esteem, or dislike, or
commiseration. Previous inguiries, however, make
it possible for us to refer these various peculiarities
to one common source,

The leading thought of Cynicism is the self-
sufficiency of virtue.! Blunt and one-sided in their
conception of this principle, the Cynies were not eon-
tent with a mere dnward independence of the en-
joyments and wants of life. Their aim, they thought,
could only be reached by entirely renouncing all
enjoyment, by limiting wants to what is absolutely
indispensable, by deadening feelings to outward im-
pressions, and by cultivating inditference to all that
is not in our own power. The Socratic independence of
wants® became with them a renunciation of the world.3
Poor to begin with,* or renouneing their property
voluntarily,” they lived as beggars.® Possessing no.

L See p. 303.

2 According to Digg. vi. 105,
conf. Luetan, Cyn. 12, Dio-
genes reépeated the lancuage
which we saw Sccrates used,
.63, 3. To the same effect is
the story that Dicgenes, at the
beginning of his Cynie career,
refused to look for a runaway
slave, becanse he could do
without the slave as well as
the slave counld do without
him. Diog. 55; Stob. Floril. 62,
47, Ibid. 97, 31, p. 215 Mein.

3 See pp. 804; 511, 1.

4 SBuch as Antisthenes, Dig-
genes, and Moninus.

® Buch as Crates and Hip-
parchia.

¢ According to Diocles in
Dieg. wi. 13, Antisthenes al-
ready assumed the beggar’s
guise, the statt and serip; nor
is the truth of his account im-
pugned by Sosicrates, in say-
ing that Diodorus of Aspendus
was the first to do so: for this
statement 1s not very accnrate,
both Antisthenes and Diogenes
being older! than Diodorus.
Nevertheless, in Diag. 22, Dic-
genes is described with ereat
probability as the originator
of the full mendicant garh,

CYNIC SELF-RENUNCIATION.

houses of their own, they passed the day in the streets,
or in other public places; the nights they spent in
porticos, or wherever else chance might find them.!
Furniture they had none.? A bed seemed super-
fluous.® The simple Greek dress was by them made
still simpler, and they were content with the tribon*

and he is also said to have been
the first 1o gain his living by
begging. Thog. 38; 46; 49;
Teles, in Stob, Flor. v. 67;
Hiergn. adv. Jovin. ii, 207,
His followers Urates (see the
verses in fhog. 85 and 90) and
Monimus (Diog. 82) adopted
the same conrse.

! Dipgeres must have been
the first to act thus. Fer An-
tisthenes in Xen. Symp. 4, 38,
stili speaks of having a bouse,
although its furniture was con-
fined to the bare walls. Dio-
genes, however, and the later
Cynics lived as deseribed.  See
Diog. 22; 38; 76; 106: Teles.
1. c.and in Sted. Floril. 97, 81,
p. 215 Mein. Hieron. Laeian,
V. Auct. 9. Diogenes for a
time took up his abode in a
tub which stood in the en-
trance-court of Metroon, at
Athens, as had been done by
homeless folk before.  Diag.
95 43; 1053; Sew. Ep. 90, 14
But it canunot have been, as
Jurvenal, xiv. 208, and Lusian,
Clonse. His, 3, state, that he
spent his whole life there
without any other home, even
carrying his tub about with
him, as a snail does its shell.
Compare Stesnhart, 1. ¢. p. 302,
Gottling, Ges. Abh, 238, and
Briicker's report of the discus-
sions between Hermann and

Kaszus, Hist. Phil. i. 872
Hqually fictitious is the roman-
tic story that Crates and Hip-
parchia lived in a tub. Simpl.
in Epict. Enchir. p. 270. All
that Musonius in Sésd. Floril.
67, 20, p. 4, Mein. says, is that
they spent day and night in
the open porticos. In southern
cotntries the night is even now
often spent in & portico. :

2 The story that Diegenes
threw away his cup, when he
had seen a boy drinking with
the hollow of his hand, is well
known.  Dheg. 37; Plut. Prof.
in Virt. 8, p. 79; Seneea, Ep.
90, 14; Hier. 1. ¢. He is also
raported to have trampled on
Plato’s costly carpets with the
words, mare Tiv Midraves Ti-
¢ov, to which Plato replied,
érépprye Tipw, Aloyerés. {hog.
26,

* Antisthenes in Xen. Symp.
4, 38, boasts that he slept ad-
mirably on the simplest bed.
And the fragment in Demetr.
de Klocut. 249 (Winckelmann,
p. 52), Lbelongs here. As far as
Diogenes (Lipiet. Dido. . 24, 7,
distinetly asserts thiz of Dio-
genes) and Crates are con-
cerned, they slept, as a matter
of c¢ourse, on the bare pround.

t Compare the —passages
quoted p. 55, 4.
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- of Socrates, the ordinary dress of the lower orders,’
without any underclothing.? Tn scantiness of diet

they even surpassed the very limited requirements
of their fellow-countrymen.® It is said that Diogenes
tried to do without fire, by eating his meat raw,* and
he is credited with saying that everything withont
exception, human flesh included, might be used for
purposes of food.> In extreme age he refused tode-
part from his accustomed manner of living % and, lest

! That is at Athens; at
Sparta the rpiBwr was univer-
sal (Gottling, 256 ; Hermann,
Antiguit. iii. § 21, 14), from
swhich it will be seen that the
word did not originally mean
something worn out. but a
rongh dress which rubbed the
skin; an ipdrior 7pifor not an
fudrior TeTprumévor, and that
ipdTior TpiBuy yevtuevoy in Stob,
Floril. 5, 67, means a covering
which had grown rough.

* This was often done by the
poor (Hermann, 1. e). Anti-
sthenes, bowever, or Diocenes,
aceording to others, made this
dress' the dress of his order,
allowing the 7pifwr to be
doubled for better protection
acainst the cold. Ding. 6; 13;
225 T6; 105. Teles. in Stob.
Floril. 87, 31, p. 215 Mein.
The Cynic ladies adopted the
same dress, Dhog. 93. This
single article of dress was
often in the most miserable
condition. See the anecdotes
about Crates, Dieg. 90, and the
verses on him, Thid, 87. Be-
caunse of the self-satisfaction
with which Antisthenes ex-
posed to view the holes in his
cloak, Socrates is said to have

observed that his vanity peeped
through them. Ding. 8,

8 Their ordinary food con-
sisted of bread, fles, onions,
garlic, linseed, but particularly
of the Béppor, or beans, Their
drink was cold water. BDisg.
105; 25; 48: 85;: 90; Teles:
in Steb. Floril. 97, 31; Ibid.
p- 218, M.; Athen. iv. 158 ¢:
Lueian, V. Anct, 9: Dio Chiris.
Or. vi. 12 and 21, and Gattling,
P, 255. But, in order to prove
their freedom, they oecasionally

allowed a pleasure to them-

selves and others. Digg. 35 ;
Azistid. Or. xxv, 560 ( Winchel-
mann, p. 28). ¢

t Digg. 34; 76 Psewdo- Plui,
de Esu Cam. i. 6, 995: o
Clyrys. Or. vi, 25,

* In Diog. 73, this principle
is supported by the argument
that everything is in every-
thing else, even flesh in bread,
&c.  Dieg. refers for this to a
tragedy of Thyestes, the writer
of which was not Diagenes,
but Philiscus. A similar state-
ment was subseguently made
by the Stoics. See Zefler’s
Stoios, &e.

& Bee Diog. 34,

CYNIC SELF-RENUNCIATION,

his friends should expend any unnecessary eare on
his corpse, he forbad their burying it atall.! A life in
harmony with nature,” the suppression of everytbing
artificial, the most simple satisfaction of all natural
wants, is the watchword of his School.* They were
never weary of lauding the good fortune and the
independence which they owe to this freedom from
wants.* To attain therete, bodily and mental hard-

ships are made a principle.

Diogenes, when his

teacher did not appear to treat him with sufficient
severity,® is said to have undertaken self-mortifica-
tion in this behalf.” Even the scorn and contempt

! See the accounts which
differ in details in Disg. 79;
52: (e, Tuwse. 1. 43, 104;
Lltan. V. H, viil. 14; Stob.
Floril. 123, 11. The same is
repeated by Chrysippus  in
Seat. Pyrrh. dil. 258; Math.
=1, 194,

2 Which Diogenes also re-
quired, witness for instance
his saying in Dieg. T1: &éow
ofr aurl Tév dxphoTwr Tivey
Tobs watd Glow Elopévous (hv
edBaipuoves, Tapa T droay KaKo-
Bapovaiior.

3 Compare on this subject
the expressioms of Diogenes in
Diog. 44; 35; Steb. Klovil. 5,
41; 67; the hymn of Crates on
ebrédae, and his prayer to the
Muses in Julian, Or. vi. 199, in
addition to what Plwt. de
Sanit. 7, p. 125, Diag. 85 ; 93,
and Stobeus tell of him., Com-
pare also Luweian, V. Auct, 9,
and the anecdote of the mouse,
the sight of which confirmed
Diogenes in his renunciation
of the world in Pl Prof. In

Virtut, 6 ; Diag. 22, 40.

* Compare the language used
by Crates and Metrocles in
Teles. in Steb. Floril. 97, 31
Mein. and the gquotations p.
304 and 3. -

% Compare p. 251, 1, and
Diog. 30. Diogenes’ trining
appears to have been deseribed
by Eunbulus in the same elow-
ing terms as that of Cyrus was
by Xenophon. Exe. e Floril.
Joan. Damasc. i, 13, 68; 67.
Diogenes in Steb. Wloril. 7, 18,
expresses the view that mental
vigour is the only object of all
exercise, even that of the
body.

5 Dip  Clirys. Or. widi 2
(Stob, Floril. 13, 19); conf.
Ding. 18,

7 According to Digg. 23; 34,
he was in the habit of rolling
in the summer in the burning
sand, and in winter of walking
barefoot in the snow, and em-
bracing icy ecolumns. On the
other hand, Philemon's words
about Crates in Diog. 87, that
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necessarily incurred by this manner of life were borne .

by the Cynies with the greatest composure ;! nay,
they accustomed themselves thereto,? on the ground
that the reproaches of enemies teach man to know
himself,* and the best revenge you can take is to
amend your faults.* Should life from any reason
become insupportable, they reserved to themselves
the right, as the Stoics did at a later time, of
seeuring their freedom by means of suicide.

Among external things of which it is necessary
to be independent, the Cynies included several mat-
ters which other men are in the habit of regarding

ke went about wrapped up in Diogenes in De.Adul, 35, p, 74 ;

summer and in rags in winter,
are probably only a comedian’s
jest on his begearly eovering.

! Antisthenes in Diog. 7,
TeguiTes : Kar@s Grovorras kap-
Tepely padioy i el Aifois Tes BdA-
Aotro.  He also says in Epiet.
Diss. iv. 6, 20 (conf. Ding. 3):
Bogikwdy, & Kipe, mpdrrew uéy
b, kokies O orovew. It is said
of Diogenes, Lhog. 33, and
alsa of Crates, Disg. 89, that
when his body had been ill-
treated, he oply wrote by the
side of his blains the names of
those by whom they had been
inflicted.

* Dhagg. 9C says of Crates, vés
whpvas ewiTndes €Xoddpel, ouy-
yupvdlor Eavrdy wpis Ths PAa-
amulas.

¥ Antisthenes remarks, Diog.
12: wpoaexew Tois éxfpots: wpa-
Tot Yhp TAY ducprnudTer aiobd-
vovrar, He also says in Pluf.
Inim. Util. 6, p. 89, and fhe
same saying is attributed to

Prof. in Virt. ii. p. 82: 7ofs
perdover odleofor 7 didwy deb
prnoiwy 4 Sloripey exBpiv.

* Diog. in Pluf. Tnimie. Ttil,
4, p. 88 and Poet. 4, p, 21.

* 'When Antisthenes in his
last illness became impatient

under his sufferines, Diogenes:

offered him a dagoer (Diog.
18) to put an end to his life,
but Antisthenes had not the
courage to use it. That Dio-
genes made away with himself
is indeed asserted in several of
the accounts to which refer-
ence has been made, but ¢an-
not be proved. In _Flian, V.
H. = 11, ke refuses the con-
terptuous challenge to put an
end to his sufferings by sui-
cide ; for the wise man cught
o live. Nevertheless, Metro-
cles put an end io himself
(Ding. 95), not to mention
Menedemus (Thid. 100). So
also Crates in fHog. 86; Ole-
mens, Strom. H. 412, D).

CYNIC RENUNCIATION OF SOCIETY.

as morally good and as duties. To be free in every
respeet, the wise man must be fettered and ham-
pered by norelations to others. He must satisfy his
social wants by himself alone,! or he will be depend-
ent on others, and nothing which is out of his power
onght to influence his happiness. To these matters
belongs family life. Not that Antisthenes would do
away with marriage, because he thought it useful
to keep up the race of men;? but Diogenes early
discovered that this object might be attained by a
community of wives.? Deeply imbued with Grecian
peculiarities, it never oceurred to these philosophers
to require, in the spirit of the later asceticism, the
entire uprooting of all sexual desires. Natural im-
pulses might, however, be satisfied in & far simpler
way.* Their mendicant life, not affording them an

' In Ding. 6, Antisthenes in
reply to the question, What
good philosophy had done him,
answers: 7o ddvaclar Covrd due-
Aer.  Out of this came the
caricature of later Cynicism,
described by Zweiaen, V. Auct.
10. Yet Diogenes and Crates
were anything but haters of
their fellow-men.

® Ding. 11: yawhoew ve [7dy
adpov] rexvororins ydpr Tais
chpveaTdrars  curidvra  quvaikl
The conjecture  dduerrdrus
( Winelkelmana, p. 29, according
to Hermann) appears mis-
taken: Antisthenes might well
Tequire elpuérTarar mpls Tekvo-
=odlay, women most suited for
child-bearing, whilst cansider-
ing anyone good enough for a
plaything,

? Diog. 72 : E\eye 8t kal kowds

elvar Beiv ris yuyaikas, yduoy un-
Séva voui(wy, GAAE oy relravra
77 merabeloy cuvelvar  rawads 5
Bi& Tobro wal Tods vidas. The
correctness of this is supported
by the fact that Zeno and
Chrysippus, according to Ding.
vii. 33, 181, projected the same
state of things for their ideal
state,

t Something of the same
kind has been already observed
in Socrates, p. 164, 1, With
the Cynics this treatment of
the relation between the sexes
beeomes an extravagance and
a deformity. In' Xen. Symp.
4, 38, Antisthenes hoasts of his
comforts, since he only asso-
ciates with those fair dames to
whom others would have no-
thing to say. That he did so
on prineiple is stated in Ding. 3.

e
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opportunity ! for home pleasures, it is readily under-
stood that they were in general averse to marriage,?

That he declared adultery per-
missible, as Clemens, Floril.
v. 18 says, is by no means cer-
tain. He is even said to have
satisfied his lusts in a coarser
way, complaining that hunger
conld not be treated in the
same way. Brucker, i. 880,
Steinhart, p. 305, and Gottiing,
p- 275, doubt the truth of these
and similar stories. Without
vouching for their acenracy, it
may be enough to say that they
are not only quoted by Diag.
46, 49; Dhe Chrys. Or. vi. 16,
p. 203, R.;: Lucian, V. Auct,
10; Galen. Loc. Affect, vi. 53
viii, 419, K.; dthen. iv. 168, f3
Dio Chrys. 34 Hom, in Math, p.
3498, C.; S Aug. Civ. Dei, xiv,
20} ; but alse, according to Plut.
Stob. Rep. 21, 1, p. 1044, Chry-
sippus had on this score vindi-
cated the Cynics, and accor-
ding to Spzt. Pyrrh. iii. 206,
Zeno appears to have done the
same. Dio probably borrowed
his revolting extracts from
Chrysippus. The things are,
however, not so out of keeping
with the ways of Antisthenes
that we could call them im-
possible; and the very thing
which to us appears so unin-
telligible, the public want of
maodesty, makes them very
likely to be true of Diogenes
If true, they were an attempt
on his part to expose the folly
of mankind., It is from this
point of view rather than on
any moral grounds that the
Cynics conduct their attacks
on adulterers and stupid spend-
thrifts. To them it seemed

foolish in the extreme to incur
much toil, danger, and expense
for an enjoyment which might
be had much more easily. See
Diog. 4; 61; 60 66; 89 : Plut.
Ed, Pu. 7, Schl p. 5; Steb.
Floril. 6; 39; 52. Diogenes
is also accused of having
publicly practised unchastity,
Diog. 69; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
xii. 48, p. 172. In Corinth the
younger Lais, according to
Athen. xiii. 528, b, or Phryne,
according to Tertull, Apol. 46,
is said to bave had a whim to
bestow on him her favours
gratuitously, whereas the philo-
sopher did not despise others.
Clemens (Hom. V. 18) repre-
sents him as purchasing these
attentions by scandalons con-
ditions. In his tragedies (ac-
cording to Julian, Or. vii, 210,
¢) stood things that one might
believe vmepBoAdy appnTovpyins
0Bt Tols éralpais dwoleleldhbor.
On the other hand his morality
is commended, Demetr. de Eloe.
261.

1 The case of Crates is an
exception, and even Crates hacl
not wooed Hipparchin, He
only married her, when she
would not renounce her affes-
tion for him, but was preparec
to share his mode of life. He
certainly married his children
in a peculiar way, according
to Diog. 33 3.

2 Hee the apophtheecms in
Diog. 3, and Lucian, V. Aunct.
9 yduov 3 duerfoeis kul waidowy
kel watpifos. Far less ebjec-
tionable is the maxim of Anti-
sthenes in Thog. 121 7hy Slkaoy

CYNIC. RENUNCIATION OF CIVIL LITE.

and to feminine society, treating family life as a
thing indifferent.' Diogenes is said to have seen
nothing revolting ? in marriage between the nearest
relations.

Another matter which they considered to be
equally indifferent with family life for the wise man,
was civil life. The sharp contrast between slavery
and freedom does not affect the wise man. The
man who is really free can never be a slave——for a
slave is one who is afraid—and for the same reason
a slave can never be free. The wise man is the
natural xuler of others, although he may be called a
slave, in the same way that the physician is the
ruler of the sick. Thus it is said that Diogenes,
when about to he sold, had the question asked :

Who wants a master? declining the offer of his

friends to buy him back.?

a vindication of slavery.

Such conduet was not
Far from it, the Cynics

seem to have been the first among Greeks to declare
slavery an institution opposed to nature,' in obvious

mgi mAelopos Toteloar o quyye-
Fous.

1 Bee pp. 311, 1, and 278.

? Do Chrys. Or. x. 28, whose
statement is confirmed by its
agreeing with the universal
doctrine of the Stoies. See
Zeller's Stoies, &e., p. 4.

¥ Diog. 29; 74, Compare
pp. 287, 4; 333, 4. According
1o Dieg. 16, Antisthenes wrote
wepl éNevBeplas wal SovAelas, and
perhaps this is the origin of the
account in Steb. Flor, 8, 14.

* For this we have certainly
no direct aunthority, Still (as

has been already observed, p.
172, 4), it is probably in re-
ference to the Cynips that
Arist. Polit. 1. 8; 1253, b, 20,
SAYS 1 Tols udy Soxel dmiweThan v
wis elvar 7 Seomorela . . . Tois B
mapk pdow 70 Seomiley © yiuw
vép TO¥ v Sotor evar Ty 5
éedlepoy, pirer &' 0By Giapép-
e, Gibwep ovde Bikoioy, Bimsoy
vdp. The contrast between
véue and pige is not found so
strongly drawn at that time
except among the Sophists and
Cynics. Nor is it only met
with in their relizious views.

T2
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Ceae.  conformity with their principle, that every differ- loving philosophers understand a wretched and cmusr

XIIL

enee between men other than that of virtue and viece
is unimportant and has nothing to do with the law
of nature and reason. Yet they did not go so far as
to attempt even in a small eircle (as the Essenes
did at a later time) the abolition of slavery, regard-
ing the outward condition as a thing indifferent,
the wise man even in slavery being a free man.
The same treatment was given to civil life. The
wise man of the Cynics feels himself above the
restraints which civil life imposes, without feeling
any inclination to mix himself up in such matters;

miserable man.! Aristocratical institutions fell far
below their ideal, none being adapted for the rule of
wise men: for what law or custom ean fetter him
whose life is regulated by the laws of virtue??
What country can be large enough for those who
regard themselves as citizens of the world?3 Allow-
ing a conditional necessity for a state and laws,* the
Cynies® refused in their homelessness to take any

for where could a form of government be found
which would satisfy his requirements? A popular
form of government is severely censured by Anti-
sthenes.! By an absolute monarch these freedom-

Their whole politics, and even
their practical philosophy, are
governed by the effort to bring
human soviety from an artificial
state recognised by law and
custom to a pure state of
nature. We should hardly look
in sophistic circles for the
opponents of slavery whom
Aristotle mentions, where the
rale of the stronger over the
weaker was regarded as the
moss conformable to nature.
Put the view is most in keep-
ing with a school which could
never allow that ome portion
of mankind enjoy the right,
independently of their moral
state, to govern the rest; the
claim of the wise man to govern
the fool resting upon reason ;
and naturally all men being
citizens of one state; between

tellow-citizens the relation of
master and slave cannot exist.

! drigg. Pol. iii. 13; 1284, a,
15, tells the fahle—the applica-
tion of which to a democracy
is obvigus—of the hares sug-
gesting universal eguality to
the lions. The blame wkich
he attaches to those states,
which do not distinguish the
good from the bad ( Diog. 5; 6),
must be intended for a hit at
democracy. The saying in
Liog. 8—that sbould the Athe-
nians eall their asses horses,
it would be quite as good
as choosing incompetent gene-
rals—must also be directed
against a popular form of
government. According to
Athen. v, 220, d, Antisthenes
had made a sharp attack on all
the popular leaders at Athens,

Likewise in THog. 24; 41, Dio-
genes calls them dxAov Sand-
povs, and he amuses himself at
the expense of Demosthenes,
Tbid. 34, on which see Zpict.
Diss. iii, 2, 11. See also what
was said of Socrates, p. 167.

! Compare Xen. Symp. 4, 36:
Do, Chrys. Or. vi. 47: Stob.
Floril. 49, 47 ; 97, 26; Diog. 50.
Also Plut. Adul. et Am. o 27,
p. 68,

* Antisthenes, in Doy, 11
says: Tov odpoy ol KkaTd ToUS
weyrévous  wdpovs moAtreloeatiar
aAla kaTe TOv THS dperfs.  Dio-
genes, ibid. 88: fdagke 8 avri-
Tlévm TUxy wev Bdpoos, viuw Be
¢iow, wdfer & Adyor. This
antithesis of wduos and @ios
seems to be what Plato has in
view, Phil. 44, C. Seep. 204, 4.

# Diog. 63 says of Diogenes :
epuwTnleis woler ey, kagpomorlrys,
€pn.  See p. 168, 8. Ibid. 72:
phvyy Te Gpfhy mohireiny elvar
T év kdopw. Antisthenes, ibid.
12: =@ aopy Eévor olbiy oid
&mopov, Crates, ibid, 98 :

o%x els mdrpas poe whpyos, ob pla

TTEY],
wdons 8 yéprov kal miArua kel

Bapos
Eraipos Rty évdimiraoiar wdpa.

The same individual in Pluf.
de Adul. 28, p. 69, shows that
banishment is no evil, and ac-
cording to Disg. 93 (conf, del.
V. H.iii. 6) he i3 said to bave
given a negative answer to
Alexander’s question, whether
he did not wish to see Thebes
rebuilt: &yew 8¢ marpifa &do-
Elay kol wevlay Gvddwra T Tiyn
el Atoyévous elvar moAlrys dweri-
BovAetTor @Odvew.  See also
Apict, Diss, iil. 24, 66. Luecian,
V. Auct. 8  Also the Stoic
doctrine in Zeller's Stoics, &c.,
chapter on Stoies, and what
has been said above, page 279,
3

' The confused remarks of
Diogenes in Jiag. 79, support
this statement,

4 Antisthenes wasnot without
a citizen’s rights (see Hermann,
Antiquit. 1, § 118), although a
proletarian by birth and cir-
cumstances, Diogenes was
banished from Sinope, =and
lived at Afhens asa foreigmer.
Crates had chosen this life,
after his native town bhad °
been destroyed. Monimus was
4 slave, whom his master had
driven away.
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part in eivil life. They wished to be citizens of the
world, not of any one state ; their ideal state, as far
as they do sketch it, is a destruetion of all civil life.!
All mankind are to live together like a flock. No
nation may have its own special laws and bound-
aries severing it from others. Confining themselves
to the barest necessaries of life, needing no gold,
that source of so much mischief, abstaining from
marriage and family life, they wished to retum to
the simplicity of a state of nature;® the leading

CYNIC RENUNCIATION OF CIVIL LIFE.

thought of their enlarged political sympathies being
not so much the oneness and the union of all man-
kind, but the freedom of the individual from the
bonds of social life and the limits of nationality.
Here again may be seen the negative spirit of their
morality, destitute of all creative power.

The same tone may be recognised in a feature
for us the most revolting in Cynicism—their de-
liberate suppression of the natural feeling of shame.
This feeling they did not consider altogether un-

1 Stob. Floril. 45, 28: *Apti-
cérms épwryBels @5 By Tis mpoci-
Enbot moXiTElg, elwe .N:aea':frep m.-pl,
piTe Aoy dyqs Tva ul rafis, phTe
wéppw fra wl frydops.

= The above description rests
only in part on direct testi-
mony, but the combination
which is the basis of it does
not lack great probability, We
know on authority that Dio-
genes in hizs moierele (Diog.
80) demanded a community of
wives and children, and that
in the same treatise he pro-
posed a coinage of bones or
stones (dorpaydior) instead of
gold and silver, Atlen. iv. 159, 6.
We know further that chus
moAirelz ran to this effect: fva
PR kaTi méiers unde ward Snuouvs
oikauer, ibtots ExaaTor Biwpiapévor
Bucalols, dAAE wdrTas avfpémous
Tyehuela Bnudras wal moriras els
¢ Blos §f kat kdopos, Sowep GyéAys
aqurvdpon véug Kowd Tpegoucrns,
Plut. Alex. Vit. 1. 6, p. 329;
and since this treatise of Zeno
was always considered to ex-
press the opinions of the Cynie
Schonl, we have every Teason
to look to it for a Cynic's views.
That such views were on the

whole advocated by Anti-
sthenes, probably in the treatise
wepl wopov A wepl moAirelas,
which appears to be identical
with the moAirikds Siddoyos men-
tioned by Afhen. v. 220, d, is
in itself probable, and is con-
firmed by Plato’s Politicns.
Rejecting, as this dialogue does,
the analogy between states-
manship and the superinten-
dence of a flock, we might
naturally think that Plato was
provoked to it by some such
theory ; and since we know
from Plutarch’s account of
Zeno, that the Cynics reduced
the idea of the state to that of
a herd of men, it is most
natural to think of them.
Moreover, the description of
the natural state, Rep. ii. 372,
appears to refer to Anfisthenes.
Plato at first describes it as
though from himself, but he
afterwards clearly intimates
that it belongs to another,
when he calls it a state fit for
pigs. We know of no one else
to whom it could be better
referred than to the founder of
the Stoic Bchool.

reasonable,! but they urged that you need only be
ashamed of what is bad, and that what is in itself
good may not only be unblushingly discussed, but
done without reserve before the eyes of all? They
therefore permitted themselves what they considered
natural, without regard to places, not shrinking
even from doing in the public streets® what other

! Tt is expressly told of Dio-
genes, Diog. 37, 54, that he ex-
postulated with a woman who
lay in an indecent posiion in
a temple, and that he called
blushes the colour of virtue.

z See the following note, and
Cie. Of. i. 35, 128: Nec vero
andiendi sunb Cymm aut si qui
fuetant HStoici pmne Cynici,
qui reprehendunt et irrident,
guod ea, que turpia non sint
(for ipstance, the begetting of
children) nominibus ac verbis
flagitiosa dicamus (that we
consider it unseemly to name
them), illa autem que turpia
sunt (stealing, &cl nominibus
appellemus suis.

# This is especially said of
Diogenes, Diag, 22 : wavrl Tpdmy

éxpiiTo els mdyTa, dpirTay T Kel
wafetbwy wal Giaheydueres, and
according to JDieg. 69, he sup-
ported this by the argument,
If it is at all allowable to
breakfast, it must be allowable
to breakfast in public. Fol-
lowing out this principle, he
not only tock his meals in pub-
lic in the streets ( Diog. 48 ; 58),
but he also did many other
eccentric and startling things,
in the sight of all passers by
(Diog. 35, 36). Ii is even
asserted of him, Dieg. 69:
eldller B¢ mivra motelv év 7§ péay,
ical T8 AfjunTpos kel Ti AdpodiTns.
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xii. 48, p.
172, says the same of him,
mentioning an instance. We
have already, p. 321, 4, observed
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men prefer to do in secret. Lest he should in any
way forego his independence, the Cynic puts out of
sight all regard for others, and what is not shameful
in itself he thinks he need not be ashamed of before
others. Men’s opinion is to him indifferent. He
is meither hurt by their familiarity with his per-
sonal life, nor fears such familiarity.

To the same source may be referred the Cynic
attitude towardsreligion. No course of study under
Antisthenes was required to make men doubt the
truth of the popular faith. Such doubts were raised
on all sides, and since the appearance of the So-
phists, had permeated the educated classes. Not
even the Socratic circle had passed unsecathed.!
From his intercourse with Gorgias and the other
Sophists, Antisthenes in particular must have been
familiar with freer views respecting the Gods and
their worship, and specially with the principles of

CYNIC RENUNCIATION OF RELIGION.

the Eleatics, whose teaching in other respects he
also worked up into his own. For him, however,
these views had a peculiar meaning. Hence may
be explained the sharp and hostile attitude of the
Cynies to the popular faith, in which they so dis-
tinetly departed from the example of Socrates. The
wise man, independent of everything external, can-
not possibly be dependent on a traditional faith.
He cannot feel pledged to follow popular opinions,
or to connect his well-being with customs and de-
votional practices, which have nothing to do with
his moral state.! Thus in religious matters the
Cynics are decidedly on the side of free thought.
The existence of a God they do not deny, nor can
their wise men do without one; but they object to
a number of gods resembling men—popular gods,
owing, as they say,” their existence to tradition: in
reality there is but one God, who resembles nothing

that these statements can
hardly be altogether inventions.
But it is incredible that Crates
and Hipparchia, as is said to
have been the case, consum-
mated their nuptials in the
midst of numeroos spectators.
There are, however, not a few
authorities for it: Disg, 97;
Sexé. Pyrrh. 1. 153; iii. 200;
Clemens, Stromat., iv. 523, A, ;
Apul. Floril. 143 Zaet, Inst,
iii. 15, who mentions it as the
common practice of the Cynices;
8. Aug. Civ. Dei, xiv. 20, who
does not altogether credit it,
but does not improve it by his
interpretation. Yet all these
are later anthorities. The

whole story may rest npon
some snch story as that this
married eouple once passed sz
night in the orod wouclan, or
else upon the theoretical asser-
tion of some Cynic philoso-
phers, that a public consum-
mation of nuptials was permis-
sible. On the other hand, we
have no reason tc doubt what
Digg. 97 states, that Hippar-
chia went about in public
dressed as a man.

! As we gather from the dia-
logues of Bocrates with Aristo-
demus and Euthydemus, Xenm.
Mem. i, 4; iv. 3; not fo men-
tion Critias.

! In this way we must ex-
plain the free thought of Ari-
stodemus, Mem, 1. 4, 2, 9-11;
14; who is also described by
Plate, Symp. 173, B., as a kin-
dred spirit to Antisthenes,

2 Che. N. I 4. 18, 82 “ An-
tisthenes in eo libro, gui phy-
sicus  inseribitur, populares
[#dup] Deos multos, natura-
lem [¢dee] unnm esse dicens,’
which is repeated by Minwue.
Fel. Oct. 19, 8, and Laet Inst.
1. 5, epit. 4. Clemens, Protrept,
46, C.,, and also Etromat, v.
601, A, says: 'Aprig@diys . . .
Bebw ofibevi owedvar dmoty * Bubmep
7oy obbels dnuafely €& eindvos
ddverer.  Theod. Cur. Gr. Affect.
i, 75, pv 14: Avmiafermgs . .. .

wepl ol Oeoll T@r DAwy Bof ' amd
elicdvos ov yvapilera, dpbarpois
oby dparar, obberl ouce Bidmep
avrdy oudels dipalely & elkdros
Sovarar.  Tertull, Ad Nat, ii. 2:
In reply to the guestion, Quid
in ceelis agatur ! Diogenes re-
plied : Nunquam ascendi; to
the guestion, Whether there
were any Gods! he answered ;
Nescio nisi ut sint expedire.
No very great dependence can,
it is 1rne, be placed on Tertul-
lian's sayings. Id. Apel. 14:
Ad Nat. i. 10 : Diogenes nescis
quid in Herculem ludit, with-
out, however, giving further
partienlars.  Compare whas
was said of Soerates, p. 176,
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visible, and cannot be represented by any symbol.!
The same reasoning holds good of the worship of the
gods. There is but one way of pleasing God—by
virtue ; everything else is ‘superstition. Wisdom
and uprightness make us followers and friends of
the gods. What is generally done to secure their
favour is worthless and unmeaning. The wise man
honours God by virtue, not by sacrifice 2 which God
does not require.® He knows that a temple is not
more holy than any other place.* He does not pray
for things which are considered goods by the un-
wise ; not for riches, but for righteousness.?
Herewith the ordinary notion respecting prayer
is abandoned ; for'everyone owes virtue to his own
exertions. Hence it may be understood how Dio-
genes ridiculed prayers and vows.® Oracles, prophecy,
and prophets,” all were included in the same sweeping

CYNIC RENUNCIATION OF RELIGION.

withering sarcasm,! both by Diogenes and Anti-
sthenes. Asfar asreligious views are concerned, these
philosophers hold a perfectly independent attitude
towards the popular faith, gladly availing themselves
of any foothold which mythology supplied for their
own arguments, and doing so more readily in propor-
tion to the earnestness of their desire toinfluence the
masses. Antisthenes was even helped in so doing by
the sophistical training which he had previously en-
joyed2 Folklore had to be explained to fit in with
this view. Hence we find Antisthenes to a large
extent engaged in allegorical interpretations of the
myths and the poets, and in a commentary on Homer,
which he committed to writing in numerous volumes.®
T.ooking for a hidden meaning* in legendary story,
he everywhere discovered moral teaching, and tacked
on moral reflections.” By laying down the further

condemnation. The mystic rites were assailed with

! The Cynics are therefore
Atheists in the ancient sense
of the term—i.e. they denied
the Gods of the state, although
from their point of view they
were certainly right in reject-
ing the charge of atheism.
Nothing follows from the anec-
dotes in Thag. 87 ; 42,

2 Julbian, Or, vi. 199, B., ex-
cusing Diogenes because of his
poverty, says that he never
entered a temple or offered
sacrifice. Cratbes, ibid. 200, A.,
promises to honour Hermes and
the Muses o) Sawdvais Tpudepals,
GAN aperais dolars,

3 See p. 316, 2.

f Bee Diog. 78: unddy =t

&romoy elvar €& iepod Tt Aafeiv.

® See the prayer of Crates in
Julian 1. ¢, and Diog. 42.

§ Uompare the anecdotes in
Diog. 37; 59.

? In Piog. 24 he says that,
looking at pilots, physicians,
and philosophers, he thinks
man the most intellizent being ;
but looking at interpreters of
dreams, or prophets, or credu-
lous believers in them, he con-
siders him the moest foolish of
creatares. BSimilar statements
in Divg. 48; 48; Theod. Cur.
Gr. Aff. vi. 20, p. 88; and Dio.
Or. x. 23 17. Antisthenes ap-
pears also in Xen. Sym. 8, 5, to
have doubts upon the subject

axiom, that the poet does not always express his own

of the Saudwion of Socrates, but
no conelusion can be formed
from a passage so jocular.

1 Dhog. 45 39;42; Plt. And,
Poet. 5, p. 21; Clemens, Pro-
trept, 49, C.°

% For the allegorical inter-
pretations of that period con-
sult Krisehe, Forsch, 284 5 New.
Sym. 3, 6; Plate, Thextet. 153,
C.: Rep. ii. 378, D.; Io, 530,
C.; Phedres, 229, €.; and
Zeller's Phil. d. Griech. 1. 930,
3; also pp. 765, BBl Stoics,
&e.

3 Diog. 17, mentions twelve
or thirfeen volumes of his on
Homer and various portions of
the Homeric poems, and one
on Ampbiarans. Here, too,

belong the treatises on Her-
cules, Judian, Or, vii, 209, A, ;
215, C.; 217, A, also testifies
to the fact of his frequently
using myths, _Soe Krische,
2435,

1 The dwdvota or Gidvora. Xen.
Symp. 3, 63 Plate, Rep. ii. 378,
1. ; To, 530, C.

& Thus on Od. i. 1, he in-
quired in what sense moAvrpo-
i was meant for praise. On
Od. v 211 vil. 257, he Te-
marked that no reliance -could
be placed upon lovers’ pro-
mises, In IL =xv. 128, he found
his doetrine of the oneness of
virtue, See the passages in
Winckelmann, pp. 23-28.

531

CHaAP.
XIITL.



352

CHAP.
XIIL.

E, Their
2 uence
ar e
worid.

THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS.

sentiments,! he had no difficulty in finding anything
anywhere. Traces of this allegorical interpretation
may also be found in Diogenes.? Yet the Cynics do
not seem to have carried the process nearly so far as
the Stoics ;? as is also quite natural, Cynic teaching
being very imperfectly expanded, and the taste for
learned activity being with them very small.

From the above it will be seen in what sense the
Cynies spoke of the self-sufficingness of virtue. The
wise man must be absolutely and in every respect
independent ; independent of wants, of desires, of
prejudices, and of after-thoughts., The devotion and
strength of will with which they compassed this end
has certainly something grand about it. Insensible
to the limits of individual existence, and putting
out of sight the conditions of a natural and a moral
life, the Uynic grandeur borders on pride, and their

CYNIC INFLUENCE ON THE WORLD.

ever it was who called Diogenes a Socrates gone
mad, was not far wrong in what he said.!
Notwithstanding these pretensions, the indepen-
dence of these philosophers was not so complete that
they could dispense with every relation to others.
That they should wish to see all virtuous persons
united as friends was quite natural ;? and, besides,
they considered it the wise man’s business to raise
the rest of mankind to his own level. Anxious not
to monopoiise the blessings of virtue, but to share
them with their fellows, they sought for work as
educators of their people, desiring, if possible, to
bring a lax and effeminate nation back to the days
of moral strictness and simplicity. The mass of men
are fools, slaves of pleasure, suffering from self-con-
ceit and pride. The Cynie is a physician to heal
their disease,! a guide to lead them to what is good.”

strength of principle on self-will. A value out of all
proportion is attached to the surroundings of life to
such an extent that they again become dependent
on external circumstances. The sublime becomes
ridiculous, and every freak claims at last to be
honoured as being higher wisdom. Plato, or who-

! Dio Chrys. Or. il 3, says
that whereas the same had been
previously said of Zeno, 6 &
Adyos obros AvricBévous ol
wpdTspor, bt Té mew Bdip T4 5
aXnbely elpnrar ¢ TomTH * GAN
& ey olg ekewydoaro abrdy, 6 Be
ral’ Ecagrov TEv éml pépovs 257-
AWTEY,

¥ According to Steh. Floril.
29, 92, he explained the legend
of Medea boiling the old into

young to mean that, by bodily
exercise, she made effeminate
men young again,

® Dio says this expressly,
and little has come down to ns
from Cynic interpretations.

* Even  their Ethies are
scanty enough, and their sys-
temy gave no opportunity for
those lengthy, physical dis-
cussions, on which the Stoies
were 5o great,

v _Flian, V. H. xiv. 33; Diog.
vi, bd.

2 Dhog. 11: kal épagfioeato
B¢ wdvor vap eidéven Tov cagdy,
rlvey yoh épar. 12 dfiéparros
6 ayafds © of omovBalor QiAo
Antisthemes wrote both an
Epwricds and an 'Ep@uevos
(Diog. 14; 18), and he had
mentioned love in his Hercules
(Procl. in Ale. 98, 6; Winckel-
mann, p. 16). An 'Epericds of
Diogenes is also mentioned,
Drag. 80.

3 Bee p, 315.

t Diog. 4 "Avrafivys dpwry-
Qels S 7( mwpas Tols padnrais
érimafrTel, kal of larpol, ¢mot,
Tois kduvovew © Ibid, B kel of
farpol, omol, perd T@y vorovyTwy
eiriv, aAA’ ob mvpérrovew. In

Stob. Floril. 13, 25, Diogenes,
when asked why he remained
in Athens, whilst he was always
praising the Spartans, replied :
obde yap larpds vyieias by womTi-
Kbs &y rois Uytatvover The Swree-
By woweiran,  Accordingly, Dio-
genes calls himselt in Zueian,
V. Auct, 8, dxevbeparis Tov av-
Opdmeow kal inrphs T@v radéy, and
he expresses astonishment in
Dio. Or, viii. 7, that men less
frequently apply to him, the
healer of souls, than they do to
an oculist or dentist.

% When Diogenes was pur-
chased by Xeniades, he is said
to have told Xeniades that he
would have to obey his slave,
just as in another case he
would have to obey a pilot or
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Hence he considers it his mission to care for the

— " outcast and despised, only the sick needing a phy-

sician,’ and no more fears contamination from such
intercourse than the sun fears impurity from shining
in the dirtiest haunts.?

The improvement of mankind, however, is no
easy task? He who will be saved must hear the
truth ; nothing being more destructive than flattery.*
Yet truth is always unpleasant;® none but a bit-
ter enemy or a real friend dare tell it.® This friendly
service the Cynics propose to render to mankind.?
It matters not to them® if in so doing they give
offence. A sound man is always hard to bear with ;9
he who annoys no one does no one any good.® It
was moreover a principle of theirs to pitch their
demands both in word and example above what they
really wanted, becanse men only imperfectly conform
to them."! Thus they pressed advice on friend and

CYNIC INFLUENCE ON THE WORLD.

stranger alike without regard, Diogenesnot seldom
imparting it in the coarsest manner,’ although gentler
features are not altogether unknown.? At the same
time coarseness of manner was somewhat relieved by
humour, in which Diogenes and Crates more parti-
cularly excelled. For they loved to clothe serions

physician, Digg. 30; 36; cont,
T4 ; Phd. An. Vitics. ¢. 8, p.
409 : Sfeb. Flor. 3, 63; Philo,
Qu. Omn. Pr. Lib. 833, B.

I According to Epiet. iii, 24,
66, Diogenes read a lesson to
the pirates who captured him.
It cannot, however, have done
much good, for they sold him
notwithstanding : and the story
is altogether very nnlikely.

= Digg. 63, and above, p.333, 3.

4 Digg. 4, and p. 333, 3.

$ Diog. 4; 51; 92; Steb.
Floril. 14, 16 ; Antisthenes in
Llug, Vid, Pud. ¢. 18, g, E, p.
GHUH

5 Diogenes in Exc. e Floril.
Joan. Damase. il. 31, 22: 7

cAnbes mipdy ore kal dndis Tois
avonrols. It is like lizht to
those who have weak eyes.

& Bee p. 320, 3.

T Diogenes in Stob. Hlor. 13,
26 1 of pev BANor Kives Tobs dy-
Opobs  Bdrvovowr, éyd 5% Tovs
dliiovs, Tra rédow,

3 See p. 819,

* SuoBdoTaktor elvar Téy Qo
Tetov.—Antisth. in Phile, Qu.
Omn. Pr. Lib, 869, C.

W In Ph. Virt. Mort. c. 12,
g, E., p. 152, Diogenes says of
Plato: 71 8 dueives Exer oeuvdy,
Us regubroy xpdvor "gunocopay
otBéva AeAlTyKey

11 See p. 309, 1.

teaching in the garb of joke, or of poetry,! and to
hurl epigrams® at the folly of mankind.® Like the
Oriental prophets, Diogenes added force to his utter-
ances by symbolical actions, seeking thus to win for

them attention.”

Doubtless the position oceupied by the Cynies in
the Greek world is a peculiar one, Ridiculed because

! Compare what PHog. vi. 10,
says of Antisthenes, and vi. 26 ;
46 : 65 of Diogenes ; also
Lueian V. Auct. 10, Because
of his importunity, Crates re-
ceived the name of Bupemavol-
krns—Diog. 86 3 Pluf. Qu.
Conv. ii. 1,7, 4, p. 632; dpui.
Floril. iv. 22,

2 Jhing. 24; 82; 46; Ex. e
Floril. Jo. Damase. i. 7, 43.

8 Pluf. De Adual. 28, p. 69,
relates that when Demetrius
Phalerius, after his banish-
ment, fell in with Crates, he
was not a little surprised at
being received with friendly
words of warm comfort in-
stead of the violent languape
he expected. The attractive-
ness of the conversation of
Antisthenes and Diogenes is
also commended, JDiog. 14
Conf. Xen, Symp. 4, 61.

t See Diog. 27 ;833 85; De-
metr. de Elocut. 1703 259 ; 261 ;
Plut. Trangu. An. 4, p. 466;
Jufian, Or, vii, 209, a; Antisth. :

e Bia TEr ifwy dmiyyede
Similarly, Ibid, 215, ¢; 217, a.

5 Hermog. TFrogym. c. 3;
Thep. Progym. ¢. 5; Nicol. Pro-
gym. ¢ 3.

¢ Abundant examples of
these ways of the Cynies are
to be found in the dmopléyuara
of IMogenes, in his sixth book,
and in  Stobews Tloril, See
also  Winekelmann, Antisth,
Trag.; Plut. Prof, in Virt. ¢ 11,
p. 62 ; Virt, Docic, 2, p. 459;
Coh. Tra, ¢. 12, p. 460; Curios.
¢. 12, p. 621; Cup. Div. c. T,
p. 526 ; Exil, o. 7, p. 602; An.
Seni, & Ger. Rep. 1. 5, p. 783;
eonf. Prece, e, 26, 141 ; De Alex.
Virt. e. 3, p. 836 ; Epict. Diss.
e 2y Ll el zviii. 18, T
Tevrtullian, Apol. 39; not to
mention others. . ;

? Hea Diog. 265 51; 39; 64
41 (the lantern): Steb. Flor. 4,
84. This eccentricity becomes
a caricature in Menedemus,
Diog. 102.
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of their eccentricities,! and admired for their self-
denial, despised as beggars, and feared as moralists,
full of conterpt for the follies, of pity for the moral
miseries of their fellow men, they opposed alike to
the intellect and the low tone of their time the rude
vigour of a resolute will, hardened even to insensi-
bility. Possessing the pungent, ever-ready wit of the
plebeian, benevolent, with few wants, full of whims
and jokes, and national even to their very dirtiness,
they resemble in many points the friars of the
Middle Ages;* and notwithstanding all their ex-
travagances, their action was in many ways beneficial.
For all that, philosophy could gain but little from
this mendicant philosophy. When supplemented
by other elements, regulated and connected with a
wider view of the world in the Stoa, Cynicism was
able to bear fruit on a large scale. The Cynic school,
as such, appears to have had only a very marrow
extension, nor is this to be wondered at considering
the terrible severity of its demands. Besides, it was
incapable of philosophic expansion, even its prac-
tical action being chiefly of a negative character.
Tt attacked the vices and the follies of men. It
required independence and self-denial, but it separ-
ated man from man. It isolated the individual, thus
giving play to moral pride, vanity, and the most

L Diog. 83, 87, 93, Cmsars, and the Iate Pythago-

2 The Cynics really have an rean asceticism, which exer-
historical connection with the cised, partly directly and
monks of Christendom. The partly through the Essenes, so
link between the two is the importunt an influence on
Cynicism of the time of the Eastern monasticism.

"

"

CYNIC INFLUENCE ON THE WORLD.

capricious whims, of which full advantage was taken.
The abstract sovereignty of the personal will resulted
ultimately in individual caprice, and thus Cynicism
trenched on the ground of the philosophy of pleasure,
to which as a system it was diametrically opposed.
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CHAPTER XIV.

THE CYRENAICS.!

RespecTiNG the Cyrenaic branch of the Soeratic
school, the information we possess is quite as scanty,
or even more 50, than that which we have respecting

the Cynies.

Aristippus ? of Cyrene,® the founder,

had been brought to Athens* by a call from Socrates,
whose extraordinary personal character exercised o
strange fascination over him,® although it found in

1 See Wendt, De Philosophia
Cyrenaica, GOtt. 1841.

* The accounts of ancient
and the wviews of modern
writers on the life of Aristip-
pus are found in detail in
H. ©». Stein’s De Philosophia
Cyrenaica, Part. prior, de vita
Aristippi (Gott. 1855), a work
whiich might have been a little
more critical. There even are
references to the earlier litera-
ture,

3 All authorities without ex-
ception state this. His father
is called Aritadas by Suid.
“AploTiwwos.

¢ Aschin. in Digg. ii. 85, says
that he came to Athens kara
urfos Zwrpdrovs, and Plut.
Curios. 2, p. 516, gives full
particulars hew at the Olympic
games he heard of Socrates and

his teaching from Ischomachus,
and was at once so taken by it
that he did not rest till he had
made hiz acquaintance, See
Diog. ii, 78 ; 80,

* Aristippus is not only uni-
versally deseribed as a follower
of Socrates (Diog. ii. 47; 74
80; Strabe, xvii. 3, 22, p. 837 :
EBus. Pr. BEv. xiv. 18, 31 ; Stein.
p. 26), but he also regarded
himself as such, and paid a
tribute of most genuine respect
to his teacher. According to
Diag. ii. 76, he prayed that he
might die like Socrates. Thid.
71, he says that if anything
good can be truly repeated of
himself, he owes it to Socrates,
and drist. Rhet. il. 23; 1398,
b, 28, says, ’Aplorirmos wpos
Ohdrora  émayyeATicdrepdy 0
elwdvra, bs deror dAAG why &

HISTORY OF THE CYRENAICS.

him one too weak to endure in the last trial.! From
Cyrene, his luxurious home, then at the height
of wealth and power,? he had brought habits far
removed from the simplicity and abstemiousness of
Socrates.® Perhaps he had been already touched by
those Sophistical influences which may be observed

in his subsequent ecarcer.!

At any rate he had

attained to a certain maturity of thought when he

€raipds o qudv, Ly, 0bBEy roiob-
Tov, Aéyar Tir Zwxpdray (which
Steinhwrt, Plat. Leben, 308, 17,
conirary to the natural sense,
refers to Plato’s too sanguine
expectations of the younger
Dionysius). We also see from
Aen. Mem, i. 2, iii, 8, that he
wias on intimate terms with
Socrates; and Plato in blaming
him, Phadoe, 59, C., for being
absent from the circle of
friends who met on the day
of Bocrates’ death, evidently
reclons Lim as belonging o
this circle. Conf. Stein. p.
25, who also, pp. 50 and 74,
grouns together the authorities
respecting Aristippus’ relations
to the pupils of Socrates,

! Plato, 1. ¢., who however
only says that Aristippus and
Cleombrorus  had  been  in
X ina. Thaf on this fertile
island they caroused on the
day of their master's death, as
Dewetr, de Eloeut. 238, asserts,
is barely possible. The accu-
racy of Plato’s statement is
indisputable, notwithstanding
Disg. iil. 86; 1. 65:; bup
whether Aristippus left Athens
from execessive regard for his
own safety, or whether his
weasness led him tw wish to

éscape the painful interval
pending the death of Socrates,
cannot be ascertained.

* See Thrige, Res Uyrenen-
sium, 191,

¥ This may be gathered from
Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 1, in addition
to the proof afforded by his
subsequent conduct. That Ari-
stippus belonged to a wealthy
family would seem to be esta-
blished by his whole mode of
living, and by the journey
which he undertook to Athens,

! We might have imagined
that a city so rich and eculti-
vated as Cyrens (on this point
see Thrige, 1. e p. 840, 354),
would not have been neglected
by the Sophists, even if there
were no express evidence to
prove it, It is, however, known
from Plato, Themtet. 161, B.;
162, A, that the celebrated
mathematician, Theodorns of
Uyrene, was a friend of Pro-
tagoras, and the principles of
Protagoras are afterwards met
with in Aristippus. From the
zeal with which Aristippus fol-
lowed Socrates it may be
further conjectured that the
study of philosophy was to him
no new thing.

% 2
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first became acquainted with Socrates.!

No wonder,

therefore, that this youth of promise ? met his teacher
with a eonsiderable amount of independence,® not
following him on the whole so blindly as to sink his

own peculiarities. He is

even said to have come

forward as a teacher before the death of Socrates;*
it is better established that he did so afterwards,
and also that, contrary to the principles of his
greatest friend, but quite in harmony with the
practice usual among the Sophists, he required pay-

ment for his instruetion.’

1 The chronology of his life
is very uncertain. Neither the
date of his birth nor of his
death is known. According to
Diodorns, xv. 76, he was living
in 366 B.C., and Plet. Dio. 19,
tells us that he met Plate on
his third visit to Sieily, which
is placed in 361 B.0. But Dio-

dorus probably derived from

Dionyszins his anecdote about
the interview with Plato. Iis
accuracy cannot therefore be
trusted ; and as we are ignorant
how old Aristippus was at the
time, these accounts are far
from satisfactory. According
to Dieg. ii. 83, it would appear
he was older by several years
than Mschines; and it would
also appear, from what has
been said p. 388, 5, that at the
time he followed Socrates he
was independent in his eivil
relations, and, further, that his
connection with Socrates con-
tinued for several years.

2 This is what he appears to
have been from all that is
kpown. See Stein. p. 29.

In another point he

8 Ree XNen, Mem. 3. 13 iii. 8.

4 According to Diog. ii, 80,
Socrates censured his taking
pay for his instruction. How
little dependence can be placed
upon - this story will be seen
from the fact that Aristippus
sayd, in his reply, that Socrates
did the same, only taking less.
Another passace, Diog. 1i. 65,
seems to imply, on the authority
of Phanias, that Aristippus
offered to give Socrates some
of the money he had gained in
this way. Perhaps, bowever,
21l that Phanias said was, that
Aristippus had taken pay, and
offered it to his teacher, with-
out however bringing the two
facts into closer connection in
point of fime.

3 Phanias in Dipg. ii. 65;
Ibid. 72; 74; 80, where it is
also stated in what way he de-
fended this conduct. Alexis in
Athen. xii, 644, e; Plut. Edu.
Pu. 7, p. 4; Steb. Exe. e Floril.
Joan. Damasc. 1. 13, 145 (that
Aristippus is here meant ap-
pears from 146; conf. Digg. il

HISTORY OF THE CYRENAICS.

followed the example of the Sophists, passing a
great portion of his life moving from place to

place without any fixed abode.!

63). Alsp Xea. Mem. i. 2, 60,
appears to have an eye on him.
The amount of these fees is
estimated at 1,000 drachme by
Plutarch, at 500 by Diog. T2,

! He says of himself in Xen.
Mein. ii. 1, 18 : 0ub’ els moriremy
cpauTdy  KaTaxAelw, GAAa Eeves
warrayod eul. In Pht. Virl.
Doc. p. 2, p. 439, someone asks
him: wavrayxoel ot dpa €l; to
which he replies with a bad
joke. Heismentioned by later
writers, offen no doubt bad
authorities, as hayving been in
different places; in Megara,
wlhere he met with Aschines
(Liog. ii. 62; conf. Kp. Scer.
293; in Asia Minor, where he
was imprisoned by the Persians
(Dieg. ii. T79); in Corinth,
where he revelled with Lais
(Hermesianax in A#h. xiii. 509,
b; Ihog, H. T1); in Agina,
where he not only lived for a
time after the death of So-
crates, but where, according to
Athen, xiii. 588, ¢; conf. xii.
544, d, he every year took up
his residence in company with
Lais; and at Seillus, where
Xenophon read to him his Me-
morabilia, Ep. Soer. 18, Much
in particular is toldl of his stay
at the court of Syracuse, of his
hostile encounter with Plato,
and of many other adventures
which he there experienced.
But in these notices there is
great confusion, since at one
time the elder Dionysius, at
another the younger Dionysius,
at another simply Dionysius, is

Subsequently he

spoken of. Conf. Stein. p. 57.
It is asserted by the Secholiast
on Lueian, Men. 13, that Ari-
stippus was at Syracuse un-
der tlie elder Dionvsius. This
statement is boroe out by
Hegesander in Athen. xii. 544,
¢; for the Antiphon there men-
tioned was (according to Piuf.
De Adulat. 27, p. 68) executed
by command of the elder
Dionysius. The anecdote of
Lis shipwreck in Galen, Hx-
hort. e. 5, must be referred to
the same time. It can anly
belong to his first visit to
Sicily, but by Vitrup. vi. Prae-
fat. was transferred to the
island of Rhodes. On this
point see Stein. 61. On the
other hand, Piut. Dio. 19,
brings him into contact with
Flato on Plato’s third journey
to Sieily, 361 B.,, in the time
of the yeunger Dionysins. The
notices in Athen. xi. 507, b;
Diog. ii. 66, 68, 78, 75, 77-82,
are indefinite, although the
stories there told harmonise
better with the court of the
younger Dionysius than with
that of his father. Nothing
can however be stated with
cerfainty respecting the visits
of Aristippus to Bicily. That
he visited Bicily may be be-
lieved on tradition. That he
there met Plato is not impos-
sible, though it is also possible
that the agcount of this meet-
ing was invented in order to
bring out the contrast between
both philosophers. In fact,
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appears to have returned to his native eity, and to
have taken up his permanent residence there.!
Here it is that we first hear of his family and
his school.? The heiress to his principles was a
daughter, Arete, a lady of sufficient education to
instruet her son,® the younger Aristippus,* in his

Plato’s journeys to Sicily were
a favourite topic for later anec-
dote-tellers. DBut any one of
the above stories, taken by
itself, must be accepted with
cauntion; it is not even certain
that he visited both the Dio-
nysiuses. When the younger
one came to the throme (368
B.C.) he was al least sixiy years
of age, and yet most of the
stories which aie told appear
to have reference to him. On
the other hand, in those stories
Aristippus presents a character
better suited to his years of
travel than to his later years.
The supposed incidents of
meeting between Aristippus
and Flato probably went the
round as anecdotes, without
any attention being paid to
their foundation in fact; and
when this was done by subse-
guent biographers, it became
impossible to find out what the
facts were.

L Whether this stay was
shortened by frequent travels,
whether Aristippus died in
Cyrene or elsewhere, and how
long he lived, are points un-
known. For the jowrney io
Sicily in 361 B.C. is, as we
have seen, uncertain. The
twenty-ninth letter, which So-
erates 15 supposed to hava
adldressed to his danghter {rom

Lipara after his return, and
in expectation of death, is
valueless as an historical testi-
mony, not even rendering the
existence of a corresponding
tradition probable; and the
hypothesiz derived from Diog.
ii. 62, that Aristippus flourished
at Athens in 356, has been with
justice refuted by Stein. p. 82.
Steinhart, Plat. Leben, 3035, 33,
proposes to read "ApicToredy for
"Apigrerray in Dieg. ii. 62, but
the chronology is against this
correction. Ewevgrrmor would
be better.

? Generally called Cyrenaics,
more rarely Hedonists, as in
Aithen. vii. 312, f; xiii. 588, a,

* Whe was thence called un-
TpobidarTos.

L Strabe, xvil, 3, 22, p. 837;
Clemens, Strom. iv. 528, A.;
Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 18, 32; Theod.
Cur, Gr. Aff, =i, 1; THog. il
72, 84, 86; Suid. *Aploriwwos;
Themigt, Or. =xxi. 244 If
therefore, ZElian, H. Anim. iii.
40, ecalls Arete the Bister of
Aristippus, it must be throngh
an oversicht. DBesides 1his
daughter he is said to have hac
another son, whom he did not
own, Diog. 81: Steb. Floril. 76,
14. Most likely this was only
the child of an éraipe, althouzh
Stobaens calls his miother a
wife.

HISTORY OF THE CYRENAICS.

grandfather’s philosophy.

Besides this daughter,

Aithiops and Antipater are also mentioned as pupils
of the elder Aristippus.! His grandson, the younger
Aristippus, is said to have instructed Theodorus,
called the Atheist ;2 the fruits of Antipater’s teach-
ing® were Hegesias* and Anniceris.” These three men

! Diog. 1. 86. We know
further from Cie. Tusec. v. 38,
112, that Antipater bore the
loss of sight with resignation.
Cicero tells a somewhat tame
joke.

2 Disg. 86. This Theodorus
appears to have belonged to
the Oplimates, who were driven
from Cyrene in the party-
quarrels immediately after the
death of Alexander, and took
refuge with the Egyptian sove-
reigns.  Thrige, Res. Cyren.
206. We hear of him as an
exile in the last years of the
fourth century (Pluf. De Exil.
16, p. 606; JLhog. 103; Phils,
Qu. Omn, Pr. Lib. 884, C.), in
Greece, and particularly at
Athens (Diegg. 1. 100, 116; iv.
523 vi. 97), where a friend of
Ptolemy’s, Demetrius Phaler-
eus, helped him, between 316
and 306 B.c., and subsequently
at the court of Ptolemy, on
whosa hehalf he undertook an
embassy to Lysimachus (Liog.
102;: (he. Tuse: i, 48, 102;
Valer, vi. 2, 3; Philo, 1. o.;
Flut. An. Vittos. 8, p. 499;
Stob. Floril, 2, 33). At last he
returned to his own country,
and was there held in great
honour by Magus, the Egypt-
ian governor, Diog. 103. What
made him particularly notori-
ous was his atheism. Indicted

on this account at Athens, he
was rescued by Demetrius, but
obliged to leave the city (PHog.
101 ; Phile). 'The assertion
of Amphicrates (in Dheg. and
Athen. xiil. 611, a), that he was
put -to death by a hemlock-
draught, is contrary to all we
know of him. According to
Antisth. in Diog. 98, he was a
pupil not only of Aristippus
the younger, but also of Anni-
ceris and of the dialectician
Dionysins. It is however diffi-
cult to see how he can have
been younger than Anniceris.
Suid. Bedd. makes Zeno, Pyrrho,
and Bryso (see p. 206, 1) his
teachers, the first one pro-
bably with reason, the two
others quite by mistake, Under
Sdwpar, he makes him a pupil
of Socrates, at the same time
confounding him with a mathe-
matician from CUyrene of the
same name (see p. 839, 4), who
is known to us through Plato.
In Dieg. i, 102, iv. 52, he is
called a Sophist, i, e, one who
took pay for his instruction.

3 According to IMeg. 86,
through Epitimides of Uyrece
and hig pupil Parmbates, the
atter of whom is said to have
studiecl under Aristippus. Suid.
"Avvikepts.

1 A cotemporary of Ptolemy

Lagi, who is said to bave pro-

(For Note 5 see p. 344)
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established separate branches of the Cyrenaic School,
which bore their respective names.!

Amongst the

pupils of Theodorus were Bio the Borysthenite,? and
perhaps Euemerus, the well-known Greek rationalist,?

hibited bim from lecturing,
becanse he described the ills
of life so graphically that many
were led to commit snicide.
Cie. Tusc, i. 34, 83; Faler. Max.
viii. 9, 8; Plut. Am. Prol 5,
p. 497. Suicide was also the
subject of his book Awoxap

repaw, Cic. loc. cit. Hence his

name Heofdvares, Disg. 86,
Suid. ‘Aplor.

3 Probably also nnder Ptole-
my L, although BSunidas, 'Avmxk.,
places him in the time of Alex-
ander. Conf, Anfisth. in Zog.
ii. 88.

! For the Besdapetos and their
teaching see Dieg. 97; Calli-
machus in déken. vi. 262, ¢; for
the ‘Hynowkol, Diog. 93 ; for the
"Apvinépetot, ibid, 96 ; Strabe,
xvil. 3, 22, p. 837; Clemens,
Strom. ii. 417, B.; Swid. "Avvle.
Strabo calls Anniceris é 8oxdr
éravopBdoar Thy Kvpnraichy aipe-
T Kol Tapayayey auT aiThs
‘Avmrepelay. Tothe Annicereans
belonged Posidonius the pupil,
and probably also Nicoteles, the
brother of Anniceris, Swid.l.c.

2 This individual lived at
Athens -and elsewhere (Dieg.
iv. 46, 49, 53 ; 1. 185). Accord-
ing to DHeg. iv. 10 (where, how-
ever, the Borysthenile appears
to be meant), he was acquainted
with Xenocrates. In Diog. iv.
46, 54, ii. 85 ; Afhen. iv. 162, d,
he appears as a cotemporary of
Menedemus (see p. 282), and
the Stoic Perseus (Zeller's
Stoics, &¢.), He appears, there-

fore, to have survived to the
middle of the third century.
According to Disy. iv. 51, he
left the Academy, which he
first frequented, and joined the
Cynics (which reads in our text
of Diogenes as if he had de-
serted the Academician Crates
in order to become a Cynic, but
this is not possible in poing
of time ; perhaps the original
text meant that by the agency
of Crates he was brought over
from the Academyto Cynicism).
He then turned to Theodore,
and at last <to Theophrastus,
Diag. iv. 151. His free thought
and the instability of his moral
principles (Diog. iv. 49, 33)
recall the School of Theodore,
in which Numenius in £us. Pr.
Ev. xiv. 6, 5, actually places him.
In other respects he is rather a
literary wit than a philosopher
See Diog. iv. 46-57, various
sayings of his in Plutareh.

¥ Euemerns of Messene, ac-
cording to the most numerous
and approved authorities, ac-
cording to others of Agri-
gentum, Cos, or Tegea (see
Sieroka, De Ruhemers, K-
nigshgz., 1860, p. 27), is often
mentioned in connection with
Theodorus, Diogoras, and other
Atheists (Sieroka, 19, 31). The
notion that Theodore was his
teacher rests solely on hypo-
thesis. For we have no busi-
ness to write Edfuepor in Diog.
ii. 97 instead of Ewirovpor (with
Nietzsche, Rhein, Mus. N. F.

’ZEACIIING; OF THE CYRENAICS.

while amongst his cotemporaries was Aristotle of

Cyrene.!

The Cyrenaic teaching, the leading traits of
which undoubtedly belong to “Aristippus,? takes up,

xxv. 231). Epicurus derived
his views respecting the Gods
mostly from Theodorus’ trea-
tise wepl fedv. A connection
with the Cyrenaic School is
not in itself probable, since
this was the only Schocl which
at that time busied itself with
combating the popular beliet.
Doubtless, too, that tame reso-
Intion of myths into history,
for svhich Euemerus is known,
is quite affer their taste; in-
deed, the Cynics who, together
with the Cyrenaics, were at
that time the representatives
of free thought, did not Tesort
to natural explanations, but to
allegory, In point of time
Fuemerus may easily have
been a pupil of Theodorus. He
lived under the Macedonian
Cassander (311 to 208 B..),
the latter having sent him on
that journey on which he
visited the fabulous island of
Panchza, and pretended to
have discovered in a temple
there the history of the Gods,
the account of which is given
in his iepe avaypagh. Diodor.
in Eus. Pr. Ev. ii, 2, 60 ; Plut.
De Is. 23, page 360. Copious
extracts from this work are
found in Diedorns, v. 4146, and
fragments of the translation
undertaken by Ennius, or of a
revision of this translation in
Factant. Tnst. 1. 11, 13 (see
Vakhlen, Ennian. Pods. Relig.
p. xeiil. £33 17, 32, L e. 169.
Shorter notices of the con-

tents of his treatise in Cie.
N, D. i. 42, 119, followed by
Minue. Fel. Octav. 21, 2; also
in Strabo,ii. 3, 5; 4, 2; p. 102,
104 ; wvii. 3, 6, p. 209 ; Plui.
17e.; Athen. =iv. 6568, e; Seat.
Math. ix. 171, 34; dug. C. D.
vil. 26; Ep. 18; Serm. 273, 3;
Higgin, Poet. Astron 1. 12, 13,
42, D. Bee also Stereke and
Steinhart, Allg. Encykl. v.
Ersch. d. Gr. 1. vol. 39, 50;
Miitler, Frag., Hist. Graec. il
100.

! According to Dipg. il 115,
president of a philosephical
School in the time of Stilpo,
apparently at Athens, Dio-
genes there calls him Kupnrai-
wés. Alian, however, V. H.
x. 8, in recording a saying of
his, calls him Kuppreles. He is
probably the Cyrenaie, who,
according to Diog. v. 35, wrote
a treatise wepl womric@r, A say-
ing in Sted. Floril, 63, 32, be-
longs to him according to some
MSS,, but to Aristippus accord-
ing to Cod, B.

2 The thing is not altogether
undisputed, Hwg. Pr. Ev. xiv.
18, 31, f, says of the elder
Aristippus, without doubt on
the authority of Aristocles:
AN oDty pép ofirws év TE Qovepd
wepl Téhovs BieAckaro, Burdue Be
Tils  ebdaporins Thy dmboTacw
Oeyer v qboymis kelofar  del
2ip Adyous mepl HBoris woiouué-
wous els draliay fye Tobs Tpoaid-
Tas obre Tob Adyety Télos elvol
b 79¢ws (fir: and of the younger
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like the Cynie, the practical side of the philosophy of

Socrates.

one, hs kel gapis Goivaro TéAos
eivar b Hicws (v, Hiboviy vraT-
Twy Thy kerd klppow.  This
testimony appears to be further
corroborated by the fact that
Aristotle, in refuting the doe-
trine of pleasure, Hth. x. 2,
does nof mention Aristippus,
bur Eudoxus, as its representa-
tive. To this must be added
what Sosicrates and others,
according to fHeg. 84, main-
tained, that Aristippus left no
writings ; which would at least
point to a lower development
of his teaching., Jfigg. 1i. 62
does not gp guite so far:
TAVT@Y UEVTOL TAY SwkpaTiKey
Staroywr Hovalrios dAnfeis eivor
Soker Tobs [Adrwyes, SevogdvTos,
AvtieBévous, Aloyivav: for, ac-
cording to 84 in our text,
Panmtiug is quoted as an au-
thority for a number of dia-
logues of Aristippus. It may
theretore be asked with Braa-
dis, 1. a, 92, whether in 64,
Aristippus’ name has not been
omitted by some oversight; on
the other hand, AwarpiBal were
hardly dialogues: ef. Susemiil,
Rhein. Mus. N. F. xxvi. 338.
For these reasons Hitfer, i1, 93,
supposes that the views of
Aristippus were not reduced to
a conpected form till a later
time. The assertion of BSosi-
crates however appears to be
without foundation; for Dio-
genes gives two lists of the
works of Aristippus, which
agree in the main, and one of
which was ackrowledged by
Sotion and Panmtius. Theo-
pompus knew of writings of

Of Aristippus too, and his pupils, it was

his, for according to A¢ken. xi.
508, ¢, he accused Plato of
plagiarism from the diatribes
of Aristippus. Allowing then
that subsequent additions were
made to the writings of Ari-
stippus, the whole collection
cannot be supposed to be
spurious. Perbaps in ancient
times, and in Greece proper,
these writings were less diffused
than those of the other fols
lowers of Socrates. This fact
may easily be explained, sup-
posing the greater part of them
not to have been written till
Aristippus had returned to his
native country. This may also
account for® Aristotle’s never
mentioning Aristippus; perhaps
he omitted him hecause be in-
cluded him among the Sophists,
Metaph. iii. 2, 996, a, 32. The
remarks of Eusebius ean only
be true in one sense, viz. that
the elder Aristippus does mot
malke use of the expression
Tehos, and does not put his sen-
tences in the form which sub-
sequently prevailed in the
Sehools. That he recommended
pleasure, that he declared it to
be a good in the most decided
manner, that thus the leading
features of the Cyrenaic teach-
ing are dune to him, cannot be
dounbted, in face of the nu-
merous witnesses who aflirm

it, nor would the unity of

his 8chool be otherwise com-
prehensible, -Doubtless Plato
wrote the Philebus with an eye
to this philosopher, and Speu-
sippus had written gn Aristip-
pus, Digg. iv. 5.

GENERAL POSITION OF THE CYRENAICS.

asserted, as well as of the Cynies, that they neglected
questions touching nature and logie, giving to the
study of ethics! exclusive value. Noris thisassertion
contradicted by the fact that they were themselves
unable to keep clear of theory, since the sole object
of their teaching was to establish ethics, and indeed
their own exclusive pursuit of ethics.? The end to be
secured by philosophy is the happiness of mankind.
On this point Aristippus and Antisthenes agree.
Antisthenes, however, knows of no happiness which
does not immediately coincide with virtue, and thus

! Diag. i, 92 : agpiorerto 8¢
ral Tév puoirey B Thy éupaiwo-
perny GraT e mbicy, @y 5 Aoyikay
Bi& Thy ebypnoTioy Smrovro,  Me-
Acaypos &€ . . . kel Khewmdpeyos
« o« . Gaciy alTobs EypnoTe fpe-
afet Td TE Quaichy pépos ral TH
SraAerTikdy. divactatyep €0 Aéyew
kel BerriBrpovias éxrds elyor Kal
Tox wepl Burdrov Pofoy engelyean
Ty wepl Gyabdy kal xak@r Adyov
expenabnrdra,  Serd. Math. vii.
11 : Boxowg: 8¢ kard Twas ral of
ard s Kupripns uovor dowd{eotar
7o Blinby jpépos waparemew 6& TO
purcdy kal Th Aoyuchy by undiy
wpbs 7o eddagudvws Bioiy guvep-
~vovrra. Plut. in Hus. Pr. Ev. i.
8, 9: TAptomimmos § Kupyraios
TéXos dyalay Thy Ny, Karxey
3¢ Thr aAynddem, The 8 EAANY
QuawAoylar  wepiypdiper,  pdvov
adeAuor el Adywy o (nredv
“OrTe Tov v peydpotoi wedy T
ayeBdy Te TéTurrar, which is also
told of Socrates and Diogenes.
Arist. Met; i, 2, 946, a, 32:
GoTe B Tolra TEY COQIOTEN
Tives oloy "Aplarimros wpoeTyhd-
kifor abras [ras pefnuaTucis
emigTias ] - &y uéy yap rols GAAais

Texras, kal Tals Pevedoois. eioy
TenTopikll Kal cRTIRT, SudT
BéATiow 4 xeipoy Aéyeabu mdrra,
Tis 8¢ pelnuaricas obdéva worei-
ofas Adyov wepl dryabioy kal kaxdy.
The same in Aflex. on the pas-
sage Schol. in dwigt. 609, b, 1
Ps. Alex. on Met. xiii. 3 ; 1078,
a, 38; 1hid. 817, a, 11; Syrian
in Metaph. Arist. T. V. 844, I,
6; 839, b, 19. Compare the
language of Aristippus in Dieg.
LT dy e Pt B, Rr. 10,7,

* According to the sense in
which it is understood, it is
equally tfrue to say that they
set logic aside and that they
made use of it, See p. 348, 2.
Of what was afterwards called
logie, they appropriated just as
much as was necessary for their
theory of knowledge, but they
assigned no independent value
to it, nor did they extend their
study of it beyond what was
wanted for - their purposes.
Conf. Sen. Ep. 89, 12: Cyren-
aiei naturalia cum rationalibus
sustulerunt et contenti fuerunt
moralibus, sed hi quogue, guze
removent, aliter indusunt,
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supply us with the least information as to things- A
themselves. We may indeed be conscious of having
a sensation of sweetness, whiteness, and so forth;
but whether the object which causes the sensation
is sweet, or white, is unknown to us. One and the
same thing often produces an entirely different effect
How, then, can we be sure

the other hand, considers enjoyment an end in itself,
and pleasure an unconditional good,' regarding all
things else as good and desirable only in as far
as they are a means to enjoyment.? Both Schools
therefore at starting go off in opposite directions, “
this divergence, however, not preventing a subse-

(2) Fleal-

quent approach to a greater extent than might
seem at first sight to be possible. |
The ground thus occupied was worked out by

upon different persons.

that in any given case, be it owing to the nature
of our organism or to the circumstances under which

it T i 5 5 : g : i ings ear
;ffr:,}, r,}';gﬁt Aristippus and his pupils as follows.? Perceptions, we receive the impression, things may no.t app

of Rnson- to us entirely different from what they are in them-
ledge,

! Aristippus in Xen. Mem, i,
1, 9: épourdy Talywy vdrrw eis
Tovs BovAouévous § pioTd re kal
fifirre Brotetew,  Che. Acad. iv.
42, 131 : alii voluptatem sum-
mum bonum esse voluerunt :
quornm  princeps  Aristippus.
Ibid. Fin. . 6, 18: 13, 39
Thing 8T: fBowhy . . . B kal
TéXos elvay, 88 : 4 fBovh §¢ airhy
aipers) wal dyaldy, Athen. xii.
Sk, a:[CApiorimras] dmrodetdueros
Ty fibumrdeiay Talty TéAos elvar
S0y kal v alrh Ty eddaorior
BeBhfiobar,  Huseb. 1. e, p. 206,
1. The same view is men-
tioned and attacked by Plate,
Gorg. 491, E.; Bep. vi. 505, B.
(See above p, 313, 1), and Phi-
lebus, 11, B where it is thus
described ; ®ianBas rEr Tolvuy
ayadiy elval pnou vh xalpew mac
(dots kal iy ffeviy kai Téplw
kel 8ra Tob yévous éotl Tavrou
aippwra, Ihid. 66, D.: tayabiv
erifern futy Hioviy ehvar wacar
kel mavrehij. That Plato had
Aristippus in mind will be
presently shown in respect of
the Philebus, and it is there-

with proved for the Republie,
which refers to the Philebus.

? Digg. il. 91: 7Ty opdmow
Gyaldy wiv elvae Aéyovaur, ob e
€avThy B¢ aiperqy, GANG Bid T 2F
auTiis meprywiuera.  92: kal Thy
mAobroy B¢ womTudy fBavis elvas,
ol B airdr alperoy dyra.  Oie.
Off. iil. 33, 116: Cyrenaici at-
que Annicerel philosophi nom-
inati omne bonum in voluptate
posaerunt ; virtutemque eensi-
erunt ob eam rem esse laud-
andam, quod efficiens  esset
voluptatis. To this sentence of
Anistippus, Wendt, Phil. Cyr.
28, and Ast refer the passage of
the Phedo, 68, E., but without
reason. It refers to common
unphilosophical virtue.

3 The Cyrenaies divided their
ethics into five parts. Sext.
Math. vii, 11: kaire: wepurpé-
weatlar vodrous Frwor vevouixaoiy
8L v b RBucdy Siatpotiaw els Te
TOV Tepi Tay alperdy ral devrnrdy
Témay kel els Tor wepl Tév waday
kal & els Ty wepl Tdr mpdbewr
wal 9By 7oy wepl Tav airiwy, ral
TeleuTaioy €ls Tov Tepl TAY wWin-

selves?

Knowledge, therefore, is limited to our

own feelings; as to these we are never mistaken ;
but of things in themselves we know absolutely

nothing.!

rewrs v Totrots yip 6 wepl wirlwy
Témos, aty, &k Tobpurikod pépous
drdyyaver, 6 Bt mepl wloTewy €k
7ot Aoyucod, Sem. Ep. 80, 12
(according to what has been
said, p. 347, 2) : inquingue enim
partes moralia dividunt, uf una
sit de fugiendis et expetendis,
altera de adfectibus, tertia (].e
actionibus, quarta de ecausis,
quinta de argumentis; ecause
rerum ex naturali parte sunt,
arcumenta ex rationali, acti-
ones ex morali. We cannot,
however, tie our faith to this
account, not knowing how the
subject was divided among
these several parts, nor how old
and muniversal the division is,
That 1t was not made by Arist-
ippus may be gathered from
the statements as to his writ-
ings. In the division wepi mio-

We know quite as little of the feelings of

Tewy probably the theory of
knowledge was treated, and in
the preceding one the theory of
motion.

! (Ye. Acad. ii, 46, 143 : aliud
judicinm Protagorse est, gui
putetid cuique rerum esse, guod
cuique videatur: aliud Cyren-
aicorum, qui preter permo-
tiones intimas nihil putant esse
judicii.  Thid. 7, 20: de tactu,
et ¢o quidem, quem philosophi
interiorem vocant, aut doloris
aut voluptatis, in quo Cyren-
aici solo putant veri esse judi-
cinm. Plut. adv, Col. 24, 2, p.
1120: [of Kvpyraicel] & mdén
kel Tas gavrartas v aiTols Tiddy-
Tes obk dorTo THY émb TadTwy
mlorw elvar Stapihy wobs Tés twep
T&Y mpaypdrwy kerafeBardoets
AN Bomwep er moAwprle Tav €xToS
@mwoordpTes eis T& wdfy karénxier-
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other people. There may be common names, but
there are no common feelings, and when two persons

Tay abTovs. T palverar Tidéuevor,
T8 B éorl uy mpavarodawdueros
wepl Taw erds ., . wyAvkalverfm
vap Aeyourt wal mucpalvesfu Kal
porilecda kel croToiclo: Tay
maldiy TolTwy éxdaToy Tiy évép-
ety olreiay €y ajrd xal dweplo-
TagToy Exorres - el 3¢ Aukd Th
(AL mal Tikpbs § GaAAds rorA,
Umh woAA@E drTiuapTupsiofos ial
Snplwy ral mpayudrey ral dvfpd-
Ty, Tay wéy Bury spardrrwr [add
To per| Tav 8¢ mpuctepirwy Thy
OoAAlzy, wal &mokgoudvwy dmb
Tiis xaAd(ns, kal rarabuyouivmy
vl otvou, kel wpbs Aoy GuBAveT-
TovTwy kel viktep BAemdvrwr.
ey éuudvovea Tois wddeoiw %
Sofa dwrmpel T dvaudpryros -
éxBalvovoe 8t wkal wolvmpay-
povatiga T4 wpivewr kal cwopali-
verdal wept Tav ditds, efthr Te
wohAdiis Tapdroer wal pdyera
T35 ETEpous &md Tav olTEY vgy-
Tin wifly ral Siaddpovs puvrasias
AcuBavoyras. Sewt. Math, vil
14l, who gives the fullest
acconnt, but probably to a great
extent in his own langnage:
pagly oty of Kvpyraikol LT hpIG
elvar 74 waly kol phve koradou-
Bavea8ol wal Flevera Thyymve,
Thy 3¢ wewouRiTwy Ta wAfy pnbiy
elvar waranwry unde adidjev-
oTor* Bti uiy yop Aevrmmducda,
dagl, kal yAvka(ouela, Buvardy
Acyewr Gdledoras ., . BT BE
T8 eumomTikoy Tob wdfovs Aevrdy
dari ) yAved éorriv, ohy oidy T
arodalverfar elibs vdp dore real
BTh pY Aeurod Tow ASUKarTik@s
SiaTebgrar kal Swh uh yAvkéos
yAveavlijvas, just as a diseased
eye or a mad brain always sees
things ditierent from what they

are. ofiTe wkal Huds ebhoydrariy
éort whéow TEr oleceiwr waboy
under AauBivew Sdvaclar -If,
therefore, we understand by
@awdueva individual impressions
(wdéin), it must be sald wdvra
T& dawdusra SAnIE kel karc-
Anmrd. LE onthecontrary, every
name means the thing by which
the impression is produced, all
pawdueve are false and cannot
be known. Strictly speaking,
Hdvoy Th wdios fulr dori dawi-
pevor 76 & ekris kel Tov wdAnus
ToumTichy Tdya piy éovir by ob
powdpevoy B¢ quiv. kai Tabry
mepl pév Ta wddy Td e oikein
TANTES €ouer amAavers, mepl 5E Th
exTis browclucvoy wdvres TAavd-
weba: kuneiva uév doTt KaTaAnTTd,
TouTo 8F GrardAnTTov, Tiis Yuyis
airy Golernis rafecTidans wpds
Budyrweoty aiTol wupd Tabs Tlwous,
Topa T6 OuwoTHuera, wapk Tas
kuhoes, Tapd Tas perafuids, ook
GAlas waumAqlels airlas. See
Pyreh, i 215; Dieg. ii. 92 =d
Te wily koraAnwrd, EAeyor oy
euTd, ok ad’ Gv yiverar Ihid.
93 : 7as aictioers uh wdvroTe
danfedew. Thid. 95 of the Sehool
of Hegesias, which does not in
this respect differ from others:
Gvppovy 8t ral T&s alobfres ot
aipiBoioas Thy emlyvwow.  Ari-
stotle in Zus. Prep. Bv. xiv. 19,
1: éfjs & fw elew of AéyorTes pdva
T& wddy kwreAwmwrd. ToiTo B
elrov Evior Tav Sk Ths Kuphms
(which in the fare of the defi=
nite statements of Cicero, Plu-
tarch and Sextus, does not prove
that this doctrine did mof be-
long te the whole School, nor
can this be intended. Conf. e.
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say that they have felt the same thing, neither of
them can be certain that he has experienced the
same sensation as the other, sinee he is only con-
scious of his own state and not of that of the other.!

Thus, like Protagoras,® the Cyrenaics regard all
notions as relative and individual ; their view differ-
ing from his in this respect only that they refer
notions more directly to internal feelings, leaving
out of sight?® Heraclitus’ doctrine of perpetual flow

18,31) . . . kabpero: yap EAeyoy
rat Teuvdueror yrwpllew, bri wd-
Txowy T mTepoy B TH katoy €ly
atp 3 Tb Tépvoy albnpos odr Exew
eimeiv.  Setus, Math, vi. 53,
says: péve gagly fwdpyew Ta
wafy, EAho Bt ebfép. G0y kal
Ty vy, uh oboay wdfos dANG
wafous womTikdy, i ylreabor Tov
fwoperav.  Dut this is inaceu-
rate. The Cyrenaics, we gather
from the above, cannot have
denied the existence of things,
but only our knowledge of their
existence. This whole theory
probably belongs to the elder
Aristippus, as will be probable
from a passaze in Plato soon to
be mentioned. Against Teane-
man's notion (Geseh. d. Phil. ii.
106) that it first came from
Theodorus, see Wendt, Phil.
Cyr. 45.

| Seart. Math, vil, 195; Evder
olBt kpirhpidy dams elvar nowby
avfpdmar, dvduara B¢ wowd Tife-
ofar Tols kpluare,  Aevkbi uiv ydp
Tt kol YAUKD Kool Kowds mwdv-
Tes, ikoivdy 5E 71 Aewcdy 1) yAukl ol
Exougy © EcacTos yip Tov IGlov
Tdfovs crridouBdverar,  TH 8¢ el
Tetro Td walfos dmd Aevioi dyyl-
veTui abT® Kal TH wehas, o
abTds Svparar Adyew, ph dvadexd-

pevos TO Tob wéhas wdbas, ofite §
méAas, ph aradexdpsros 70 ekstvov
... Tdyo yap éyd piv oiite
cuykénpipas @5 Aevkatrerfar dwd
7o Ekwley mpoowimrovTos, ETepas
8¢ ofirw kaTeokevaTuivTy Exer Ty
afofyow, Gore érépws BiaTelijra,
in support of which the example
of a jaundiced or diseased eye-
sight is adduced. It follows
then: kowe wer Muas dvdueTa
Tifévar Tols Tpdyuact, Tabn Bé e
Exew (Bia.

* Zller's Phil. d. Griech. 1.
869,

% The last point has been too
much lost sight of by Selleier-
macher (Plato’s Werke, i, 1,
183), who considers the de-
seription of the Profagorean
teaching in the Thewmtetus to
be chiefly meant for Aristippus,
whase view does not absolutely
coineide with that of Protago-
ras, See Wendt. Phil. Cyr. 37.
On the other hand, the differ-
ence beétween them is exagger-
ated by the Academician in
ie. (see p. 349, 1), who aseribes
to Protagoras a view entirely
different from that of the Cy-
renaics, and by Eus. Pr. Ty, xiv.
19, 5, who after discussing the
Cyrenaies introduces Protagoras
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as not wanted for their purposes and transcending
the limits of human knowledge.! If knowledge,
however, be confined to knowledge of feelings, it

follows on the one hand that it would be absurd to

seek for a knowledge of things, such knowledge
being once for all impossible ; and thus the sceptical
attitude assumed by the Cyrenaics in respeet. to
knowledge was the ground of their conviction of the
worthlessness of all physical inquiries.? For, this
very reason feeling only can supply the rule by
which the aim of actions is determined and their
value tested. For things being only known to us

with these words : &rerat robrois
oty gureberdoas kal Tovs Thy dray-
Tloy Badi(orras, kal wmdira Xpnve
TirTelEw Tals Tol cduaTos aloli-
gecy bpiauévovs, for Protagoras
only asserted the truth of all
perceptions in the sense that
they were all true for him who
perceived them, that things
were to each one what they ap-
peared to him to be. In this
sense the Cyrenaics, as Sextus
has rightly shown, declared all
to be true, but both they and
Protagoras said nothing about
objective truth. Hermann’s
objection here in Gez. Ab.
235, on the gronund that Prota-
goras was far more subjective
than Aristippus, since Aristip-
pus presupposed an agreement
amongst men in deseribing their
impressions, is still more at
variance with the statements of
(ficero and Eusebing, to which
Hermann appeals, for they do
not make Protagoras more sub-
jective than Aristippus, but
Aristippus more subjective than

Protagoras. In the next place it
is not correct.  Of course Prota-
goras did not deny that certain
names were used by all, he even
treated himself of the apBdTns
ovoudrew (Zeller's Phil. d. Griech,
i. 933, 1), but what is the use
of agreeing in names when the
things differ? The Cyrenaics
are only more acecurate than
Protagoras in asserting that
perceptions which are called by
the same name are not the same
in different persons. But there
is no disagreement in the teach-
ing of the two.

'* Had they acted consistently
they must have regarded as such
every attempt at a natural ex-
planation of our perceptions.
We must, therefore, not be mis-
led by Plut. N. P, Sunav. Vivi
Sec. Epic. 4, 5, p. 1069, so as to
attribute to them the view of
Demoeritus about pictures and
emanating forms,

® Ag Diog. il. 92 remarks,
(Bee p. 347, 1).

e

FEELINGS THE SUBJECT OF ENOWLEDGE.

by our own feelings, the production of certain
feelings is all that can be attained by action ; hence
the best thing for us will be what is most gratifying
to the feelings.! Here from the Cyrenaic theory of
knowledge follow those ethical principles, which in
other ways also it was their main object to establish.

All feeling, as Aristippus asserts following Pro-
tagoras, consisting in an emotion in him who ex-
periences it, if the motion be gentle, there arises
a feeling of pleasure ; if it be rough and violent,? of
pain ; if again we are in a state of repose, or the

1 Seart. Math. vii. 199 : ardroya
B¢ eiven Borel Tois wepl wpirnpiow
Aeyoucrals kot ToUTOUS TOUS -
Bpus ral T& wepl TeAGy Aeyduera”
Sthrer yop T4 mdfy rol éxl Ta
TéAn.  Ibid, 200.

2 Euseh. Pr. Ev. xiv. 18, B2,
says of the yonnger Aristippus
on the anthority of Aristocles:
Tpeis yap iy kaTroTdoEs el
wepl i hueTépay ovyrpociy * play
ptr kel hy ehyoiuer, oucviay T
raré Odhagoar yepave® érépay Be
iaf® Gir ddpele, vo Aely wilpar:
Eoouotoupépmy * elvat yap Nelav ki-
o Thy. Rbaviy obply wapaBek-
Avpérny dpéuw v B rplray
wérmy elvar kardoraciv, xad fr
oiite dhyotuer olire fbduela, ~yo-
Aquli mapemAdjotoy oficar. Disg. il
86, says almost the same thing of
the older Cyrenaic school: 8o
wdfy dpioTavra, mdvoy kal oy,
Thw péw Aelay clemaw T HBoviy,
Thr Be wivor Tpayciar wlrnow.
Ibid. 89, 90: uéoas 7e KaTa-
crdoets wvdpalor dmdoviay wal
dmavtar. Seat. Pyrrh, i 215:
L9 Kvpnwaiich dywyiy] miv fiovy
rwal Tijy Nelay THS oaprds ke
TeAos elvas Adyer, Math, vil. 199:

Ty yap wEbwr T uév éoTiv nida,
Ta §€ aAyewd, To ¢ peraZd. That
these statements come, on the
whole, from the elder Aristip-
pus, appears to be established hy
several passages in the Philebus.
After Socrates (p. 31, B.) has
there shown that pain consists
in a violation, and pleasure in
a restoration, of the natural
connection between the parts of
a living being, he appends (p.
42, D.) the question: What
would happen if neither of these
changes were to take place?
The representative of the theory
of pleasure having answered in
a way alterwards repeated by
FPlato, Tep. ix. 588, C., that in
this ease there would be neither
pleasure nor pain, he continues :
wdAAter elmes © dAAL ydp, oiuar,
Thhe Aéyers, @5 Gel T1 TovTew
Gvayraior fuiy cuuBalve, ds of
aodol dagw " del yip drayre bve
Té kal kdrw pei.  Accordingly
the answer is modified to mean
that great changes produce
pleasure and pain, but small
ones neither. To the same view
he comes back (on p. 33, C.),

A A
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motion is so weak as to be imperceptible, there is no
feeling either of pleasure or pain. Of these three
states, only that of pleasure is absolutely desir-
able. Hereto nature bears witness; all following
pleasure as the highest end, and avoiding nothing
so carefully as pain,! nnless indeed their judgment
be perverted by unfounded fancies.? To put freedom
from pain in the place of pleasure would not be

correct, for where there is

with the words: dpa wepl fdoris
ol denroducy, ws det yéverls
eoTiv, obgin 8¢ otk 0T TO TapdTay
HBoviis ; wopdol yap &4 Twes ab
TabToy Thy Abyor  émixepoiot
umpder apiy, ofs Bel ydpw Exew.,
These latter words clearly prove
that the assertion, all pleasure
consists in motion, had been
made by some one else, when
Plato wrote the Philebus; and
since with the exception of
Aristippus no one is known
to whom it can be referred
(Protagoras did net draw the
ethical conclusions of his prin-
ciples); since moreover this as-
sertion is universally attributed
to the School of Aristippus;
sinee too the epithet koulds
suits him best; it is most pro-
bable that both this passage
and the passage connected with
it on the two kinds of motion
and rest, are his. The same
chservation applies to the re-
mark, that small changes make
no impression. Likewise, Diog.
ii. 85, says of Aristippus: TéAos
8 drdpawe thy Actay khmow eis
olofnrw aradiboudrmy, according
to which not every slight mo-
tion is felt or produces plea-
sure, Perhaps it is in reference

no emotion, enjoyment is

to this that drisf. Eth. N. vii.
13, 1153, a, 12, says: 8 kal ob
kaA@s Exet O alothTnr yéveow
dvas elvar THy Hdovar.  Nor can
we allow that there is a dis-
crepancy (as Susemikl, Genet.
Entw. c. Plat. Phil. ii. 35, note,
120 asserts) between the lan-
guage of Plato, p. 42, D., and
the statements which attribute
to Aristippus the assumption of
an intermediate state between
pleasure and pain. Hence we
cannot countenance the con-
jecture that Aristippus acquired
from Flato fhe more accuribe
Yimitation of his teaching.
Why did not Aristippus say:
We are at all times in a state
of gentle or violent motion, but
pleasure or pain only arises,
when we become conscious of
this motion? Yet this is exactly
what he did say. according to
Diogenes, and what Plato
makes his representative say,
though certainly not without
some conversational help.

1 fhgg. 883 87; Plate, Phil.
11, B.  See above, p. 348, 1.

= THog. ii. 89 : blvacfar 8¢
dart kal Thy fdovfy Tiras gl
alpeloBar kara BaaTpodhy.

PLEASURE AND PAIN.

as little possible as pain, the condition being one of
insensibility, as in sleep.! Thus the good comes to
be identical with what is agreeable—with pleasure;
the evil, with what is disagreeable, or unpleasant ;
what affords neither pleasure nor pain can be neither
good nor evil.?

From this view it follows, as a matter of course,
that individual feelings of pleasure must, as such,
be the ends of all actions.
that freedom from pain in which Epicurus at a later
time placed the highest good, cannot, for the reason
just given, be the good® To the Cyrenaics it also
appeared unsatisfactory that the happiness-of the
whole of life should be considered and the aim of man-

Simple repose of mind,

kind accordingly represented as being to procure for

! Diog. 89 : % 8¢ To¥ dAyotrros
tarekatpeais (bs elpnras wap’ ‘Eme-
rovpw) Boxel avrols ul elvat Hdord,
o€ 7 andoria eAynder. &y k-
cer yép elvar dudoripa, uh obons
75 awovtes 9) Tis andorias k-
cews. émel 7 amovia oloy radel-
Sovrds dami kerdoracis,  Such
explicitstatements probably he-
long to a later time, and are due
principally to the School of
Anniceris in econtrast to Hpi-
curus, according to  (Nemens,
Strom. ii. 417 B,

2 Sext, Matt, vii, 190 : 7a wév
EAyEE faid Gpaoy elvat, Gy TéNos
QAymbdy, Ta d¢ qbca ayabd, oy
TéAos oty dBidfevaror HBor, i
8t peralh olire dyafi ofire rakd,
@y Téhos Td ofire ayabbr olire
kuidy, Gmep wdos éorl peralh
ABorfis wal GAynddves. Hee p.
355, 2.

¥ Seep. 801, 1. Diog. il 87:

iBowily pévror Ty Toli cduaroes
v kol TéNos elvar, nald dmar kol
Mavaitios dv 74 wep! Tar alperewy,
ob Thy keTaoThpaTchy HBowhy
Ty éw dvaipéoer eAynbdvar rwal
aloy avoyAnaiew, fiv & ‘Enlicoupos
amoléyerar kol réros elval e,
Perhaps the words in e, Fin.
ii. 6, 18 (after his having said
similar things, i. 1, 39), are
taken from a kindred passage :
aub enim eam voluptatem tue-
retur, quam_Aristippus, i.e. qua
sensus doleiter ae jucunde mo-
vetar . . . nec Aristippus, gui
voluptatem summum  bonum
dicit, in voluptate ponit non
rlole.l.'u. 13, 39: Aristippi Cy-
renalcorumgue omninm ; guos
non est veritum in ea voluptate
qui maxime dulcedine sensuny
maveret, summum.bonum po-
nere, contemnentes istam va-
cuifatem doeloris.
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themselves the highest sum total of enjoyments
that can be had in this life. Such a prineiple
requires the past and the future as well as the
present to be considered in the pursuit, neither of
which are in our power, and which certainly afford
no enjoyment. A future feeling of pleasure is an

* emotion which has not yet begun ; a past one is one

which has already ceased.!  The one only rule of
life is to cultivate the art of enjoying the present
moment, The present only is ours. Forbear then
to distress yourself for what is alveady past or for
what may never be yours.?

' Dipg, 87 : Boret & abrols kal  ofk &7 Iy, rd 8% ofirew kal Eonhor.

THE HIGHEST GOGD.

The character of the things whence the feeling
of pleasure arises is in itself unimportant. Every
pleasure as such is a good, nor is there in this respect
any difference between one enjoyment and another.
They may spring from various, even from opposite
sources, but considered by themselves, they are all
alike, one is as good as the other, a pleasurable
emotion, and as such always a mnatural object of
desire.! The Cyrenaies therefore never allow that
there are pleasures not only declared by law and
custom to be bad, but bad by their very nature. In
their view pleasure may be occasioned by a disre-
putable action, but in itself it is nevertheless good

7 éXos evdaiuovias diagepeiv. TEAos
pir yap elvar Thr natd pépos
woowrne, etdompovior §¢ b de Taw
KEpLDY TBOr@Y TUOTHME, ais Tvi-
cptbpotvrar wal of Tapoymikvta: kot
wi péAdovoar elval Te Thy mep-
rhe fdovyy 8t abThy alperfv- Thy
8" eldatuoviar ot 8t abTiv, GAAR
Bik Tés kare pépos flovds, 89:
GANG e OUBE KaT& WIHuNY TEY
ayabay ) wpocdoriay HEorhy pasw
amoTeheiotar, dwep ‘ﬁﬁea‘xw 'Emi-
kotpe,  éwAvectar yap TH ypovy
Th 7hs Yuxqas kivgua.  Thid. 91 :
Gpret Be why wara play [HBoriy]
TS TPOGTIMTOVGOR TOEWS ETavdyy.
Athen. xii. 544, a: [Aplorermos)
amodeldueros T novadleioy Tal-
T TéNos elvar Epn kal év adTh
rhy ebBagovioy BeBAfjcfar kel
wovdxpovor abTijy elvat * mepawAs-
clws Tors aodTols ofite Thy prhuny
TR YEYorULGy Gmohavoewy wohs
afrhy fyolpevos ofite Thy énwida
Tav foousray, GAXN vl udve TH
ayabir kpiver T8 Tapbrry, To B¢
aroAeAauKeral kol GroAcirew oi-
8ev voplCuwy mpis adToy, T pir Gs

Hlian, V.H.xiv. 6: 7dvv cpdpa
dppupeves “egiier Adyerw 6 “AploT-
IwT0S, TAPEYYUGY, WiTE Tols map-
eAfioiiy  émucauper, piiTe Tay
amedyTe poiduvery * elbunlas yip
Betyuo T TotobTo, Kul TAew Bid-
volas amédeilis * mporérarre be &g’
1};;;épz_x T prduny Exew xol od
A Tijs pépes Ex éxslye g
peper kel b Exacres 9 wpdrre
Tt ) evwost -+ wdvov yap Edamicer
fuerepoy elvar v wapdy, ufre 5k
7O pldvor wire 7h mpordokdueror -
TO pér yap amodwAevar, Th B §5n-
Ao elvar efrep Eorar.  There ean
be no doubt that Aristippus
had already propounded these
views, his whole life presup-
posing them, and his other
views immediately leading to
them,p. 853, 2. The preeisefor-
mularising of them may very
possibly belong to the period
of Epicurus.

? Diog, 66 : amédave péy vip
['_’Apiu"rmwos] GBovils TEy waphy-
Twy, ol €bipu bt whve THy dms-

Aevow Ty ob mapdyTay © bfer kol

and desirable.?

At the same time this principle received several
limitations by means of which its severity was toned

down, and its application restricted.

In the first

place, the Cyrenaics could not deny that notwith-

Aroyérms Baohicdy kiva EXeyer
abTor.

I Diog. 87: ph Swpépery e
Fdaviy  qdovis, wnbe Hide Te
elvar.  Plate, Phileb. 12,%D.,
where the champion of plea-
sure answers the objection of
Socrates that good pleasures
must be distinguished from
bad ones thus: eiol plv ~ap
am’ évavriwy . . . GUTAL TPAYUE-
Ty, ob phy edral ye GAAfAats
Svartiar * wRs yap noorn ye boyy
mhy edy Suoudrarey by ey, Tovro
wiTd €QUTE, WhITWY XPURETRY
Ibid. 18, A, : Aéyes pip dyafe
advra elvar Ta ndéa, how is
this possible in the case of the
worst pleasures ! to which Prot-

archus replies: nds Adyes, @
Zdnpares ; oletydp Tive ovyxwpi-
ceabar, Béwevor Roviy elval Taya-
G6y, eire avétealal gov Adyorros
Tis puiv elval rivas dyalis Hbovds,
Tds 6¢ Twas érdpas abTdy Kands.
Just as little will Protarchus
(86, C.) allow that theve is
imaginary pleasure and pain.
See p. 348, 1.

2 Diog. 88 : elvar 88 Ty ndoviy
doyalie by drd 7év doynuoTdTey
Yéunrai, nadd pnoiw ‘InxwiBoros éx
7@ wepl aipéoewy. €l yip wal 5
wpakis romwos ey, dAA’ oiv 7
foory 8¢ atrdy alpery) ral dyediy.
To the same effect is the pas-
sage already guoted from the
Philebus, Conf. p. 359, 1.
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standing their essential likeness there were yet
differences of degree in feelings of pleasure: for
allowing that every pleasure as such is good, it does
not follow that the same amount of good helongs to
all : as a matter of fact one affords more enjoyment
than another, and therefore deserves to be preferred
to it.! Neither did it escape their notice, that many
enjoyments are only purchased at the cost of greater
pain; hence they argue unbroken happiness is so
hard to gain2 They therefore require the conse-
quences of an action to be taken into account ; thus
endeavouring to secure by an indirect method the
contrast between good and evil which they would
not at first allow to attach to actions themselves,
An action should be avoided when more pain follows
therefrom than pleasure ; hence a man of sense will

abstain from things which are condemned hy the laws

! Dipg. 8T says that the Cy-
renaies denied a dilference in
degrees of pleasure, but this is
undoubtedly a mistake.. Diag.
ii. 90, says that they taught
that bodily feelings of plea-

sure and pain were stronger

thanmental ones. Seep. 359, 3.
Plato too, Phil, 45, A.: 65 B,
in the spirit of this School,
talks of péyiorar vov §oovay, nor
is there the slightest reason
for equalising all enjoyments in
their system. They could not
allow that there was an abso-
lute difference of value be-
tween them, some being good
and others bad; but they had
no oceasion to deny a relative
difference between the more or
less good, and they might even

allow of different kinds of plea-
sure, those of the body, for in-
stance, and those of the mind.
Hitter's remarks on Disg.ii. 103,
do not appear satisfactory.
Not more satisfactory are those
of Wendt (Phil. Oyr. 34, Gitt,
Aug. 1835, 789). According fo
Diogenes the Cyrenaics only
denied that any object taken
by itself and independently of
our feelings was more pleasant
than another.

* Diog. 90: 8 [1] nal kol adrfiy
aiperiis ofions Tis Hloris T4 woun-
Tike Eviwy Bovdy dyAnph ToA-
Adicts évapTiotiofar: ds SvokoAd-
TeTor niTols patvedfar Tov abpoi-
oudy TEY ABovdy sdaymovicy wa-
otwrwy. See p. 3586, 1.

CYRENAIC THEORY OF PLEASURE.

of the state and public opinion.'- Tastly, they also
directed their attention to the difference between
bodily and mental pleasures.* Holding bodily pains
and pleasures to be more pungent than those of the
mind ;3 perhaps even attempting to show that all plea~
sure and its opposite are in the last resource occasioned
by bodily feelings ; * they nevertheless contended that

1 Ding. 93: pndéy 7t elvar 6-:-spovBéq—bu"j&esﬂm,r‘mehd,u,ﬂavoy-
otoer Bixaov §) wakby §) airypbr, 88er kal whclova olrovoplay wepl
the value of every action de- Odrepov emoipvrTo.
pending on the pleasure which ¢ This is indicated by the ex-
follows it, 4AAE wépe xol €fe, pression eiewTepor in the above:
6 pévror gwovbalos otber Growoy passage also. RBee p. 360, 2.
wpoker Bia Tas émikaiuras Cnpelas Tn‘ say that not all plgasu.re apd
kol Béfas. Wendt (Phil. Cyr. pain is connected with bodily
25) calls this statement in states, may be harmonised
guestion withont reason. Itis with this statement by taking
quite consistent in Aristippus, their meaning to be, that not
and is met with in Epleurus; every feeling has its immediate
Zeller, Stoies, &c.; but he is  object in the_ body, without,
right (Ibid. 36, 42) in reject- i however, depy:m.g more remote
ing Schleiermacher’s hypothe- connecfion between such fce}-
sis (PL W. il 1,188; ii. 2, 18), ingsand thebody. Joy for one’s
that in the Gorgias Aristippus country’s prosperity might in
is being refuted under the name  their minds be connected with
of Callicles, and in the Cra- the thought that our own hap-
tylus 384, Diogenes under that piness depends on that of our
of Hermogenes. country. It can onl;y be con-

t Which, strictly speaking, sidered an opponent’s exagge-
they could only have done by ration for Panwtius and Cicero
saying that one portion of our to assert _that the Cyrenaics
impressions appears to us to made bodily ple:lsg_l'e.the e}}d
come from the body, another of life. (See p. 355, 3.) Cie.
not; for they had long since Acad. iv. 45, 130 : Aristippus,
given up all real knowledge of guasi animum nullum habea-
things. But their consistency mus, corpus solum tuetnr. The
hardly went so far as this, highest good Aristippus des
* % Diog. i. 90: woAb méeror clared consists not in bodily
T@y Yuxandy Tas ropaticks auel-  pleasure, but in pleasure gene-
vous elva kal Tas dyAoes xeloovs rally. IE he regarded bodily
7és gwparwds® ey xal Tadrats pleasure as the strongest, and
roxd(ecfu piAAov Tobs Guaprd- in this sense as the best, it by
povras. (Thesame, Ibid. x.137.) no means follows that he ex-
oherdrepoy yip Tb movely, oiker- cluded mental pleasures from
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there must be a something besides sensuous feclings,
or it would be impossible to explain how nnequal
mmpressions are produced by perceptions altogether
alike :—the sight, for instance, of the sufferings of
others, if they are real, gives a painful impression ;
if only seen on.the stage, a pleasurable one.! They
even allowed that there are pleasures and pains
of the mind which have no immediate reference
to any states of the body. The prosperity, for in-
stance, of our country fills us with as much plea-
sure as does our own.* Although therefore pleasure
is in general made to eoincide with the good, and
pain with evil, the Cyrenaics are_ far from expect-
ing happiness to result from the mere satisfaction
of animal instincts. For a true enjoyment of
life, you not only need to weigh the value and
the consequences of every enjoyment, but you
need also to acguire the proper frame of mind.
The most essential help to a pleasant life is pru-
dence,® not only because it supplies that presence

CYRENAIC THEORY OF PLEASURE.

use of the good things of life;! overcoming the
prejudices and fancies which stand in the way of
success, such as envy, passionate love, superstition ; *
preserving from regret for the past, from desire for
the future, from dependence on present enjoyment ;
and guaranteeing that freedom of soul of which
we stand in need would we at every moment rest
contented with our present lot.?

Hence the ecultivation of the mind is warmly
advocated by these philosophers,* philosophy being
specially pointed to as the way to a truly human
life.® They even assert that therein lies the essential
condition of happiness; for although mankind are

too far dependent on external circumstances for the

wise man to be invariably happy, and the foolish
man invariably miserable,® yet as a rule so it is. No

of mind which is never at a loss for means, but,
mainly, because it teaches how to make a right

the idea of good. TIndeed, his
remarks respecting the value
of pradence make this probable.
Bee Wendt, 22,

¥ Diog. 99 Adyovar B undd
kaTé Yuhip: The dpagw 3 Ty Aoy
yiveatm Bovds, Téy Yoy pimou-
peévar Opfrovs GBews akotoper,
T@y 0€ Kot dAdBetar &ndds, The
same is found in Plut. Qu.
Conv. v. 1, 2, 7, p- 674, Here
belongs Clip. Tusc. ii. 13, 28,

= Diog. 89: ov wdgas pérror

Tis Yuyirds 18ores kol EAynddras
émi rwparikals Hdorals wal dAyn-
ddar yiveoBa: * wal yop &ml g
T4 wijs warpifos ednusple dawep
TR idig xupar Syyivesar,

3 See p. 348, 2.

* See the anecdotes and pro-
verbs in Dieg. 68; 73; 79; 82,
and what Galen. Exhort. ¢. 3,
vol. 1. 8§ K, and Vitmav. vi.
Preef. 1., say of hLis shipwreck.
Conf. Exc. e Floril. Joan. Da-
mase. . 13, 138,

! Demetr, (Blocut. 206) men-
tions as an elbos Tod Adyou "ApioT-
grmetoy o7 of GvfpaTor xprpaTe
iy amohelwoust Tols waigly dre-
aoriuny 8¢ o cuvamoAetmovat THY
xpnoopévye eirrots, The thought
is Socratic. See p. 142, 1,

2 Diag. 91: Thw oopoy phTe
plovhaear pyre epactioeatdar (on
this point compare the lan-
guaze used by Aristippus re-
specting his relations to Lais)
5 dewrbaipornoew, whereas he is
not preserved from fear and
sorrow as being natural conse-
guences.

3 See p. 356, 2.

* Many expressions to this
effect are on record, parlbicu-
larly those of Aristippus, Loy,
ii. 69, 70, 72, 80. Plut. Frag.
9, 1, and comment. in Hes.

5 Bee the saying of Aristip-

pus in Diog. ii. 72; Plet. Ed.
Pu. 74. He is also mentioned
by Diogenes ii. 68 (Conf. Exe.
e PFloril. Joan. Damasc. ii. 13,
146) as the author of the say-
ing, which ¢ie. Rep. 1. 2; Plut.
adv. Col. 80, 2, p. 1124, attyi-
bute to Xenocrates, that the
conduct of the philosopher
would remain the same, sup-
posing all laws to be abolishec.

S DHog. 91 apéoker 8 alrols
uhre mhy anddy wivra Hdéws (hv,
phTE  wdvTa  Gatior  emimdvaes,
&AAG kari TO wAeloror. In the
same way the Cyrenaics would
not deny that the &ppores were
capable of certain virtues.
Probably this was only ex-
pressly stated by later mern-
bers of the School in agree-
ment with the Cynics and
Stoics. 3
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departure is here made from the fundamental prin-
ciple of the School, the pursuit of pleasure; but
certainly something very different has come of it
from what might at first have been expected.

With this accords all that is further known as to
the views and conduct of Aristippus. His leading
thought is eomprised in the adage, that life offers
most to him who, without ever denying himself a
pleasure, at every moment continues master of him-
self and his surroundings. The Cynie freedom from
wants is not his concern. Prudent enjoyment he
says 15 a greater art ! than abstinence. He lived not

PRACTICAL LIFE OF CYRENAICS.

Nor were the means neglected by which this mode
of life was rendered possible. For he argued that
the more of these you possess the better for you:
riches are not like shoes, which when too large can-
not be worn.! He accordingly not only demanded
payment for his instruction ;% but did not hesitate
to enrich himself by means, and for this purpose to
submit to things, which any other philosopher would
have considered below his dignity.? The fear of

only comfortably, but even luxuriously.?

A good

table he enjoyed,® wore costly clothing,! scented him-
self with perfumes,” and ecaroused with mistresses.?

! Stob. Floril. 17, 18: rparel
fbopTs oly & dmwexduevos, aAX &
XPGHEVOS usy wr) Tapekpepducros
8é.  Diog. 75 Tb wpurely kal wi
Hrraco foovay kpdricToy, ot TH
Y xpiofat.

* Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 1, already
calls him droxasrorepws Exorra
wpds To TowlTe [mpos emBuutoy
Bpwtoi ral morol kal Aaywelas],
ete, He says himself then, 1, 9,
that his object is § pord e Kal
Adtere PBoTelew - and Socrates
asks whether he depended for
his homelessness on the eir-
cumstance that no one would
like to have him even as a
slave ! Tis yap b 8ol drfpuror
év oirly Exew mworely uey undéy
é8éhorra, T 8¢ moAurelecrdry
Sialry xatpovre ; this picture
was afterwards more deeply
coloured by later writers, and
cerfainly not without exagger-
ation, See Aélen. xii, 544, 6, ¢,

according to Alexis; Tbid, viii.
$48, according to Soter ; Timon
in Diog. ii. 66; Ibid. . B9,
iv. 40; Lucian. V. Anct. 12;
Clemens, Pedag, . 176, D.;
Eus. Pr. Bv. xiv. 18, 81 ; Hpiph.
Exp. Fid. 1089 A.; Stesle, p.
43 71 ;

# See the anecdotes in Diag.
if. 66, 68, 69, 75, 76.

* Maxr., Tyr. Diss. vil. 9;
Lweian, 1. c.; Ibid. Cie, Acc. 23 ;
Tatian adv. Grac. e. 2; Tert.
Apol. 46.

5 That he made unse of fra-
grant perfumes, and defended
this practice, is told by Seneea,
Benef. vii, 25, 1; Ciem. Pad.
ii. 176 D., 179 B., Diog. 76, all
apparently from the same
source, the others mentioned by
Stein, 43, 1, probably dolng
likewise. x

8 His relations fo Lais are
well known, Hermesianax in

Athen, xiil. 599, b, 588 ¢ xii.
544, b, d.; Cic. ad Fam. ix. 26;
FPlui. Exot. 4,5, p. 750; Divg. T4,
85; Clemens, Strom. ii. 411, C.;
Theod. Cur. Gr. Al xiil. 50, p.

173 ; Lact. Inst, 1ii. 15, A few |

other stories of the same kind
may be found, Diog. 6T; 69;
81 : iv. 40,

1 Stob. Floril, 94, 32.

2 See p, 340, 5.

3 Here belong many of the
anecdotes which relate to Ari-
stippug’ stay at the court of
Dionysins. According to Disg.
77, Aristippus is said to have
announced to Dionysius, on his
arrival, that he came to impart
what he had, and to receive
what he had not ; or, according
to a more probable version,
Ibid. 78, when he wanted in-
struction he used to go to So-
crates for it: now that he
wanted money, he had ecome to
Dionysius. To thesame person,
too, according to Loy, 69, his
remark was addressed that the
reason. why philosophers ap-
peared before the doors of the
rich, and not the contrarvy, was
because philosophers knew
what they wanted, whilst the
rich did not. The same story

is found in Sfeh. Floril. 8, 46,
and in a somewhat different
connection, Moy, 70 and S1.
Yet Sehieiermacher haz 1o
reason to refer to this remark,
on the strength of Adrist. Rhet.
ii, 16, 1391, a, &, the passage in
Plato’s Republic, vi. 489, but he
is quite right in setting down
the Scholiast who wished to at-
tribute the remark of Socrates
to Aristippus. Of the liberal
offer made by Dicnysius to
Plato, he observes in Plut. Dio.
19: dopards peyardbuxor elvar
Atoplaioy* abTols péy pap wpips
Sidvar mhawver Beopdvats, TINd-
Twrt §€ ToAAG unler AauSdrorri,
Dionysius at first refusing to
give him any money becanse
the wise man, on his own show-

JAng, was never in difficulties,

he replied, Give me the money
this onee, and 1T will explain to
you how it is; but no sconer
had he got if, than be exclaimed,
Ahl was [ not right] Dieg.
82, Divg. 67, 735, and Afhen. xii,
544, tell further, on the author-
ity of Hegesander, that once
bhaving been placed at the
bottom of the table by Diony-
sius becanse of some free ex-
pression, he contented himself
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death too, from which his teaching professed to de-
liver,! was not so fully overcome by him that he
could face danger with the composure of a Soerates.?

It would, nevertheless, be doing Aristippus a
great injustice to consider him an ordinary, or at
most a somewhat more intellectual pleasure-seeker.
Enjoy he will, but, at the same time, he will be
above enjoyment. He possesses not only the skill of
adapting himself to circumstances and making use
of persons and things,® not only the wit which is

with remarking, To-day, this is
the place of honour which he
assigns. Another time he is
said to have taken it quife
quietly when Dionysius spat in
hiz face, observing : A fisher-
man must put up with more
moeisture, to catcheven a smaller
fish. Once, when begging a fa-
vour for a friend, he fell at the
feet of Dionysius, Digg. 79, and
when reproached for so doing,
Wherefore, he asked, has Diony-
sius ears on his legs. It is a

" common story that Dionysius

onece asked him and Plato to
appear dressed in purple ; Plato
retused to do so, bul Aristippus
acceded with a smile,  Seet.
Pyrrh, iil. 204, 1. 155; Diog. 78 ;
Suid. 'Apter.; Stob, Floril, 5,
46 ; Greg. Naz. Carm, it 10,
324 : the latter nunskilfally
places the incident at the court
of Archelaus, Stein, 67. The
observation in Diag. 81, is like-
wise referred to Plato, that he
allowed himself to be abused
by Dionysius for the same
reasons that others abused him :
a preacher of morals after all
is only pursuing his own inter-

ests. He is represented as a
flatterer and parasite of Diony-
sius, by Zucian V. Aut. 12:
Parasit. 58, Bis Accus. 23 ; Men.
13. :

! Bee Diog. T6: at the same
time the Cyrenaics consider
fear to be something natural
and unavoidable. See p. 361, 2.

2 On the occasion of a storm
at sea he was charged with dis-
playing more fear than others,
notwithstanding his philoso-
phy, to which he adroitly re:
plied : ob yap wepl Suoias duxds
aywmdper dudsrepor, Diog. T1;
Gell. xix. 1, 10 ; -Elien, V. H.
ix. 20.

3 Diog. 66: v B [Ikavbs
apudcarior kol Témw xal xpévw
iowl TpoTdwew, kel macay meploTaoiy
apuodiws irorpvariar 5ub kel mapd
Awpvoly Tdy EAAwr edBoriuet
HAAROY, el TO mpooTeahy €1 biaTi-
Béuevos. A few Instances of this
skill have been already seen
(p. 363, 3). Here, too, belongs
what is told by Galen. and Vi-
trup. (see p, 341), that after
having suffered shipwreck, and
lost everything, he immediately
contrived in Syracuse or Rhodes

PRACTICAL LIFE OF CYRENAICS.

never at a loss for repartee,! but he possesses also
calmness of mind and freedom of spirit, which can
forego pleasure without a pang, bear loss with com-
posure, be content with what it hath, and feel happy
in any position.. His maxim is to enjoy the present,
ignoring care either for the future or the past, and

to procure an ample supply
of necessaries. Further, it is
stated in Plutareh, Dio. 19,
that he was the first to notice
the growing estrangement be-
tween Dionysius and Plato. In
Diog. 68, he answers the ques-
tion, What good he has got
from philosophy, by saying:
b diwacfat waa BagpotvTas Such-
ev—and LDigg. 79, relates that
when brought as a captive be-
fore Artaphernes, some one
asked him how he liked his
situation, to which he replied,
that now he was perfectly
at rest. Well known is the
answer which he is reported to
have given to Diogenes (which,
however, is told of others),
Diog. vi. 58,11, 102 : emep fifes
arfpdarots duidely, oV by Adyavae
Erhures.  FHoy. 68 Haor. Ep. i,
17,13; Valer. Mam. iv. 8, Ext., 4,

1 Seep. 363, 1; 364,2. Ina
similar way he could defend
hisInxuriousness. When blamed
for giving fifty drachmms for a
partridge, Aristippus asked if
he would have given a farthing
for it. The reply being in the
affirmative ; I, said Aristippus,
do not care more for fifty
drachme than you do for a far-
thing, Diog. 66, 76; or with
a different turm, Athen. viil
343, ¢, where the story is told
of him and Plato dpropoes of a

dish of fish: dpds olw . . . 8m1
0Uk ey oliopdryos, GAAS TU GiAdp-
upos.  Another time he argued
that if good living were wrong,
it would not be employed to
hononr the festivals of the gods.
Ibid. 68. Amother time, when
some one took him to task for
his good living, he asked him
to dinner. The invitation being
accepted, he at once drew the
conclusion that he must be too
stingy to live well himself.
Ibid. 76. When Dionysius
offered him the choice between
three mistresses, he chose them:
all, with the gallant observa-
tion, that it had been a bad
thing for Paris to prefer one of
three goddesses, but bade them
all farewell at his door. Tbid.
67. When attacked for bis re-
lations to Laiy, he answered
with the well-knpwn &yw kol
odi Exopas.  The same relation
is said to have given rise to
other light jokes; it was all the
same to him whether the house
in which he lived had been
oceupied by others before; he
did not care whether a fish liked
him, if he liked the fish. The
Cynicism is betraved by the
anecdotes in Digg. 81, p. 342,
4, although they are not other-
wise at variance with Grecian
morals.
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under all circumstances to keep cheerful! Come
what may, there is a bright side to things,? and he
knows how to wear the beggar’s rags and the robe
of state with equal grace® Pleasure he loves, but
he can also dispense therewith.! He will continue
master of his desires.” His temper shall not be
ruffled by any risings of passion.® Some importance
is attached to riches, but hardly any independent
value,” and therefore the want of them is never felt.
He is lavish of them because he does not cling to

PRACTICAL LIFE OF CYRENAICS.

-

is readily consoled for their loss,! To him no pos-
session appears more valnable than eontentment,?
no disease worse than avarice.” He lives an easy
life, but he is not on that account afraid of exertion,
and approves of bodily exercise.* His life is that of
the flatterer, but he often expresses himself with
unexpected candour.® Freedom he esteems above
all things,’ and hence will neither rule nor be ruled,
nor belong to any community, being unwilling to
forfeit freedom at any price.’

them.® If necessary, he can do without them,? and

1 See pp. 356 and 361.

® Hor. Ep. i. 17, 23: omnis
Aristippum decuit color et sta-
tus eb res, fentantem majora
fere, preesentibus mqnum. Pl
de Vit. Hom. B., 150: 'ApioT-
urwos kel wevle wal wdvors auvnyé-
x0n éppaucyws kal 8o adedis

éxpioaro.  Diog. 66, p. 168, 33

305 2.

: According to Dioy. 67, Plato
is said to have remarked to
him : gal p.dv:p BéBorar nal yhaviba
pépewr ral parxos. The same re-
mark, and not the story of the
purple dress, is referred to by
Piut. Virt. Alex. 8, p. 330:
‘Aplorarmoy Oouud(ouar Ty Zw-
wepartichy dri wal TolBwye Mg Kkal
Midnoie  yhdpuds ypdueros &
audoTépuy eTfper T eliexmuor,
and Hor. Bp.i. 17, 27, on which
passage the Scholiast tells how
Aristippus carried off the sur-
coat of Diogenes from the bath,
leaving his purple cloak in-
stead, which Diozenes refused
to wear at any price.

1 Divg. 67, p. 364, &,
* fyw oln éxouas, Dioy. 69,

tells a saying of the same kind
which Aristippus uttered on
paying a visit to bis mistress,
to the effect that there was no
need to be ashamed of going
there, but there was of nc-t
being able to go away.

¢ Beep. 361,2& 8. Plut.N. B,
Suav. V. sec. Epic. 4, 5,p. 1089 :
of Kvpyrairol . . . obe épinely
L’uj}paﬁto‘;’ms oloytar  Belv  peTo
pwrds, GAAL grbros mpoblerévovs,
drws uh T4 eldwia 'r':]‘s wpcfgsws
amlapﬁoﬁwvcm Bt s dlews
€yapy@s e abTi 9 Swdrois ToAAd-
kis Graraly hy dpetw. 'The same
way of thinking is expressed in
his definition of pleasure as a
gentle motion of the mind. The
storms of passion would change
this gentle motion into a violent
one, and turn pleasure into pain.

T Bee p. 348, 1.

® Bee p. 304, 3, and the story
that he bade his servant who
was carrying a heavy burden
of gold cast away what was too
much for him. Hor. Serm. ii.
3, 99; Diog. 77,

# Finding himself on board a

pirate vessel, he threw his
money into the sea with the
words: #pewor Tevra 8¢ Aplor-
urmoy. §) 8 TabTa “ApleTormor
dmohéofor.  hog. T7; Cie. In-
vent. 11, 58,176 Auson. Idyl.iii,
13; Steb. Floril, 57, 13, taking
care to read with Menage and
Stein, p. 39, & &pylpwy for
&ypos,

1 In Piut. Trang. An. 8,p. 469,
Aristippus having lost an estate,
one of his friends expressed
sympathy with him, upon which
Aristippus replied : Have I not
now three estates, whilst you
have only one? Ought T not
rather to sympathise with you ?

® Hor. see p. 866, 25 Diog. 1.

2: T dpwre dwerifero oy fu-
varpt CApfity, culackdyr abrihy
bwepowTichy ol wAelovos elval,
Hence the same story in Ep,
Socrat. 29, the compiler of this
late and miserable forgery not
having used the earlier gennine
letters to Aret. mentioned by
Buid "Apler.

3 Bee further details in Plut.
Cupid. Div. 3, p. 824,

4 Bee p. 366, 2, Diog. 91: iy
cwpoTichy Eoenoir cupBddNerto
wpos apeThs ardAnliy.

° Beveral free expressions of
his towards Dmnymus are told
by Diog. 73, 17; Stoh, Floxil.
49, 22 ;" conf. trreg. Naz, Carm.
i, 10, 419, vol. ii. 430 Codd.;
not to mention the aneedotes
in Doy, 75, repeated Tbid. vi.
32; Galen. Exhort. ad Art. c. 8,
i 18, k.

¢ On the principle mentioned
by Hor. Ep. i. 1, 18 : nune in
Aristippi furtim prncepta rela-
bor, et mihi res, non me rebus
subjungere conor, Aceording
to the context, however, the
principle should not be con-
fined to Aristippus’ relations to
outward possessions, Here, too,
the saying belongs Plwt. in
Hes. 9, vol, xiv, 296, Hu. : gup-
Bolidov Belallar xelpoy elvar Tob
mporarreiy,  Conf, p. 364, 3.

T Xew, Mem. ii. 1, 8. In reply
to Socrates, who asked whether
he mu-.uh,md himself among
the number of those who rule,
or those who are ruled, Arist-
ippus states: c'yw'}' gl HAws ye
TaTTW SpanTdr els Thy Tav ﬁpxew
BovAoperwy @kiw. Tor, as is ex-
plained here and p. 17, there is
no man who is more tronbled
than a statesman; éuevrby Toi-

- 867
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Still less did he allow himself to be restrained by
religious considerations or traditions. We have at
least every reason for asserting this both of Aristippus
personally, and of his School.! Theodorus was pro-
bably the first to gain notoriety for his wanton
attacks- on the popular faith;? still a connection

between the Cyrenaic philosophy and the insipid

rationaliam of Euemerus® is far from certain. Nor

ought it to be forgotten,
make life easy not only

vy TdrTTw eis Tobs Bovhouérovs §
paord Te wal Hbirra BwTelew.
When Socrates met this by ob-
serving that these who rule are
better off than those who are
ruled, he rejoined : &AN éyw Tot
obBt els Thy dovAelay ab SuavTdv
rdrTw GAN elvar tls poi Boicel
pégy TolTwy &Bds, Gy wepdum
Bafilew, oire 81’ apyfjs obre Sua
Bovhelas, GANE 5L Eevfeplas, fimep
udhiore wpbs evfauoviar Eye.
And after further objections:
AN Eyd Tou, Tva ui) wdoxw TavTa,
ovd eis mohrrelay uavTiy KoTa-
shelw, GANG Edvos marraxol eint,
Quite in keeping with this
homeless life is the language
nsed by Aristippus, according

ta Teles in Steb. Floril, 40, 8,

vol. i, 69, Mein., that to him it
was of no moment to die in his
eountry; from every country
the way to Hades was the same.
His address to Dionysins in
Stob. Floril. 49, 22, is also quite
in harmony with Xenophon's
deseription: Had youn learnt
anght from me, you would
shake off despotic rule as a dis-
ease. Deing obliged, however,
to live under some form of go-

that Aristippus strove to
for himself, but also for

vernment, & good one is natu-
rally preferable fo a bad one;
and accordingly the saying
attributed to him in  Steb.
Floril. 49, 18, touching the
difference between a despofic
and a monarchical form of go-
vernment has abont it nothing
improbable. ‘Newvertheless, at
a later period Aristippus may
have relaxzed his views on civil
life to a certain extent. At any
rate he formed a connection
with a family with which he
would previously have nothing
todo. Certainly THeg. 81, proves
nothing,  See p. 342, 4,

LIt was a natural conse-
quence of their scepticism, that
they followed Protagoras in his
attitude towards religion; and
by means of their practical
turn that freedom from reli-
glous prejudices was decidedly
promoted, which they espe-

cially required in the wise

man. Diog. 91, see p. 861, 2.
lemens; Strom. vil. 722, D.,
says more generally that they
rejected prayer.

 Particalars of this below.,

3 See p. 344, 5.

PRACTICAL LIFE OF CYRENAICS,

others. Possessed of pleasing and attractive man-
ners,! an enemy of vanity and boasting,” he could
comfort friends with sympathy,® and bear injuries
with calmness. He could avoid strife,’ mitigate
anger, and conciliate an offended friend.” The
most extraordinary spectacle to his thinking is said
to have been a virtuous man steadily pursuing his
course in the midst of the vicious; ® and that such
was really his opinion is shown by his reverence for
Socrates. It may therefore be true,’ that he con-
gratulated himself on having become, thanks to
Socrates, a man capable of being praised in all good

conscience. In a word, with all his love of enjoy-

1 $8wrros is the name which
fireg. Naz. 307, gives him, and
Ibid. 323, he commends him for
T Uy EpioTor TOU TpdwOU Kal oTpw-
iAoz,

? See Arist. Rhet. i, 23;
Dieg. 71,73, See also p. 864, 8.

* Aelian. V. H. vil. 8, men-

tions a letter of sympathy ad-
dressed to some friends, who
had met with a severe misfor-
fune. He quotes from the in-
troduction the words: aan’
Eywye o wpbs Duds oy &5 Tuk-
Avwoliueres Tuly, aAr’ e ralorw
duas Avrovuévovs. In theory,
Aristippus could only estimate
the value of Iriendship by its
utility, as Epicurus did at a
later time. Diog. 91 : 7dw plrov
Tijs xpetas Evewa, xal yap pipos
cawpares, péxpis b rapy, daomd-
Ceofa.  Something similar is
also found in Socrates, see pp.
152, 3; 223, 3; and he employs
the same argument Xen. Mem,
i 2, 54,

4 Plut. Prof. in Virt. 9, p. 80.

5 Diog. 70; Stob. Floril. 19, 6.

§ Stob. Floril, 20, 63.

" Bee the adventure with
Mschines in Plut. Coh. Ira. 14,
p. 462, Diog. 82, which Stob.
Flor. 84, 19, probably by mis-
take, refers to the brother of
Aristippus,

¥ Stob. Floxil, 87, 25 : 'Aplor-
mrmos  dpwrnlels Tl dbwbatu-
artdy dorw v @ Blw ; Bplpwros
émeinnys, elme, kal udrpios, dr [Bs
or bomist] dv woArols dardpyay
poxtnpois ab Siderparrar.

! Which is told by Diog. 71.
Few of the anecdotes about
Aristippus rest on good anthor-
ity. Agreeing, however, as they
all do, in portraying a certain
character, they have been used
a8 the material for an historical
sketeh. They may be spurious
in parts, but on the whole they
give a faithful representation of
the man.
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ment, Aristippus appears to have been a man of
high feelings and a cultivated mind, 2 man knowing
how to preserve calmness and freedom of mind amidst
the perpetual change of human affairs, how to govern
his passions and inclinations, and how to make the
best of all the events of life. A strength of will
which can beard destiny, the seriousness of a high
mind bent upon great purposes, a strictness of prin-
ciples may not be his; but he is a proficient in the
rare art of contentment and moderation, while the
pleasing kindness and the cheery brightness of his
manners attract far more than the superficial and
self-indulgent tone of his moral views repel.! Nor
are these traits purely personal; they lie in the
very nature of his system and its requirement that
human life should be regulated by prudence. Theory
and practice overlap quite as much with Aristippus
as with Diogenes, and in either case one may be
explained by the other. .
From Socrates indeed both are far enough re-
moved. His was a theory of knowledge of concep-
tions ; theirs a most downright subservience to the

senses. His was an insatiable thirsting for know-

RELATION OF CYRENAICS TO SOCRATES,

ledge, an untiring critical exercise; theirs a total
renunciation of knowledge, an indifference to all
theoretical inquiries. His was a serupulous con-
scientiousness, an unwavering submission to moral
requirements, an unceasing working of man upon
himself and others ; theirs was a comfortable theory
of life, never going beyond enjoyment, and treating
even the means thereto with indifference. On his
side were self-denial, abstemiousness, moral” strict-
ness, patriotism, piety; on theirs were luxurious
indulgence, frivolous versatility, a citizenship of the
world needing no country,and a rationalism needing
no Gods. Still it cannot be said that Arist-ippus Wwas
only a sportive pupil of Socrates, or that his teach-
ing had only been touched surface-deep by that of
his master. Not only was he classed among followers
of Socrates by the unanimous voice of antiquity,
which, no doubt, has more immediate reference to
his outward relations with him; not only did he
always call himself a pupil of Socrates and speak of
his teacher with unchanging devotion'—a proof
stronger than the former, and showing that he was
able to appreciate the greatness of his friend—but
his philosophy leaves no doubt that the spirit of

! Cicero, who is not gene-
rally his friend, says (Off. i
41, 148), that if Bocrates or
Aristippus placed themselves in
antagonism with tradition, they
ought not to be imitated there-
in: magnis illi et divinis bonis
hane licentiam asseguebantur;
and he also quotes (N. D. iii. 31,
77) a saying of the Stoic Aristo :
nocere sudientibus philosophos

iis, gqui bene dicta male inter-
pretarentur : posse enim asotos
ex Aristippi, acerbos e Zenonis
schola exire. The same is attri-
buted to Zeno by Ath. xiii. 666,
d, on the authority of Anti-
gonus Carystins: those who mis-
nnderstood him might become
vulgar and depraved, xefdmep oi
s ‘ApirTiaToy maperexféiTes al-
pecéas GowTou ol pacels.

the master had in him been mightily at work. The
{nteﬂeetual convictions and the intellectnal aims of
Socrates he did not share;* Socrates, on the one

! See above, p, 838, 5,

£ Hermann's vemarks (On
Ritter’s Dar. d. Soer. Sys. 26;
Gesch. d. Plat. Phil. 268), in-
tended to bring the intellectual

teaching of Aristippus - into
closer connection with that of
Socrates, do not appear safis-
tactory, even when supported
by the additional arguments in

8B 2

3

JHAP.

1

XIv.



372

CHAP.
IV

THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS.

hand, straining every nerve to attain to knowledge ;

Aristippus, on the other,

his Ges. Abh. 253, nor are they
regarded as satisfactory by
Ritter, (resch. d. Phil. ii. 106.
Hermann thinks that Aristippus
was only lacking in the reli-
gions and moral tone of So-
crates, but that he steadily ad-
hered to his logical prineiples.
Socrates declared 21l judgments
to be relative, and only concep-
tions to be universally valid;
in the same way, the Cyrenaies
only denied the universal va-
lidity of judgments, but not
that of conceptions; for they
allowed that all men receive
from the same things the same
impressions, as to the names of
which they were agreed. These
names, however, were identieal
with the conceptions of BSo-
erates, conceptions having been
by them as by the Cynics and
Megarians redunced to empty
names and deprived of all real
snbstance, There is indeed a
noticeable advance in entirely
separating conceptions from
appearances, and in more pre-
cisely defining the highest good
as the first judgment univer-
sally valid, Bub in the first
place it never ocenrred to So-
crates to deny the universal
validity of judgments ; and it is
as certain that he allowed uni-
versally valid judgments as that
he allowed universally valid
conceptions—such, for instance,
as *All virtue is knowledge,’
<gvery one pursues the good;’
and if he called some judgments
relative—snch as, ‘This is good,’
—it is no less certain that he

denying that knowledge

declared the corresponding con-
ceptions —for instanece, that of
the good—to be relative. In
the next place it is equally un-
true to say that the Cyrenaies
only denied the universal va-
lidity of judgments buf not that
of conceptions; for they de-
clared most emphatically that
all our notions only express our
personal feelings. They did not
even allow that all feel the
same impressions in the same
way : unless in this passage we
are to understand by impres-
sions, feelings themselves, in
which case this language would
be as nanquestionable as it would
be unmeaning ; but they main-
tained that we cannot know
whether others have the same
feelings as ourselves. And that
they practically admitted the
common meaning of names the
use of which they could. not
deny, is of little account; for
they left it an open question,
whether common impressions
and notions corresponded to
these names. It will be seen
at once that the progress which
Hermann finds in Aristippus is
imaginary. A clear distinction
between conceptions and ap-
pearances can least of all be
attributed to the Cyrenaics, see-
ing that they know of nothing
but appearances; and after
what has been said, it will
appear to be egually a mistake
to say that °Pleasure is the
highest good’ is the first judg-
ment universally valid.

——

e

CYRENAIC MORALS AND SOCRATES.

was possible ; Socrates taking up a new position and
a new method of gaining knowledge; Aristippus
allowing of ne knowledge which does not serve a
practical end.! Still he was in a great measure in-
debted to his teacher for that critical skill for which
we must give him credit,® and for that unprejudiced
sobriety which stamps his whole bearing. _
The same remark applies to his moral teaching
and conduet. How far in this respect he was below
Soerates is obvious. Yet in truth he was nearer
to him than will be at first sight believed. For
Socrates, as we have seen, made utility the ground
of moral duties: and might not Aristippus believe
that he was in accord with Socrates as to the final
end in view, if in some respects he held a different
opinion from his instructor as to the means to a
pleasant life? Besides, there was about Aristippus
much which is truly Socratic—that composure with
which he rises above eircumstances, that inde-
pendence with which he is master of himself and
his surroundings, that uninterrupted cheerfulness
which engenders a kindliness of feeling, that quiet
repose which grows out of confidence in strength
of mind. Knowledge is with him the most im-
portant element. By culture and prudence he would

1 We cannot accordingly
agree with Brandis, Gr. Rom.
Phil. ii. a, 96, who says: Ari-
stippus appears to have held
firm to the view that the im-
pulses to action must be found
within the sphere of knowledge ;
and, in investigating what can

L]

be known, to have arrived at a
conclusion opposite to that of
Socrates,

2 See Xem. Mem. 1i. 1; iii. 8,
and the stories fold by Dicg.
ii. 18; compare Athen. xi. 508,
¢, on the form of dialogue ob-
served in his writings.
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make men as independent of outward circumstances
as their nature permits. Nay, so far does he go in
this direction that he not unfrequently trenches on
the ground of the Cynics.! As a matter of fact his
School was also logieally comnected with theirs.
Both Schools propose to philosophy the same problemn,
how to acquire practical culture,? rather than theo-
retical knowledge. Both, therefore, neglect logical
and physical inquiries, justifying their procedure by
theories, based it is true on different principles, but
leading in the end to the same sceptical results.
Both in their ethics compass the same aim—the
emancipation of man by means of prudence, and the
raising him above external surroundings and occur-
rences. One thing only makes them opponents—
their pursuing this common end by means the most
opposite.  The Cynic School follows the path of
self-denial, the Cyrenaie that of self-indulgence ; the
Cynic dispenses with the outer world, the Cyrenaic
employs it for its own purposes.® The object of both
Schools being, however, one and the same, their
principles come back again to the same point. The
Cynics derive the highest pleasure from their self-
denial ; Aristippus dispenses with property and

! This relationship appears in
the tradition which attributes
the same maxims av one time
to Aristippus, at another to
Diogenes.

* The standing expression is
wubeta, and what they say in
tavour of it is much to the same
effect. See what has been said,
pp. 235 and 361, 4, and 5.

# To make this difference
clearer, Wendt (Phil. Cyr. 29)
gquotes the contradictory state-
ments of Antisthenes and Ari-
stippus in Diog. ii. 68, vi. 8.
Antisthenes says that to philo-
sophy he owes 76 §ivasba: éavr@
duerely, Aristippus, 70 dbwarlar
wacs fagpolvTws duidely.

-
I &

CYRENAIC MORALS AND SOCEATES.

enjovment, in order the more thoroughly to appre-
ciate them.!

Their attitude towards political life and religious
tyaditions is a kindred one, and for a kindred reason.
Conscious of mental superiority, needing no country,
feeling himself unfettered by the beliefs of his
fellow-men, the individual withdraws himself from
the outer world; so little troubling himself about
others that he never attempts any moulding in-
fluence on the sphere either of politics or of reli-
gion. Thus, notwithstanding their marked disparity,
there is a family likeness between these Schools be-
traying'a common deseent from the Socratic philo-
sophy alloyed with Sophistry.

It must unhesitatingly be granted that Ari-
stippus departed far more from the original ground
of the Socratic teaching than Antisthenes. The
utilitarian view of life, which with Socrates was only
an auxiliary notion invoked to justify the practice
of morality before the tribunal of reason, was here
raised to be a leading principle, and the knowledge
of Socrates impressed into its service. Philosophy
became with Aristippus, as with the Sophists, a
means for furthering the private objects of indivi-
duals, Inmstead of scientific knowledge, personal cul-
ture was pursued, that personal culture being con-
sidered to consist in knowledge of the world and in the
art of enjoyment, The few remarks of Aristippus on
the origin and truth of impressions, borrowed for the
most part from Protagoras, and ultimately leading to

1 Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 127. See above, pp. 809 and 365.
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a wholly un-Socratic overthrow of all knowledge,
were only intended as helps to moral doctrines. If
not wholly lost, the deeper meaning of the Socratic
philosophy was here at least subordinated to a bare
outwork which Socrates regarded as almost an ob-
struction to his leading thought. If Aristippus was
not a false follower, he was certainly a very imper-
fect follower of Socrates,! or rather the one among
all the imperfect followers of Socrates who least
succeeded in reaching the kernel of his master’s
teaching.

Side by side with this foreign element, the
genuine Socratic teaching cannot be ignored. Two
elements are in fact present in the Cyrenaic School,
the combination of which constitutes its peculiarity.
One of these is the doctrine of pleasure as sueh, the
other, the limitation of that doctrine by the Socratic
demand for intellectual circumspection—the prin-
ciple that prudence is the only means for arriving
at true pleasure. Taken alone, the former element
would lead to the conclusion that sensual enjoyment,
is the only object in life; the latter, to the strict
Socratic doctrine of morals. By uniting both ele-
ments Aristippus arrived at the belief—which is
stamped on all his language, and on which his
personal character js a standing comment—that the
surest way to happiness lies in the art of en-
Joying the pleasures of the moment with perfect
liberty of soul. Whether this is indeed possible,
whether the two leading thoughts in his system can

1 As Schleiermacher maintains, Gesch, d. Phil, 87,

RELATION OF ARISTIPPUS TO SOCRATES.

be harmonised at all, is a question which it seems
never occurred to Aristippus. We can only answer
it in the negative. That emancipation of soul, that,
philosophic independence at which Aristippus aimed,
can only be secured by soaring above the impres-
sions of the senses and the particular eircumstances
of life until happiness becomes independent of all
surroundings and feelings. Conversely, when the
enjoyment of the moment is the highest object,
happiness can only be felt when circumstances give
rise to agreeable feelings ; all unpleasant impressions
will be disturbers of happiness, since it is impossible
to abandon the feelings freely to the enjoyment
of what is present, without at the same time being
disagreeably affected by what is unpleasant. Ab-
straction, whereby alone this might be done, is
distinetly forbidden ; Aristippus requiring the past
and the future to be ignored, and the present only
to be considered. Apart therefore from other faults,
this theory involves a contradiction in fundamental
principles, the injurious effects of which on the
whole system were inevitable. In point of fact they
soon made their existence felt in the teaching of
Theodorus, Hegesiag, and Anniceris ; and hence the
interest which the history of the latter Cyrenaics
possesses,

About the same time that Epicurus was working
up the philosophy of pleasure into a new form,
Theodorus, Hegesias, and Anniceris were advoeating,
within the Cyrenaie School, views partly agreeing
with those of Epicurus, partly in advance of the
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doctrine of pleasure. Theodorus, on the whole, ad-
without compunction to push them to their most
extreme consequences.! The value of an action
depending upon its results to the doer, he concluded
that any and every action might under circumstances
be allowed. If certain things pass for immoral,
the reason why this is so is to restrain the masses
within bounds; the wise man tied by no such pre-
Jjudices need not, if oceasion require, be afraid of
adultery, theft, and sacrilege, If things exist for
use, beautiful women and boys are not made only
for ornament.? Friendship, it seemed to him, may
he dispensed with ; for the wise man is self-sufficing
and needs no friends, and the fool can make mo

sensible use of them.?

Devotion to country he

considered ridiculous; for the wise man is a eitizen
of the world, and will not sacrifice himself and his

! fpaciTaros is the term nszed
of him by Digg. ii. 116: and
this epithet is fully justified by
a passage like that, vi. 97.

¥ Digg. 1i. 99. That Theo-
dorus said this and similar
things, cannot be doubted after
the definite and explicit testi-
mony of Diogenes. It is true
that, in Plut. Trang. Anim, 5,
Pp- 587, Theodorus complains
that his pupils misunderstond
him—a statement which, if it
be true, probably refers to the
practival application of his
principles. He may have led
a more moral life than Bio
(Dieg. iv. 53; (lemens, Padag,
15, A.), and yet have expressed
the logical consequences of the

Cyrenaic teaching. Bub it is
undoubtedly an exaggeration
to charge him, as Epiphanius
(Expos. Fid. 1089, A.) does,
with Inciting to theft, perjary,
and robbery.

¥ Diog. 98, and Epiphanius,
L e in still stronger terms:
dyaldy wévor Eneye Thr eddauo-
voivra, petyew (L. gavdor) 8 tor
SvoTuxoivra, Kby § copds’ kol
aipetdy elvou Thy Edpova TAorioy
by7e nal Greff (4wafi?) This
statement, likewise, seems tn
be rather in the nature of a
hasty conclusion, for Theodorns
makes happiness depend on in-
telligence, and not on things
without.

LATER CYRENAICS. THEODORUS.

wisdom to benefit fools.!

The views of his School

respecting vhe Gods and religion were also expressed
without reserve;? Bio? and Eunemerus* herein fol-

' Diag. 98, Epiph. 1. ¢.

2 The atheism of Theodorus,
which, besides an indictment
at Athens, gained for him the
standing epithet afeos (he was
called @ebs according to Disg.
ii, 86, 100, in allusion to a joke
of Btilpe’s, but probably xaer’
drriparw Tor &leos), will be fre-
guently mentioned. In fiog.
97 he says: v . . . wowTdwATw
draipidy Tas wepl Oe@y Bofas -
kai  abTol wepieTiyoper BibAie
eriyeypappéve  wepl  Bedy  ole
elicaTapporfiTe © € o0 darly
Erikovpor AdBovta T4 mheioTa
cimetv. The last remark can
only apply to the criticism of
belief in the Gods generally,
for Epicurus’ peculiar views
about them were certainly not
shared by Theodorns. Seat.
Pyrrh. ili. 218; Math. ix. 51,
55, mentions him among those
who deny the existence of the
Gods, with the addition: &
Tol wepl fewy oupTdypaTos To
wape Tois ‘EAAqot Ocodoyoluera
mouciAws dvaokevdoas, Clio. (N.
D.i. 1, 2) says: nullos [Deog]
esse omnino Diagoras Melius
ef Theodorus Cyrenaicus puta-
verunt. Ibid. 23, 63: Nonne
aperte Deprum naturam sustu-
lernnt? Ipid. 42, 117 : Omnino
Deos esse negabaunt, a statement
which Minue. Lel. Oct. 8, 2, and
Laet. Ira Dei, 9, probably re-
peat after him. Likewise Flut.
Comm. Not. 81, 4, p. 1075, says :
Even Theodorus and those who
shared his views did not de-
clare God to be corruptible,

dAA’ otk émloTevoar &5 FoTe T
apbaprov. Epiph. (Expos. Fid,
1089, A.) also asserts that he
denied the existence of a God.
In the face of these agreeing
testimonies, the assertion of
Clemens (Pedag. 15, A)), that
Theodorus and  others had
wrongly been called atheists,
and that they only denied the
popular Gods, their lives being
otherwise good, can be of little
value. Theodorns no doubt
denied the Gods of the people
in the first place, but it was
not his infention to distinguish
between them and the true God.
The anecdotes in Diog. ii. 101,
116, give the impression of in-
sincerity.

3 Dhog. iv. 54: moAA& 8¢ xal
dfediTepoy mwpocedepero Tois due-
Aevas Toito OGeoldpeioy dwolad-
as * but in his last illness he
was overcome with remorse,
and had recourse to enchant-
ments. The argument quoted
by Sem. Benef. vil. 7, 1, to
prove that every one and that
no one commits sacrilege is
more & rhetorical and intellec-
tual work of skill.

¢ The view of Euemerus re-
specting the Gods is briefly as
follows : There are two kinds of
Gods—heavenly and incorrup-
tible beings, who are honoured
by men as Gods, such as the
sun, the stars, the winds; and
dead men, who were raised to
the rank of Gods for their
benefits to mankind. Diodorus
in Eus. Pr. Ev. ii. 2, 52. To
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lowing his example. For all that, the theory of
Aristippus did not altogether satisfy him, He was
fain to admit that pleasure and pain do not merely
depend on ourselves and our inner state, but also in
a great measure on external circumstances; and he
therefore sought such a definition of the highest
good as should seeure happiness to the wise man,
and make that happiness dependent on prudence.!
This result seemed attainable by making happiness
consist, not in individual pleasures, but in a cheerful
state of mind—and conversely evil, not in individual
feelings of pain, but in an unhappy tone of mind ;
for feelings being the effects of impressions from
without, states of mind are in our own power.?
Accordingly, Theodorus asserted that in themselves
pleasure and pain are neither good nor bad ; good-
ness consists in cheerfulness, evil in sadness; the

the latter class of beings Eue- iii, 18, 23: 14, 31) guotes as

.LATER CYRENAICS. THEODORUS.

former proceeds from prudence, the latter from
folly ; pursue therefore prudence and justice, esche_w
ignorance and wrong-doing.' Occasionally he c.hs-
played a fearlessness and an indifference to life*
which would have done honour to a Cynic. The
theory of pleasure was not therewith surrendered,
but the older setting of that theory was abandoned.
In place of individual pleasures, a state of mind
was substituted unconditioned by the mere feelings
of enjoyment and pain. Instead of being a cheerful
resignation to the impressions of the moment, t.he
highest good was made to consist in rising superior
to circumstances.

Hegesias went, a step further. He, too, -adhe{es
to the general position of Aristippus. Wxt-h him
good is identical with pleasure, evil with pain: all
that we do, we do only for ourselves ; if services are
rendered to others, it is only because advantages

merus referred the whole of
Mythology, and supposed it to
be a history of princes and

princesses, Uranus, Cronus,
Zeus, Rhea, &e. For further

particulars respecting this ra-
tionalising history of the Gods,
consult Steinfiart, Allg. Encyclo.
Art. Euhemerus. V. Sieroke,
De Euhemero.

! These reasons are not
given in so many words, but
they follow from Theodorus’
position about the highest
good, and also from the siress
which, according to ZHag. 98,
he laid on the avrdprea of the
wise man, and the difference
between wisdom and folly.

¢ Probably what Cie. (Tusc.

Cyrenaic doctrine belongs fo.
Theodorus: that not every evil
engenders sorrow, but only un-
foreseen evils, that many pre-
cautions can be taken to pre-
vent sorrow by familiarising
ourselves with the thought of
future evils. What control of
ontward Impressions he con-
sidered possible by prmdence,
appears also from the explana-
tory remarks in Stoh. Floril.
119, 16: the wise man has
never sufficient reason to put
an end to his own life, and it
is inconsistent to call vice the
only evil, and then to put an
end to life to avoid the suffer-
ings of life,

t Diog. 98: Téhos 8’ lﬁwe.\e!,uﬁc_we
yopdy kel Avrhy Ty ,uwrésri
epovfioer, Thy 8 dml dgppooivy *
ayali 3¢ gpovnaiw kal Sixatoo buny,
kard 8& mas dvartlas EEels, peoa
5& fidovyy ket wdwow, That justice
should be reckoned among
good things may be brought
into agreement with what is
guoted p. 267, 3. It is to be
recommended, because it pro-
tects us from the unpleasant
consequences of forbidden ac-
tions, and from the disguiet
which the prospect of these con-
sequences produces, although
such actions are not in them-
selves inadmissible.

= When at the court of Liy-

simachus, he so enraged the
latter by his frankness (Diog.
102 ; Plut, Exil. 16 ; Philo, Qu.
Omn. Pr. Tib. p. 606, 884, C.)
that Liysimachus threatened to
erucify him, upon which Theo-
dorus uttered the celebrated
saying, that it was indifferent
to him whether he went to
corruption in the earth or in
the air. Cie. Tnsc. 1. 43, 102;
Valer, Max. vi. 2, 8; Plut. An.
Vitios. 3, p. 499; Stob. Floxil.
2, 23, attribute another saying
to him on the same occasion,
giving Anaxarchus the ecredit
of the above passage in Sfob,
Floril. 2, 23.
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are expected inreturn ! But on looking round to dis-
cover wherein true pleasure is to be found, Hegesias
met with no very consoling answer. For life, he
says, is full of trouble; the numerous afflictions of
the body affect the soul also and disturb its peace;
fortune in numberless ways crosses our wishes;
man cannot reckon upon having a net outcome of
satisfactory experiences, in a word, upon happiness.?
Even the practical wisdom, upor which Aristippus
relied, affords to his mind no security ; for feelings,
according to the old Cyrenaic maxim, not showing
us things as they are in themselves, who can be sure,
if he is always obliged to act according to proba-
bilities, that his calculations will come true?® If
happiness cannot be had, it is surely foolish to try
for it; enough if we can but fortify ourselves against
the sufferings of life; freedom from pain, not plea-
sure, is our goal.* How may this goal be reached

V Diog. 1. 93 : ol 3¢ Hynotakol
AEyoueror ThOTOUS WEV elxov Tobs
adrevs Hlorhy kel mévow, ufre B&
xdpw T elvm uiTe GihNay pdite
evepyeoian, S T uy 8¢ alré TaiTa
alpeiofa: Juis adrd, GAAa 8w Tas
xpelas avrds [probably ebraw],
Gv ambyror und fkelva tmdpyew.
Ibid. 95: 7ér T vopir €avred
Ever TdvTa wpdfew * oliBéva yap
Ayeiolur @y GAkey érlons By
abT " Kby yhp TE péytove Bokd
wap eiTov xepwolofar, wh elvo
avrdiia dratTds Tapdexn. Lpiph.
Fxp. Fid. 1089, B., says the
same, but less aceurately.

L Piog. 91: the ebbaipoviar
GAws ablvaTor elvar’ T4 uér yap
coLa ToARDY drarenAiobar Taly-

pdTer, Ty 8¢ Yuxhy cvumafely
T¢ odpart kol Tapirrecfui, ThHy
d¢ Tixmy woAAG Tav ket éhwiBa
wwhiew © Gore Sk Tabra dviw-
aprTor THY ebfaipmoriar elvar, See
p. 844, 1.

¢ Diog. 95 : drypovy 3t ral Tés
alobnoeis ol drkpiBolras Thyr exi-
e, Tay T ebXdyws duondiwy
mdpTe TpdrTew,  We insert this

sentence in conpection with -

the doctrine of Hegesias, where
it most probably belongs, with-
out, however, guarantesing for
it this position,

4 Dipg. 95 : 7dv 7e cogpdr oy
aiite Aeovdoew év TH THr dyabay
alpéoer, bs év 71 TéY Kardy puyE,
TEAOS Tiféusvoy T uf dmimivws (v

LATER CYRENAICS. HEGESIAS.

in a world where so much trouble and pain falls to our
lot? Clearly not at all so long as peace of mind de-
pends upon outward things and circumstances; con-
tentment, is only then sure, when we are indifferent
to everything which produces pleasure or pain.!
Pleasure and pain depend ultimately, as Hegesias
observes, not upon things, but upon our attitude
towards things; in itself nothing is pleasant or
unpleasant ; it makes a vari8d impression, accord-
ing to our tone and condition.? Neither riches nor
poverty affect the happiness of life; the rich not
being happier than the poor. Neither freedom nor
slavery, high rank or low degree, honour or dis-
honour, are conditions of the amount of pleasure we
receive. Life itself only appears a good thing to
a fool ; to the wise man it is a thing indifferent.?
No Btoie or Cynie could more sternly denounce the
value of external things than the pupil of Aristippus
here does. With these prineiples is connected the
noble and thoroughly Socratic saying that faults do
not call for anger, nor human beings for hatred, but
only for instruction, since no one intentionally does
what is wrong ;* desiring what is pleasant, everyone

desires what is good ; and

pnE Avmmpds © D 8 wepiyéveatar
Tois AdIPOpPNTaTL, TePL T IO T I
iy NBovis.

1 See preceding note.

2 Diog. M ¢ploe v odbir 15
4 ambes dmeAduBavor . i G&
omdry B Eeweaudy §) wdpoy Tobs
ptv fideobBar Tobs & dndas Exew.

3 Ibid. 95: kal 78 pey ddpore
0 (v AvgiTelts elvay, 79 Be

as the wise man does not

ppovipg diddopor = which pro-
bably only bears the sense
given in the text. Similarly
Epiphanius, L. c.; conf. p.344,1.
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allow his peace of mind to depend on things ex-
ternal, neither does he allow it to be ruffled by the
faults of others.

The theory of Hegesias illustrates more decidedly
than that of Theodorus how unsatisfactory is the
principle of the doctrine of pleasure. It even ex-
pressly admits that human life has about it more
of sorrow than joy, and hence insists upon a perfect
tudifference to things outward. But what right has
Hegesias to identify pleasure with the good, and
pain with evil? After all, the good is that which
is the condition of our well-being ; if this be indif-
ference rather than pleasure, indifference and not
pleasure is the good ; the doctrine of pleasure has
come round to its opposite—the Cynic independence
of everything external. As a general principle the
Cyrenaic School could not avow this without sur-
rendering its own position ; still within that School

it is distinetly admitted that pleasure is not in all

LATER CYRENAICS. ANNICERIS.

observed that by pleasure only our own pleasure can
be understood ; for of the feelings of others, accord-
ing to the old teaching of his School, we can know
nothing.! Yet pleasure results not only from enjoy-

_ ments of the sepses, but from intercourse with other

men and from honourable pursuits.? Hence, Anni-
ceris allowed to friendship, gratitude, family affection,
and patriotism an absolute value, quite apart from
the benefit resulting from these relations. He even
went so far as to say that the wise man would make
sacrifices to secure them, believing his happiness

would not suffer from so doing, even if there re-

mained to him but little actual enjoyment.> He
thus came round to the ordinary view of life, still
further approximating thereto by attaching less value
to discernment, the second element in the Cyrenaie
doetrine of morals, than Aristippus had done. He
denied, in faet, that discernment alone is sufficient
to make us safe and to raise us above the prejudices

cases the highest motive. Anniceris maintained
that the aim of everyaction is the pleasure resulting
therefrom ; and, like the older Cyrenaics, he would
not, hear of a general aim of life, nor substitute
freedom from pain in the place of pleasure.! He

1 lemens, Strom. ii. 417, B.:
of BE "Avewcéperot kaholpevor . . .
Tol pér Gaov Biov Téhos oudew
Gpopévor  Erafar, éxdorns B
mpatews (8ior drdpyew Téhos, Thy
ée THs mpdfews weprywoudvmy
w8ovtiy, ofros of Kupnraikol Tov
Gpoy T4s HBovis ‘Emicotipov, Tovr-
éoTi T TOU dAyobwTes dwelal-
peay, ddeTotiol veipol KaTdoTarw

drorakolyres. Seep.355,1. This
would justify the inaccurate
statement in Jiog. ii. 96: of &
‘Avviképeior T& pév GAAa Keta
TabTe Totrors—(i.e. the School
of Hegesias)—and also the
assertion (Swid. ’Awwie)) that
Anniceris, although living, ac-
cording to Suidas, in the time
of Alexander, was an Epicurean.

Cicero and Diogenes likewise
affirm that his School declared
pleasure to be the good.
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i, 88, 116. See p. 348, 2.
The expression in Clement, 7
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#Bovfw, probably refers not only
to the pleasure resulting from
an action, but to the pleasure
immediately bound up there-

with.,

3 Dhag. 96 @ dwéhurov BE kal
durlar év Big wal ydpy kal wpbs
yovéas Ty kol dwdp warpifos T
wpdter, U0y, Sui Tabra Kby dxAd-
oes dradéfqron 0 gods, adfer
firroy eldayuorhioes, ki dAiyaica
wepryéunrar abrg. Ibid, 97 ér
Te plhor uh S Tas ypeles pdvov
bmodéxectar, Gr dmoretmovody wh
émoTpéderin  GANS Kal Tapd ThHy
Yeyorviay etivotar Hs Evera kol
wovovs brouévery, iwat Tor Telléperay
WBorhe Téhos, kel ayFoueroy éml
7 arépeafol alrhs dpws Erovelus
Imopéver di THE Tpbs TO¥ Gidoy
aTopyhY.

co

CHAP.
6 B



THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS.

of the masses; there must be practice as well, to
overcome the effect of perverse use.!

Thus the Cyrenaic doctrine is seen gradually to
vanish away. Aristippus declared that pleasure was

the only good, understanding by pleasure actual en-

joyment and not mere freedom from pain ; making,
moreover, the pleasure of the moment, and not the
net outcome of experiences, to be the aim of action.
One after another these limitations were abandoned.
Theodorus gave up the last one, Hegesias the second,
and even the first was assailed by Anniceris. It
thus appears how impossible it is to combine the
Secratic demand for insight and superiority to the
external world with the leading thought of the
theory of pleasure. The Socratic element disin-
tegrates that theory and turns it into its opposite.
But as the process takes place without the mind
being conscious of it, no new principle is evolved
thereby, and the very men in whom this result is
made to appear, persistently adhere to the doctrine
of Aristippus in the most inconsistent manner.

1 Thid. 96 : w) elvaire adrdprn  yevénfar® Belv §° Grebifeofor i

7oy Adyor wpbs Tb Pappiicas kal Tiv ék woAhoD surTpaeisar iy
s Téy moAAGY BéEns Umepdrw galiny Budbeow.

CHAPTER XV.
RETROSPECT,

INCONSISTENCIES appear to have been common to all
the Socratic Schools. Tt was, without doubt, an
inconsistency on the part of the Megarians to con-
fine knowledge to conceptions, and at the same time
to do away with all possibility of growth and with
anything like multiplicity or definiteness in concep-
tions ; to declare that being is the good, and, at the
same time, by denying variety and motion to being,
to deprive it of that creative power which alone ean
justify such a position; to begin with the Socratic
wisdom, and to end in unmeaning hair-splitting. It
was an inconsistency on the part of Antisthenes to
endeavour to build human life on a foundation of
knowledge, whilst at the same time he dissipated all
knowledge by his statements respecting the mean-
ing and relation of conceptions. It was no small
inconsistency both in himself and his followers to
aim at a perfect independence of the outer world,
and yet to attribute an exaggerated value to the
externals of the Cynie mode of life ; to declare war
against pleasure and selfishness, and at the same
time to pronounce the wise man free from the most
sacred moral duties; to renounce all enjoyments,
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and yet to revel in the enjoyment of a moral self-
exaltation. . In these inconsistencies and in this
involuntary self-contradiction the unsatisfactory na-
ture of the prineiples from which all these Schools
started is manifested. It is seen how far they were
removed from the perfect proportion, from the ready
mental susceptibility, from the living versatility of
Socrates, attaching themselves as they all did to
particular sides of his genius without grasping it
as a whole.

The same fact will doubtless also explain that
tendency to Sophistry which is so striking in these
philosophers. The captious reasoning of the Mega-
rians, the indifference of the Cymies to all speculative
knowledge, and their contempt for the whole theory
of conceptions, Aristippus’ theory of perceptions and
doectrine of pleasure, savour more of the Sophists
than of Socrates. Yet all these Schools professed

to follow Socrates, each one of them placing some .

element of the Socratic philosophy at the head of
its system. It seems therefore hardly correct for
modern writers to see nothing but Sophistical views
in their teaching, supplemented and modified by
what is Socratie, and, instead of deducing their
variety from the many-sidedness of Socrates, to attri-
bute it to the diversities of the Sophists leading up
from various detached points towards the Socratic
philosophy.! With decided admirers of Socrates,

! K. . Hermann, Ges. Abh, and the Socratic teaching ought
228, who, amongst other things, to be regarded as a corrective,
states that the agreement in modifying more or less strongly
matter between these Schools their fundamental views de-

SOCRATIC SCHOOLS RELATED TO SOCRATES.

such as Antisthenes and Euclid, this is out of the
question. The one desire of such men being faith-
fully to reproduce the life and teaching of Socrates,
they must haye been well aware that to him they
were first indebted for an intellectual centre, and
that from him they had first received the living
germ of a true philosophy ;—indeed, the influence of
Socrates as the starting-point of their systems is
unmistakable. In their case, instead of speaking
of the ennobling influence of Socrates on Sophistical
principles, we ought rather to speak of the influence
of Sophistry on their appreciation of the teaching of
Socrates. Socrates, as it were, gave the substance
of the teaching, Sophistry only supplied a narrower
limitation of the platform; for this reason a School
like that of the Stoies was able in the end to join
itself on to that teaching.

The case of Aristippus is slightly different. Yet
even in respect of him it has been already established,
not only that he professed to be a follower of Socrates,
but that he really was one, albeit, he least. of all those
followers penetrated into the heart of the Socratic
teaching, and allowed the greatest play to Sophistical
influences. Possibly the possession of inferior mental

rived from the Sophists; they
are the pioneers of advancing
Sophistry, endeavouring to act
as an equipoise to Socratic
teaching, &c. Yet this remark
agrees ill with those steps in
advance of BSocrates which
Hermann thinks to discern in
many Sophistical assertions of
Antisthenes and Aristippus

(see pp. 297, 1; 871, 2), and
with ‘the proof of the differ-
ence in prineiple between the
Rristic of the Sophists and
that of Megara. (Ges, Abh. 250,
£) Far more correct and more
in keeping with our view was
that expressed by Hermann at
an earlier time, (Plat. 257.)
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capacities or else a previous training in Sophistry
may account for the failure of the founders of the
imperfect Schools to enter into the spirit of their
master so deeply and so thoroughly as Plato did;
but it is also possible that in a great measure Socrates
was himself the cause of diversity in the Schools
which attached themselves to him. So rich a field
was presented in his personality that it stimulated in-
vestigation in all directions ; and yet so immature
and so unsystematic was the shape of his philesophy
that it afforded the widest scope for treatment.!

This disintegration of the Socratic Schools is
accordingly not without importance for the further
progress of philosophy. Bringing out the separate
elements which were united in Soerat-esi, and con-
necting them with the corresponding elements in
the pre-Soeratic philosophy, it exposed them to a
thorough serutiny ; problems were set for all sub-

sequent thinkers to discuss; the logical and ethical

consequences of the Socratic maxims were brought,
to light. At the same time the outcome was made
apparent of isolating separate elements in the teach-
ing of Socrates, and combining them with other
theories, without first recasting these theories in the

. 1 e, de Orat. iii. 16, 61,
observes with some justice, but
somewhat superficially : Cum
essent plures orti fere a Socrate,
quod ex illius variis et diversis
et in ommem partem diffusis
disputationibus alius alind ap-
prehenderat, proseminate sunt

quasi familize dissentientes in-
ter se, &e. For instance, Plato
and Antisthenes, gui patien-
tiam et duritiam in Bocratico
sermone maxime adamarat, and
also Aristippus, quem ille ma-
gis voluptariee disputationes
delectarant.

. IMPORTANCE OF SOCRATIC SCHOOLS.
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Socratic mould. Thus the very imperfection of the - Cuar.

smaller Socratic schools was indirectly instrumental
in foreing on the demand for an all-round treatment
which should connect the different aspects of the
Socratic philosophy more closely with each other
and with earlier systems, assigning to each one an
importance relatively to the rest. In both ways
these Schools influenced Plato and Aristotle, Euclid
supplying to Plato the outline for his theory of
ideas, Antisthenes and Aristippus the groundwork
for his theory of the highest good.

Of greater importance is the fact that these fol-
lowers of Rocrates prepared the way for the course
taken by philosophy after the time of Aristotle.
For although the post-Aristotelian systems do not
coincide with the imperfeet Socratic Schools, and
would have been impossible withcut Plato and Ari-
stotle ; still it must not be forgotten that they owe
much to these Schools. The predominance of prac-
tical above speculative interests displayed by the post-
Aristotelian philosophy ; the moral contentment with
which the wise man withdrawing from things external
falls back again into the consciousness of his freedom
and virtue ; the citizenship of the world which can
dispense with country and political activity—all these
peculiarities of later times are foreshadowed in the
lesser Socratic Schools. The Stoaadopted the moral
prineciples of the Cynics almost in their entirety,
only toning them down and expanding them in
application. The same School takes its logic from

XV.
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the Megarians no less than from Aristotle. From

_ the Megarians comes the scepticism of Pyrrho and

the Academy branching off in a somewhat different
direction. The teaching of Aristippus reappears in
Epicurus, only somewhat changed in details. In
short, tendencies, which at an earlier period only
secured a qualified recognition, became dominant
when strengthened, recast, and supplemented by
other elements, '

True it is that this result was not possible until
the intellectual vigour of Greece was on the wane,
and her political condition had become so far hopeless
as to favour the idea that indifference to things ex-
ternal can alone lead to peace of mind., Whilst the
intellectual sense was still quick, and the Greek
spirit still keen, the issues of the Soecratic philosophy
were allowed to run to waste. That philosophy
from its own true bent could not fail to issue in a

- seience of conceptions such as Plato and Aristotle
built up. Tt was only by isolating the several in-

wardly connected elements of the Socratic teaching,
by confounding the garb in which Socrates clothed
his teaching with that teaching itself, by mistaking
defects in his manner for defects in his matter,
that it was ever possible for philosophy to be limited
to such abstract metaphysics and so empty a eri-
ticism as the Megarian, to so unintellectual and

* negative a morality as the Cynie, or for a doctrine

like. that of Aristippus to pass current for truly
Socratic. Whilst therefore these Schools are mnot

e T e

IMPORTA NCE OF SOCRATIC SCHOOLS.

without importance for the progress of Greek philo-

sophy, their intellectual results cannot be valued

very highly. A truer understanding and a more
comprehensive treatment of the Socratic philosophy,
was the work ofsPlato.
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AOADEMI{JIAE\'S, 70

Academy, older, 51; connected
with Plato, 523 new, 4

Accusation, the, of Sccrates, 194

Aschines, view of Bocrates, 77:
assigns the reason for the con-
demnation of Socrates, 212 a
disciple of Socrates, 246; his
prose preferred by some to that
of Xenophon, 246

JEschylus, illustrating the state of .

thought in the fifth century B.C.,
6 ; on the boundary line between
two periods, 9; difference be-
tween, and Sophocles, 12 ; con-
trasted with Euripides, 16

Athiops, a pupil of the elder Ari-
stippus, 343

Agatho, the dainty elegance of,
20

Alcibiades, of Plato’s, 79; allows
that the discourses of Soerafes
seem rude, 81; fascinated by
Socrates, 184, 185; his connee-
tion with Socrates, 208, 215,
220, 222

Alexinus. anative of Elis, notorious
for his captionsness, 234; two
arguments of his known, 269 ;
attacked by Menedemus the lire-
trian; 283

Anazagoras, his teaching referred
to by Euripides, 19 ; proves that

ANT

spirit alone can make a world out
of matter, 43 ; teaching known
to Socrates, §8% ; extravagant
theories of, 136 ; his view of God
as the Reason of the world, 177 ;
his atheism charged on Socrates,
222

. Ancient morality, relation of So-

crafes to, 227
Anmiceris, a Cyrenaie, pupil of
Antipater, 344, 376, 880, 386
Antigone of Sophocles, 13
Antipater, a Cyrenaic, pupil of the
elder Aristippus, 343 ; Hegesias
and Anniceris his pupils, 344
Antisthenes, theory of, dangerous
10 the popular faith, 230; fonnder
of a Socratic school, the Cynie,
248, 285,202 ; a native of Athens,
285 ; rejects every combination
of subject and predicate, 278 ;
holds that the One alone exists,
280 ; the teacher of Diogenes,
285; his character, 292; ex-
presses himself in favour of cul-
.ture, 294; his nominalistic
theory, 298 ; prefers madness to
pleasure, 306; how led to his
views, 8085 allows that some
kinds of pleasure are good, 509 3
makes virtue consist in know-
ledee, 311, 312 ; considers mar-
riage unnecessary,321 ; censures
popular government, 323; donbts
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ANY

popular faith, 328 ; assails mys-
teries, 350; makes happiness
the end of philosophy, 347; de-
viates from teaching of Socrates,
375 ; inconsistencies of, 387

Anytus, the accuser of Socrates,
194 ; his dislike for Socrates,
204 ; based on some supposed
persopal injury, 206, 207, 208 ;
a leading democrat, 212 ; a vio-
lent opponent of the Sophists,
219; supposed to uphold ancient
morality, 232

Aphrodite, story of, in Euripides,
17

Apollonius of Cyrene, surnamec
Cronis, 252

Apology, 102; the lancuage of
Socrates in, 80 sifting of men
deseribed in, 126; cautious lan-
guage of, on a future life, 154 ;
moral considerations dwelt on
by Socrates in his, 186; proves
that popular opinion about So-
crates agreed with the picture
drawn by Aristophanes, 216 ;
Xenophon's, 206

Archilaus, teaches that the spirit
returns to the ether, 19 ; falsely
said to have been a teacher of
Socrates, 58

Avehipylus, an Elean philosopher,
251

Arete, daughter of the elder Ari-
stippus, 342

Arginuse, state of public feeling
after battle of, 208; Socrates
hazarded his life to save the
victors at, 226

Aristides, the time of, 232; sup-
posed relationship of, to So-
crates, 63 7.

Aristippus, connection of his teach-
ing to that of Socrates, 156 ; doc-
trine of, 393; founder of a Socra-
tic Bchool, the Cyrenaic, 248,335;
independent in character, 340 ;
his pupils, 342; the Cyrenaic

ART

doctrine his, 345 ; studied Ethies
exclusively, 347 ; thinks happi-
ness the end of philosophy, 348,
376, 386; considers enjoyment
anend in itself, 348, 377 ; theory
of highest good, 392; develop-
ment of hizs leading thought,
349 ; considers feeling produced
by internal motion, 353 ; con-
duct and views of, 353, 362; a
free-thinker, 368 : greatly in-
debted to Socrates, 369 ; not a
degenerate pupil of Socrates,
371, 376 ; has many Socratic
traits, 373 ; dizpenses with
property and enjoyment, 374 ;
deviates further from Socrates
than Antisthenes, 375; his scanty
remarks on the origin of im-
pressions, 375 ; his prineciples
adhered to by Theodorus, 280 ;
and by Hegesias, 881; teaching
reappears in Epicurus, 393

Aristippus the younger, grandson
of the elder Aristippus, 342 ;
his pupils, 843

Aristophanes, illustrating the pro-
blem of philosophy, 29: an
enemy of innovation, 29, 109,
115, 218, 213 ; his play of the
¢ Clouds ' supposed to have been
suggested by Anytus, 204, 207
[see Clouds]; considered So-
crafes a dangerous teacher, 208 ;
opposeshim on patriotic grounds,
210; charges Socrates with So-
phistic display, 222

Aristofelian distinetion between
philesophy and convention, 313

Aristotle, his physical discnzsions,
46 ; subordinate to metaphysies,
41 ; expands the conceptional
philosophy of Socrates, 43, 48,
129;: adheres to Idealism, 432,
50 ; his criticism of Plato’s
Ideas, 50; his ethical views, 47 ;
the ripe fruit of Greek philoso-
phy, 51; influenced by imper-
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INDEX, : 307
ARI CLE
fact Schools, 51 3 introduces in- | Attic prose, models of, 246 : philo-
ductive method, 130 his notices sophy, 32

of Soeratic philosophy, 102, 105,
138 ; agree with those of Plato,
182, 185 ; and supplement-_ those
of Xenophon, 184; his view of
the chief merit of Socrates, 133;
attacked by Eubulides, 252 de-
pies that any propositions are
false, 302; gives logic to the
Stoics, 592
Aristotle of Cyrene, a contem-
porary of Theodore, 345 ;
Avistoxenns. account of Socrates,
50 n.; disparaging, 71 #. 2
Asceticism of Neoplatonists, 473
of Antisthenes, 306 ; of post-
Aristotelians, 46
Asclepiades removes Elean School
to Eretria, 281
Asiatie, the state of Xenophon an
A, kingdom, 245
Aspasia, teacher of Socrates, 53; a
friend of Socrates, 167
Athenian polish, 74 ; taste, 81; de-
noeracy, 170, 193, 224 ; popular
men, 29; ‘people victims, 303
tragedians, 4
Athenians, 199, 212, 229 ; gnilt of,
934, 235 ; repentance of, 202
Athens, central position of, 3;
legendary history of, 28; plagne
of, 28 ; citizens of, 81 ; their ad-
vantages, 81; state of, after
Peloponnesian war, 28, 29, 30;
intelleetual movement going on
at, 55, 56, 184 ; the abode of So-
crates, 194, 231 ; state of public
opiniony 235 ; political infrigues
of, 52 ; not governed by Sophists,
205+ fall of, 219 old constitu-
tion re-established by enemies
of Sophists, 220 ; ancient glory
of, 220; gods of, 215; Aristippus
led to Athens, 338
Atomists, views of, known to Socra-
tes, 48
Atreus, story of house of, 8

Anthorities for the philosophy of
Socrates, 102, 106, 182, 185 ; for
Megarian philosophy, 250

BACGHJE, of Euripides, 17

Bacchylides illustrating the pro-
blem of philesophy, 21

Bacchus, story of birth of, 17

Being and DBecoming, Megarian
view of, 260 ;

Bio, the Borysthenite, a Cyrenaie,
pupil of Theodore, 344, 379
Brucker's time, a turning-point in

estimate of authorities for So-
crates’ life, 100
Bryso, son of Stilpo, 256

GAPTIOTISNE 88 [see Hristic].

Cato’s view of the condemnation
of Socrates, 206

Cebes, 247

Character of Bocrates, greatness
of, 71 ; peculiar features in, 78 ;
irecian peculiarities in, 75, 96

Characteristics of the Socratic phi-
losophy, 103

Charges, unfounded, against So-
erates, 221 ; charges against his
political views, 214 ; against his
moral and religiouns views, 215

Charmides, a discinle of Socrates,
213

Chronology of the life of Socrates,
54, m. 1

Chrysippus, blames Menedermus
and Stilpofor plausible fallacies,
283

Civil life, 166; renunciation of,
by Cynics, 520 -

Cleon, 211, 30
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Clinomachus, 252

* Clouds,” the, of Aristophanes,
sugeested by Anytus, 204, 207 ;
attack Socrates as a Sophist,
211, 216; scope of, 215 ; portrait
in, 216,82 n. 1. -

Clytmmnestra, of Maschylus, 13;
of Enripides, a doubter, 18

Comedians, illustrating the pro-
blem of philosophy, 29

Conceptions, theory of, character-
istic of the Boeratvic Era, 39,
41, 110 ; importance of, for So-
crates, 132; defined, 42; com-
mon to Plato and Aristotle, 43 ;
developed, 48; formation of,
129 ; proof by, 129, 131 ; rejected
by Euclid, 260; developed to
Nominalism by Cynics, 298 [see
Dialectic]

Condemnation of Socrates, 199
canses of, 203 ; not the work of
the Sophists, 203; not due to
personal animosity, 206: real
canses of, 214 ; justice of, 221

Connus, reputed teacher of So-
crates, 57, 1

Contemporaries, relation of Socra-
tes to, 232

Conviction, personal, insisted on
by Socrates, 228

Cornth, 252

Corybantic mysteries, 33

Crates, a pupil of Diogenes, 289 ;
speaks approvingly of culture,
204 displays art, 335

Critias, Sophistic moralising of,
212; fascinated by the wisdom
of Socrates, 184: a pupil of
Socrates, 222 ; the most unseru-
pulous of the oligaychs, 212

¢ Orito, the, of Plato, 153

Cronos, surname of Apollonius,
252 ; and of Diodorus, 253 :

Custom, distinetion between, and
philosophy, 313

Cynicism, traces of in Stilpo’s
moral teaching, 277, 278

oYR
Cynics, 285 ; history of, 285 ; teach-
‘ing of, 292; morality of, 161,
302; practice of, 315 ; influence

on the world, 332; go back to.

Bleatic doctrine, 249 ; depreciate
knowledge, 296; Nominalizm
of, 301; declare contradiction
impossible, 302; necative side
of morality, 311; pesitive side,
313 ; good and evil, 302 ; virtue,
311 ; wisdom and folly, 314 ; re-
nunciation of self, 316, 359, 371 ;
renunciation of society, 320,
380 ; the family, 321 ; eivil life,
823 ; immodesty, 827 ; rejection
of relizion, 277, 328 ; their views
combined with those of Mega-
rians by Stilpo, 276,. 285 ; said
to have studied HKthics exclu-
sively, 845

Cynie School, a development of
the Socratie, 51,163, 248; follows
- the path of self-denial, 374

Cyrenaics, 333 history of, 338;
teaching of, 345; go back to
Protagoras, 249; practical life
of, 362 ; position of their system,
870 ; relation of their philosophy
to Secrates, 370, 375; of their
moral teaching, 373: of their
political views, 375 ; later, 377 ;
general position of, 347; view
of happiness, 46,347 ; importance
attached to feelings, 347, 853,
359 ; doctrine of pleasure, 161,
353; the highest good, 335;
modified view of, 357 ; consider
all notions relative, 349; as-
sumed a sceptical attitude to-
wards knowledze, 349, 352 ; deny
that any pleasures are bad in
themselves, 357 ; admit degrees
of pleasure, 8358 ; happiness not
the satisfaction of animal in-
stincts, 360; philosophy, how
connected with Enemerus, 368 ;
employ ounter world for their
own ends, 374
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CYR

Cyrenaic School, a development of
the Soeratic, 51, 248 ; separaie
Vbranches of, 344; views advo-
cated within, 377

Chyrene, 252

Cyropmdeia, the, of Xenophon,
246

Cyrus, expressions of the dying,
120, 248 ; intimacy of Xenophon
with, 213

A\ AIMONION, of Socrates, AT, n. 1,
82 ; false views of, 83 ; not a
genius, 8%; regarded as a pri-

vate oracle, 85, 90, 97 its field -

limited, 91 ; instances of its in-
tervention, BT ; not the same as
conscience, 92: philosophical
view of, 95; said to be subsi-
tuted for God, 221 : its position
in relation to the popular belief,
230

Damon, reputed teacher of So-
erates, 57 7. 1

Death of Socrates, 201, 202; re-
sults of, 236

—, Socrates’ view of, 180

Defence of Socrates, 197, 198

Delos, sacred ship, delays the
execeution of SBocrates, 202

Delphic oracle confirms Socrates in
his course of life, 61 and ». 3,
123 n. 1; God, 109

Demetriug Poliorcetes, 278

Demosthenes, a pupil of Kubulides,
252

Depreciation of knowledze by Cy-
nics, 202 ; limits to, 204

Destruction, views of Diodorus
on, 273

Details of the trial of Socrates,
195-201

Dialectie, a criticism of what is,
134; the art of forming con-
ceptions, 39; a characteristic
of Socraticperiod, 41; the foun-
dation of Plato’s system, 39 [see
Conceptions, Knowledge)

ELE

Dialectical tencency supreme in
Socrates, 89

Didactic poetry illustrating philo~
sophy in fifth century B.C., 21

Dike, Mschylus’s conceptionsof, 8

Dicclides, 252

Dicdorus, captionsness of, 270;
views on DMotion, 270: on De-
stroetion, 278; on the Possible,
273; surnamed Cronos, 253;
teacher of Philo, 255

Diogenes, initiates Stilpo into
Cwnie doctrine, 254 ; a native of
Sinopeand pupil of Antisthenes,
288 ; uses expressions in favour
of culture, 294: recommends
justice, B09: his asceticism,
321 ; averse to marriage, 322
allows marriage of relations,
323 ; Plato’s view of, 332 ; theory
and practice overlap with, 370.

—, testimony of, to Iine of arpu-
ment pursued in Euclids time,
266

Diotima, teacher of Socrates, 57 7.
4

Dissen, view on authorities for
Socrates’ life, 101

Dodona, doves of, 26 &

Droyosen, view of Aristophanes,
218 n.

DUCATION of Socrates, 58, 57
1,8, 4;58m 1,3

Hgyptian priestesses in Herodotus,
26

Elean-Eretrian School, 280-284 ;
history of, 280; teaching of,
282

Eleatic doctrine of the One and
All, 265, 266; difference be-
tween sensual and rational
knowledgee, 261; revived by
Cynics, 249; also by Megarians,
251

Eleaties, subtleties of, 256; doe-
trines of, 285
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ELI

Electra of Euripides, 16, 17

Elis, 254

Elysium, received mnotions re-
specting, 24

Empedoclés, views of, known to
Socrates, 58

Epicharmus, 21

Epicurean view of happiness, 46 ;
apathy, 47

Epicurcanism, an outcome of
Cyre:nalc Scheol, 51

Epicureans, on the attainment of
nowledge, 46; make personal
conviction the :st-zmdard of truth,
117; fond of slander, 71

Epicurus, placed the highest zood
in freedom from pain, 335;
gave a new form to the philo-
sophy of pleasure, 377 ; doctrine
of Aristippus reappears in, 392

Eretrians, 284

Eristic, Meg'armn, 286: that of
liuuclld 267 ; of TEubulides, 269 ;
of A'.{exmus, 269 ; of DlOdUt‘llS
270; of Philo, 274 : of Stilpo, 275

Fros, a passionate attachment
grounded on wsthetic feeling,
77 ; described, 125, 126, 166

Ethics, the substance of the teach-
ing of Socrates, 133-149, 175,
243 [see DMorals]; inclusively
studied by Aristippus, 346

Eubulides, captiousness of, 268:
writes against Aristotle, 252;
the teacher of Demosthenes, 0;.2,

Euclid, an intellizent thinker, 15?
fascinated by the atiractions of
Socrates, 184; founder of a
Socratic School, the Megarian,
948, 250, 267; makes use of
Eleatic doctrines, 260, 266;
influenced by Heraclitws, 260 ;
sees true being in incorporeal
speeies, 260; a counterpart to
Plato, 260 ; rejects the Platonie
Ideas, 261 ; denies that capacity
exists beyond the time of exer-
cise, 262; substitutes the Good

GOD

fer the One of Parmenides, 263 ;
rejects explanation by analogy,
266 ; eristic of, 266 ; denies mo-
tion, 273 ; makes virtue consist
in prodence, 305

Eudamonism of Socrates, 159, 161

FEuemerus, the Greek rationalist,
a pupil of Theodore, 344, 379;
connection with Cyrenaies pro-
hlematical, 368

Eumenides of Jschylus, 9, 13, 16

Euphantus, a pupil of Eubulides,
253

Euripides, illustrating the state
of thought in the fifth century
B.C., 6, 14; seeptical verses of
233; a kindred spirit of the
better Sophists, 15; contrasted
with Aschylus, 16; a rational-
ising poet, 17 ; despiser of pro-
pheey, 17 ; tragic movement in,
20 .

HBuropa, rape of, in Herodotus, 26

Euthydemus, his view of injustice,
131

Evenus, reputed teache® of So-
crates, 57 n. 1

AMILY, renunciation of, by
Cynrics, 321

Fichte, idealism of, not the ideal-
ism of Plato, 43 ; criticism of
Kant, 159

Fréret, view of the condemnation
of Socrates, 204, 205

Friars, resemblance of, to Cynios,
336

Friendship, 1641686 [sce Eros]

¢ Frogs,” 216

0D, the oneness of, recognised

by Socrates, 176;: conceived
as the Reason of the world by
Socrates, 177; forethonght of,
178 ; identified with the Good
by Enclid, 264
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GOD

God, Socrates charged with re-
jecting the, of his country, 214 ;
Cynic views of, 328

Good, the object of knowledge,
148 ; practically determined by
custom and utility aceording to
Socrates, 1560; Megarian doc-
trine of, 263 ; placed in apathy
by Stilpo, 278; identified with
God by Eunclid, 264 ; Cynic doe-
trine of Good and Evil, 302;
Cyrenaic view of the highest
good, 355

Gorglas, Plato’s, 153

——, doubtz of, 190, 219, 256;
criticism of, 266; a teacher of
Antisthenes, 286, 298, 328

Grecian peculiarities in the teach-
ing of Bocrates, 75, 321

Greece, sweeping changes in, 2;
free states of, 3; gods of, in-
sulted by Tersian expedition,
8; mental development of, 35 ;
change in inner life of, 185;
moral life of, 227 ; attention of,
directed to logical criticism,
266

Greek, mode of thought, 187, 251 ;
morality, 227, 250, 248; faith,
230; problem proposed to phi-
losophy in Socrates’ time, 2;
life involves a contradiction, 7 ;
morality debased, 77 ; peculiar-
ity, 167; progress of, 303 ; pre-
judice against manual labour,
243

Grote, view of Socrates and the
Sophists, 188, 189, 190

Gyges, story of, 26

ECUBA in HEuripides, 17 ;
doubts of, 18
Hegel’s view of the Bawudvov, 47 ;
view of the relation of SBocrates
to the Sophists, 188, 191 ; con-
siders attitude of Socrates op-
posed to old Greek morality, 227

Ls

1DE

Hegesias, a Cyrenaic pupil of An-
tipater, 344, 377 ;: adheres to
the maxims of Aristippus, 381 ;
considers life full of trouble,
382 ; identifies pleasure with the
good, 384; denies the position
of Aristippus, 386

Helen, story of, 26

Hellas united, 3

Heraclitus, doctrines of, conveyed
to Sicily by Sophists, 4; views
of, known to Socrafes, 58 ; idea
of God, 177 ; early scepticism
of, 244 ; view of the phenomenal
world, 260; his doctrine of the
perpetual flux of things, 351

Hercules, patron saint of the Cy-
nies, 307; a dounbter in Euri-
pides, 18

Herma, mutilation of, 208, 215

Herodotus, exemplifying the state
of culture in Greece in fifth
century B.C., 24; piety and
credulity of, 25, 27 ; a friend of
Sophocles, 24 ; but a doubter, 26

Hesiod, verses of, quoted by So-
crates, 223

Hiero, the, 245

Hipparchia,a Cynie, wife of Crates,
289

Historians, illustrating the pro-
blem of philosophy in the fifth
century B.C., 24

Homer, verses of, quoted by So-
crates, 213 ; stories criticised by
Herodotus, 26; explained by
Antisthenes, 331

Horned, the, fallacy, 270

Hypothetical Sentences, view of
Philo on, 275

CHI'HYAS, the successor of
Huelid, 251
Ideal, Scerates not an insipid, of
virtue, 75, 204
Tdealism, 39 ; beginnines of, in So-
crates, 43; of Aristotle, 44; of

DD
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IDE
Plato, 40; Fichte's subjective,

44
Tdeas of Plato, 49, 138
Ignorance, consciousNess of, the

first rosult of self-knowledge, |

122 :

Tmmortality of the soul, Socrates’
view of, 179

Tmportance of Socratic teaching,
186

Thdividual independence insisted
on by Socrates, 162 ; by Cynics
and Stoies, 163

Tnduction necessary to form con-
ceptions, 130 ;

Influence of Socrates explained,
187

To, wanderings of, 26

Iphigenia of Huripides, 16

Trony of Socrates, 127

Txion. story of, 8

]USTIOE of the condemnation
o) of Socrates considered, 214

KA‘KT proves immortality of sonl
by utilitarian argument, 158 ;

resembles Soerates in position,
139 . 1; contradiction in, 158

Enowledge, true, only gained by
coneeptions, 43, 110 [see Con-
coptions] ; virtue copsists in, ac-
cording to Socrates, 141; de-
preciated by Cynics, 203; Bo-
eratic search for true, 123, 109,
n, 1; 110, n. 2; moral value of.

146
__ of Self, the Soeratic, 122
rupretiwy, the fallacy called, 274

ATUS, story of, 8
T.eonidas, 78
1ife of Socrates, 53
Literature, the problem of philoso-
phy solved by, 4

MEM

Love for enemies in Soerates, 171
Lyco, the accuser of Socrates, 195
Lycurgus, 231

MAIETI‘IK.H Téxry of Socrates,
126

Man, Socrates’ view of the dig-
nity of, 179

Warathon, stern race fought at,

inspires Aristophanes, 29
Meaning of words, Philo’s view

~ 10, 281 ; the remembrance of,

\ of, 275

Means, relation of, to ends in na-

Megara, plunder of, 2783 Tdealism
of School of, 43

Megarian School, 254, 285; an
imperfect expansion of Soeratic
%rinciple, 50, 248 founded by
Tuclid, 250 ; primarily critical,
254 ; history of, 250; doctrine
of, 256 ; approximated fo Cyni-
cism, 280 ; merged in Cynigism,
984 ; teaching, 256, 259, 270;

\ ture, 173

starting-point of, 260 ; develop-
ment in, 265
Megarians, go back to Hleatic

doctrine, 249 ; captions logic of,
161, 266, 267; their yviews af
Being and Becoming, 260; of
the Good, 264 ; agree with Flato,

I 265; fond of fallacies, 268 3
later indebted to Cynics, 276,

! 978 ; inconsistencies of, 387

Meiner's view of sources of Bo-
eratic anthority, 100

Meletus, the accuser of Bocrates,
104, 204, 206, 207 ; said to have
snggested the ¢Clonds’ 4o Arti-
stophanes, 204 ; hesitates to ac-
cuse Soctates of Sophistry, 222 ;
aglefender of ancient morality,
232

| s Memorabilia,’ the, of Xenophon,

| 78, 76,179,108, 133, 168, 184

96l; attack popular -notions,.

—_—
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MEN

Menedemus, 282; attempts of
Alexinus to entangle, in falla-
cies, 270 ; removes Hlean School
+o Eretria, 281 ; directs attention
to moral questions, 282

Menedemus, a later Cynie, 291

Menippus, a later Cynic, 201

Menos question whether virtue is
obtained by exercise or instruc-
tion, 314

Method of Socrates, 114

Metrocles, brother of Hipparchia,
a Cynic, 280

Military service of Socrates, 67
2. 2

Miltiades, time of, 232

< Mirror, the, of Cebes, 247

Moderation, the, of Sccrates, 73,
75, 162

Madesty suppressed by Cynics, 327

Monimus, & Cynic, expresses him-
self in favour of culbure, 285

Moral importance of theory of
conceptions, 114; particular
moral relations discussed by
Socrates, 161

Morality, practically determined,
according to Socrates, by cus-
tom and utility, 1603 ineonsis-
tency of Socrates, 152; super-
ficially treated by Socrates, 152;
relation of Socrates to older
morality, 227; relation of So-
crates to contemporary morality,
232

Morals of the Cynics, 302

Moschus, an Ilean philosopher,
281

Motion, view of Diodorns on, 270

Myrto, the supposed wife of So-
crates, 62, 63 n.

Mysteries, spread of, after Felo-
ponnesian war, 33

NATURE, view of, foreign to
Socrates, 136, 138; held by

Socrates, 173-176; studied by,

PER

pre-Socratic philosophers, 39,
47

Neoplatonism the eoping-stone of
Greek philosophy, 52

Neoplatonists, resort to higher
revelations, 46 ; their asceticism,
47 ; later philosophers, 106

Neopythagoreans, 35

New Academy, time of, 4

Nicias, superstition of, 28

Nigbe, story of, 8

Nominalism of Cynics, 298, 301

§ DIPUS Coloneuns’ of Sopho-
GE cles, 13

Olympic goddess, 2 -

Olympus, inhabitants of, derided,
233

Orphic traditions, 19 ; mysteries,
33

PANZETIUS, rejected writings of
Simmias and Cebes, 247

Paris, story of, questioned in Euri-
pides, 17 ; in Herodotus, 26

Parmenides, teaching known to
Socrates, 58, 69; followed by
Euclid, 261; reduced action
and passion to the sphere of the
Becoming, 261; discovered a
contradiction in the Becoming,
269 : attributes assigned by him
to real being, 263 ; proved his
position directly, 266

Party, Socrates not. the vietim of a
political, 212

Pasicles, a Megarian, younger than
Tubulides, 252

Peloponnesian  War, Thucydides’
Thigtory of, 27 ; increasing spread
of mysteries about time of, 32 ;
views of Socrates fized about
time of, 62; fall of Athens in,
219 ; period after, 232

Pericles, art in the time of, 3, 10 ;
the age of, 28, 55

Peripatetic School, 513 connected

DD 2
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; PER
with Aristotle, 52; strictures on
Socrates, 71
Persian War, achievements of, 3;
unexpected result of, 8; Socrates
born in last years of, 54
Persians, battles with, 6
¢ Phedo,” Plato’s, 60, 138
Phmdo, the founder of a Sceratic
School, the Elean-Eretrian, 248,
280 ; a native of Hlis, 280; the
favourite of Socrates, 281; his
opinions, 282
¢ Pheedrus,” the, 50
Philo, a Megarian and pupil of
Diodorus, 255, 274 ; his captious-
ness, 274
Philolaus, Simmias and Cebes pu-
pils of, 247
Philosophic Scheols, permanence
of, 52
Philosophy, problem proposed to,
in fifth century B.C., 2; problem
solved by politics, art, and reli-
gion, 2-34 ; progress of, in fifth
cenbury B.C., 35 seq.
Physical Science not dispensed
with by FPlato, 46
Physics, ethies substituted for, by
post-Aristotelian philosophy, 44
Pindar, illustrating the problem
of philosophy, 22, 23; respect
for natural talent, 23
Plato, Weritings of, 100; his dia-
logues, 101, 182, 184 ; most his-
torical of, 171; his ° Apology,’
180, 216; on the Megarians,
258 ; acrees with, 261 ; and Xeno-
phon as authorities, 100; de-
seribes Euclid’s method, 266.
—, his portrait of Socrates, 102;
calls Socrates the wisest and
best of men, T4; praises his
social virtues, 76 ; describes him
asa perfect thinker, 106 ; speaks
of his peculiar moderation, 76;
his use of the ferm Eros, 77:
his singularity, 78 his outward
appearance, 79; the apparent

LI

shallowness of his diseourses,
81; speaks of the Bdawudrior of
Socrates, 85, 86, 88, 90; speaks
of BSocrates’ aftitude towards
natural science, 138: veils the
shallowness of Socrates’ theory
of virtue, 156; mentions what
told most against Socrates aft
the trial, 206, 208, 215; asso-
ciates Soerates with Aristo-
phanes, 211, 217; his lanpuage
abont Anytus, 204, 206, 207;
valne of Plato’s testimony con-
sidered, 92, 93; his agreement
with Xenophon, 93, 155, 172,
182, 189 ; with Aristotle, 138

—, Plilosophy of, considered So-
crates a deep thinker, 97 ; his
system the fruit of Socrates,
139, 188 ; but more developed,
42, 142, 393; influenced by im-
perfect SBocratic Schools, 51, 52
regards species as living forces,
261 ; dialectic, 271 ; the founda-
tion of his system, 41; his
idealism, 43, 49, 50; advance
from sensible beauty to moral
beauty, 47; essential concep-
tions found in all things, 132;
his teaching conecerning the
State, 47, 170; his physical in-
quiries, 46, reality of concep-
tiom, 48, 60; difference between
him and Aristotle, 50; fthe
bloom of Greek phi!osigphy, 50 ;
influenced by imperfect Socratic
Schools, 51 ; his deseription of
Simmias and Cebes, 247 ; speaks
of Cynic definition of knowledge
as tauntological, 813; his view
of Diogenes, 332

Platonic distingtion between cus-
tom and philosophy, 313 ; ideas,
49

Platonist, Menedemus said to have
been a, 284

Plistanus, an Elean philosopher,
suecessor to Phedo, 281
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POL

Polities, little importance attached

to, by Socrates, 229

Polyeuctus, said to have taken
part in accusing Socrates, 195
e 2

= Poseidon, intervention of, 26

Possible, the view of Diodorus on,
273; view of Philo, 274

Post-Aristotelian philosophy, sub-
stitutes Fthics for physies, 45;
one-sidedness of Schools, 48;
extreme individualism of, 118

Predicate, combination of subject
and, rejected by Stilpo, 276

Pre-Speratic philosophy resting on
tradition, 38; a study of natare
40, 47 ; aided by Plato, 52

Proclicus, teacher of Socrafes, 58

Progress, rapid intellectual, of So-
cratic age, 2, 3

Prometheus of Fschylus, 9

Protagoras, doubts of, 18,190, 249
neeative teaching of, 248 ; makes
man the measure of all things,
117 ; considers all notions rela-
tive, 851 considers feelings the
result of internal motion, 353,
375

Providence, belief in natural, 175

Providential eare of God, 178

Prytanenm, Athens the, of the wis-
dom of Greece, 4:; Soecrates de-
served to be publicly entertained
in the, 201

Pyrrho, his philosophy of doubt,
256; branched off from the
School of Megara, 392

Pythagorean traditions, 19; league,

© 165

EALISM, knowledge of concep-
tions expanded hy Plato into,
299
Reason, God conceived as the, of
the world, 177, 263; the only
thing which gives a value to
life, 311

HOo

Reisig, his view of the character
of Socrates, 216

Religion, the position of Socrates
subversive of, 230; denied by
the Cynics, 328

Republie, Plato’s, 153

Roussean’s wild fancies, 32

CEPTICISM of Socratic era,
118; in Euripides, 16, 18; in

Herodotus, 26; in the masses,
34; an outcome of Megarian
School, 51

Sceptics, despair of knowledge,
46 imperturbability, 47; resolve
troth into probability, 117

Sechleiermacher, his view: of the
Botudvioy, 85; protest apainst the
preference shown for Xenophon,
100: eanon of, 101, 105; his ob-
jectinns to Xenophon as a sale
authority, 184; discovered Me-
garian views in Plato, 257

Self-knowledge, the Soeratic, 44,
122

Self-renunciation, the, of the Cy-
nics, 316

Sextus criticises the arguments of
Dicdorus, 272

Sicily visited by Sophists, 4

Sifting of men, fhe Sooratie, 125

Silenus, appearance of Socrates
compared by Alcibiades to, 79,

~ 185

Simmias, a Theban, deseribed by
Flatg as a philosopher, 247

Simon the shoemaker, writings
circulated under the name of,
spurious, 248

Simonides, illugirating the pro-
blem of philesophy, 21 ; his epi-
taph on Leonidas, 78

Sinope, the birthplace of Diogenes,
288

Society, renunciation of, by the
Cynies, 320; influence of Cynics
on, 332
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Socrates, age of, its inherifance,
86 ; characteristies, 41 ; anthori-
ties for, 105

—. Character of, 53, 213 ; respected
by antiquity, 71; greatness of

character, 71 ; supposed mental |
struggles, 72; purity, 73; ab- |

stemiousness, 73, 78, 162;

political conrage, 74; courage, .

202 ; composure, 202, 364 ; pious
faith, 236; greatness, 236; sen-
sible, 84; love of society, 75;

love of friends, 195, 212, 165,

77 ; imbued with Greek pecu-
ligrities, 75, 77; abstraction,
79, 82; not an insipid ideal of
virtue, 75, 204 ; not a dry moral-
ist, 109; many-sided sympa-
thies, 46; serious sides in, 743
cultivated taet, 95 ; inward con-
centration, 82, 97, 98; a Greek
and Athenian, 75, 96; eccen-
tricity, 78; meditativeness, 79;
absence, 82 modesty, 68 ; sim-
plicity of, 339 ; consciousness of
ignorance, 122, 128, 127 ; flexi-
bility, 318; inmer life, 95;
strength of will, 293; import-
ance attaching to his person, 53,
117: his Soupérow, 82, 67 = 1,
83, 85, 90, 97; his aim to frain
men, 115, 264 ; portrait, 106, 241
his appearance, T8; accuracy
of Xenophon's description chal-
lenged, 136

—, comedy on, 204, 215

—, contemporaries of, 186

—, Ethiesof, 135,173, 241 ; a moral
reformer, 115; ethical princi-
ples derived from the Sophists,
150; scientific doctrine of
morals, 175; defends friend-

ships, 164, 165; utility highest

standard, 148, 8378; value of in-
struetion, 223; highest object
of knowledge, the Good, 148,
263, 264 ; the oneness of virtue
and knowledge, 114, 313; re-
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guire independence from wants,
316 ; Plato’s description of,
156

Soerates, followers of, one-sided
followers, 45, 46, 52, 237, 876 ;
favourite follower, 281

—, language of, 152, 153, 164,
185, 186 ; apparently ridiculous,
80

-—, Life of, youth and early man-
hood, 53, 54; date of birth and
death, 54 2. ; education of, 56
his instructors, 57 #.; manhood
reached before the Sophists in-
troduced systematic education,
56; life begun in trade, 160;
contentment and simplicity of,
65; married relations, 62, 63,
64 ; avoided public life, 67 ; his
detractors, 7l; respected -by
Xenophon, 73; military service,
67 . 2,71 ; personal habits, 106 ;
simple teaching, 231: dis-
courses, 103, 185; society, 211;
enemies, 208; attacks on, 194,
207, 211, 212, 233; charges
against, 211, 212, 221, 230;
most fatal, 218; his trial, 197,
214: condemnation, 201, 208 :
guilt, 208 ; fate, 236 ; greatness
of, 237; death, 207, 236, 286;
place in history, 187

—, Plilosoply of, 251, 254 ; ap-
pearance at a philosophical

crisis, 2; different from pre--

Soeratic, 38; able to take a
comprehensive view of science,
4 had no system, 48, 120, 161 ;
begins with self-knowledge, 44;
aims at life, 53; philosophical
platform, 105; breaks away from
previous philosophy, 113; how
led to the stndy of philosophy,
93; ground occupied by, 105,241 ;
understood the tendencies of
the age, 115 ; breaks away from
current opinioms, 118: value
assigned to them, 112, 130

|
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restricted to ethics, 135, 140;
analytical, 182; opposed to
doubting, 124; his deviation
from original ground of Greck
thought, 232; free inquiry of,
292 : new mode of thought, 183 ;
did not discourse on the All,
135; exzplanation by analogy,
266 ; maxim that virtue consists
in knowledge, 242 ; makes the
highest business of man know-
ing the Good, 249; few definite
opinions, 140 ; mefhod, 121, 183,
241, 242 ; methodical pursnit of
knowledge, 107, 125, 170, 260,
873 ; narrowness of position of,
241 : enunciated a new truth to
his contemporaries, 166; con-
vinced men of ignerance, 207 :
spirit of, 247, 249: always goes
back to conceptions, 94, 121,
49, 285, 293, 296; overrated
knowledse, 261; introduced
dialectic, 39: idealism of, 43;
view of injuring others, 171;
theory of proof, 132; chief
merit, 132 ; philosophical great-
ness, 192

Socrates, Political views of, 229 ;
anti-republican sentiments, 169,
212 ; hich ideas of the State, 168

—, prejudice against, 206, 209

—, principles of, developed by
Plato, 50. 170

—, pupils of, 212, 237, 238, 371

—, relation to the Sophists, 56, 68,
170, 188, 189, 190, 191, 204, 217

—, natural science, 125; value of
geometry, 135; science foreign
to, 138, 173 ; relation of means
and ends, 138

—, Theology of, an appendix fo
ethies, 140; Reason of the world,
176; providence, 178; divine
element in man, 179

—, Writings of, 93

Socratic philesophy, 375 ; asks
what things are in themselves,

s0¢C

41; different from what had
preceded, 39; developed by
Plato, 43, 392 ; leads to Idealism,
43 ; peculiar character of, 44;
imperfectly represented in So-
eratic Schools, 52: Jdifferent
aspects of, 390, 391; scanty
notices of, in Aristotle, 102;
knowledze the centre of, 45,
107 ; disputes about the cha-
racter of, 118; moral views of,
46, 110; comprehensive cha-
racter of, 48; developed, 48;
subjective character of, 117;
two branches of, united by
Zene, 254

Bocratic School, a loose association

of admirers, 68; a branch of,
established by Euclid, 251 ; Oy-
renaic branch of, 338

Socratic Schools, imperfect at-
tempts to expand Socratic prin-
ciple, 51, 392; starting-points
for Stoieism, 51, 248 ; diverge
from Socrates, 249 ; disintegra-
tion of, 390: cover the same
ground as Socrates, 51 ; doctrine
of pleasure finds a placein, 161;
friendship defended by, 164;:
founders of, 248: inconsisten-
cies of, 387; followers of So-
crates, 388; their importance,
390, 391 ; doctrine of oneness
of virtue and knowledze, 313;
independence of wants, 316

Socratic dialogues, 160, 185; doc-
trine of morals, 160 ; education,
244 ; Hros, 125, 127; TEthics,
241; idea of a raoler, 243;
knowledge of self, 122 : method,
126; mode of teaching, 242;
search for conceptions, 49 :
thoughts, 243; teaching, 160,
183, 246; view, 49; type of
virtue, 75; doetrine of virtue,
141; coneeption of virtue, 148 ;
;:ggle, 2328 ; traits in Aristippus,
".
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Soeratic teaching, various ele-
ments in, 392

Solon’s constitution re-established,
31

Sophist, Soerates taken for a, 211;
meaning of the term, 191; An-
tisthenes in the ecapacity of,
286 :

¢ Sophistes,” the, of Plato, 267

Sophistic  tendencies, practical
effect of, 2; teaching, 2, 115;
inquiries, 2 ; influence of, views,
312, 339

Sophists, call everything in ques-
tion, 1; Euripides related to
the better, 16 ; rationalising
spirit of, 26; avow selfish prin-
ciples, 28; introduce systematic
edueation, 56; public teachers,
68 ; little dependence placed in
by Scerates, 67; dogmatism
averthrown by, 113; believe
real knowledge impossible, 1133
meet the want of the age with
skill, 114; recognise unsatis-
factoriness of older culture, 115 ;
caprice of, 117, 118 ; destroyed

- the contending views of natural
philosophers, 125 : ignorance
their leading thought, 125 ; con-
tests with, 184 : made eduncation
a necessary for statesmen, 170;
travellers, 4; impart an electri-
cal shoek to their age, 187; their
relation to Socrates, 188, 189,
334 ; moral teaching of older,
191 ; draw philosopby away
from nature to morals, 192 ;
failure of, 192; their hatred of
Sacrates, 204 ; did not take part
in his accusation, 204, 206;
small political influence of, 205;
rhetorical display of, 217
Sehools of, 219 ; pernicious in-
fluence of, 219; corrupters of
the people, 219; arguments of,

266 ; hold that every object can
only be ealled by its own pecu- |

STO

liar name, 297 ; required pay-
ment for instruction, 340 ; views
on knowledge and pleasure, 338 ;
diversitiss of, 388

Sophistry, a narrower limitation
of Socrates’ teaching, 389; ten-
deney to, 388

Sophocles, illustrating problem of
philosophy, 6, 10; difference
between, and Aschylus, 12

Sophroniscus, father of Socrates,
55w 1

Sorites, the, of Meparians, 267 ;
attributed to Eubulides, 269

Sparta, 231 :

Spartan education, 244

Spartans, Cyrus the friend of,
231

State, the views of Bocrates on,
166-169

Stilpo, a Megarian philosopher,
261; friend of Thrasymachus,
253; placed highest good in
apathy, 278; his captiousness,
278 ; rejects every combination
of subject and predicate, 277;
denies that general conceptions
can be applied to individual
things, 261; an object of won-
der to his contemporaries, 254 ;
learnt Cynicism from Diogenes,
254 ; united feaching of Mega-
rian and Cynic Schools, 285;
his free views on religion, 284

Stoa, Stilpo the precursor of, 254,
285; took the Cynic principles,
336, 391

Stobans, quotes the words of Dia-
genes, 309

Stoicizsm, an outcome of Cynicizm,
51 -

Stoics, hold a standard of know-
ledge to be possible, 46; their
apathy, 47, 118 ; later philoso-
phers, 106; consider BSocrates
the inaugurator of a new philo-
sophical ‘epoch, 101; declare
personal conviction the standard
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of truth, 117; views of indi-
vidual independence, 162, 383 ;
comprehensive system of, 284 ;
secure freedom by suicide, 320 ;
in advance of Cymics, 352

Subjective character of the theory
of Socrates, 117, 118

Superficial treatment of morals
by Socrates, 156

Stivern, theory of, on the scope of
the *Clouds,” 217

Symposium of Plato, 102, 211; of
Xenophon, 75, 80; Plato’s de-
scription of, 216

T_—\LTHYBI 75, in Euripides, 18

Tartarus, received notions respect-
ing, 24

Teiresias explains birth of Bacchus,
17

Test science of truth, 45

¢ Themtetus,” the, 126

Thebans, Simmias and Cebes two,
247

Theodorus ecalled the Atheist, a
pupil of Aristippus, 543, 377 ;
not altogether satisfied with
Aristippus, 380 ; his pupils Bio
and Euemerns. 344, 379 ; wan-
tonly attacks popular faith, 368;
considers pleasure and pain
neither good nor bad in them-
selves, 380, 384

Thessaly, visited by Sophists, 4

Thessalian legend of Poseidon, 20

Thrasybulus, 212, 226

Thrasymachus of Corinth, 252,
253

Thueydides illustrating the pro-
blem of philosophy, 27 ; a mat-
ter-of-fact writer, 27

Timzus of Plato, 138

Timon, 256

Titan in Alschylus, 9, 13

" Tragedians, illustrating the philo-

sophy of, 4

XEN

Tragedy. Greek, involves a con-
tradiction, 7 ; analysis of, 5

Tribon, the, 317

Trojan War, legend of, 3

UNITY, Greek, in Secratic age.
3

Ttility, the practical test of vir-
tue, 125 ; with Socrates, 135

TIRTUE, Socratic type of, 74;

Socratic doctrine that virtue
is knowledge, 141; BSoeratic
conception of, 157 ; Cynic notion
of, 811

ISDOM and Folly, Cynic
ideas of, 314
Wolf, 216
Worship of God, 176

ANTHIPPE, wife of Socrates,
62, 167

Xenophanes, his doetring of the
One, 279

Xenophon, 180, 240; a pupil of
Hocrates, 213; his account of
Socrates, 73, 74, 77, 90, 92, 138,
171, 172, 182, 183, 185, 186, 156,
117, 160, 162 : of the Sawoviow,
856 ; his © Memorabilia,! 73, 76,
79, 108, 183, 168, 184; objection
raised by, 81 ; Symposium, 80,
75 ; and Plato as authorities, 99,
100, 101, 102, 103 ; writings of,
99 ; supposed popular philoso-
phy of, 100; description chal-
lenged, 136, 184 ; true, 162, 182 ;
on nature, 185 ; agreement with
Plato and Aristotle, 182 ; vindi-
cated against Schleiermacher,
184 ; Apology of, 206; reply to
charges, 222 ; sketch of an ideal
roler, 244

EE
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‘Lothair, . Henrletta Temple. The Young Duke, &ec.
Coningsby. Contarini Fleming, &ec. Vivian Gray.

Tancred. Bybil. |

NOVELS AND TALES. Cheap Edition. 11 vols. Crown 8vo. 15, each,
boards; 1s. 64, each, cloth,

g T e T T i e

PUBLISHEL BY MESSRS. LO ‘\zcri}'A NS, CGREEN, & €O, 5

BECEKER {Professér)'—GAI JLUS: or, Roman Seenes.in the Time of Augtis-

tus. - Post 8vo. 75. 64,

CHARICLES; or, Hustrations of the Frivate Llft, of the Ancient Greeks
Post 8vo. 75, 6d.

BELL (Mrs. Hugh)—WILL O’ THE WISP : a Story. Crown 8vo, 35 64
———— CHAMBER COMEDIES, Crown 8vo. s.

BLAKE (J.).—TABLES FOR THE CO\TVERQION OF 5 PER CENT, IN-
TEREST FROM 4y TO 7 PER CENT. 8vo. 125 6d. :

BOOK (THE) OF WEDDING DAYS. Arranged on the Plan of 4 Birthday Book,
With g6 Illustrated Borders, Frontispiece, and Title-page by Walter ‘Crane;
and Quotations for each Day. Compiled and Arranged by K. E. J. REID,
May Ross, and MABEL BAMEIELD. 4to. 215,

BRASSEY (Lady).—A VOYAGE IN THE ‘SUNBEAM,' OUR HOME
ON THE QCEAN FOR ELEVEN MONTHS.
Library Edition. With 8 Maps and Charts, and 118 Illustrations, 8vo. 215,
Cabinet Edirion. With Map and 66 Illustrations, Crown 8vo. 75, 6d.
Cheap Edition.. With 66 Ilustrations, Crown 8vo. a5 64.
Sehaol Edition.  With g7 Tilustrations, Fep. 2. cloth, or 35 white parchment.
Popular Edition.. With 6o Ilustrations, 4te. 64. sewed, Tr. cloth.

__ SUNSHINE AND STORM IN THE EAST.

Library Edition. With 2 Maps and 114 Illustrations, 8vo. 215,
Cabinet Edition.  With 2 Maps and 114 Ilustrations, Crown 8vo. 75. &d.
Popular Edition.  With 103 Tlustiations; 4t0. 6d. sewed, 15, cloth

— IN THE. TRADES, THE TROPICS, AND THE ‘ROARING
FORTIES'.

Cabinet Edition, With Map and 2zo Illustrations, Crown 8va. 75 64,

Popular Edition. With 183 [lustrations, 4lo. 64, sewed, 15, cloth.

THE LAST VOYAGE TO INDIA AND AUSTEALIA IN THE

'SUNBEAM?,  With Charts and Maps, and 4o Hlustrations in Monotong

(20 full-page), and neariy 2co [llusirations in the Text, 8vo. 215

-~ THREE VOYAGES IN THE*SUNBEAM”. ' Popular Editior.  With
346 Hlustrations, 4to. 25, 64,

BRAY (Charles).—THE FPHILOSOPHY OF \U:CE-'-;SITY or; Law in
Mind as in'Matter. - Crown 8vo. 55

BRIGHT (Rev.J. Franck)—A HISTORY OF ENGLAND. ' 4 vols. Cr.8vo.
Period 1,—Medizeval Monarchy @ The Departure of the F\om"ms to Richard I11.
From A.D. 449 1o 1485 45 bd
Period 11, —Personal Monarchy : Henry VII to James 1L From 1485 t0 16?{) 55
Period 111.—Constitutional Monarchy : Willimm and Mary 'to - William IV,
From 168g to 1837. 7s. bd.
Period IV.—The Growth of Democracy : Victoria. From 1837 to 1880, 65

BRYDEN (H. A).—KLOOE AND KARROO: Sport, Legend, and Natural
History in Cape Colony.  With 17 Hlustrations. | 8vo. 10s. 6d.

BUCKLE (Henry Thomas). —HISTORY OF CIVILISATION IN ENG
LAND AND FRANCE, SPAIN AND SCOTLAND. 3 vols. Cr. 8vo. 245,
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BULL (Thomas).—HINTS TO MOTHERS ON THE MANAGEMENT
OF THEIR HEALTH during the Period of Pregnancy. Fep. 8vo. 15 64,

———— THE MATERNAL MANAGEMENT OF CHILDRENIN HEAL’I H
AND DISEASE, Fep. 8vo. 15, 6d.

BUTLER (Sa,muel).—ERE.“’HO\T Crown 8vo. 5s.
THE FAIR HAVEN. A Work in Defence of the Miraculous Element
in our Lord's Ministry, Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.
— LIFE AND HABIT. An Essay after a Completer View of Evolution.
Cr. 8vo. 75, 64, °
EVOLUTION, OLD AND NEW. Crown Bvo. 165, 64,
- UNCONSCIOUS MEMORY. Crown 8vo. 75 6d. £
—  ALPS AND SANCTUARIES  OF FPIEDMONT AND THE
CANTON TICINO. Illustrated. Pott qto. 105 64. =7 :
SELECTIONS FROM WORKS. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d4.

—_ LUCK, OR CUNNING, AS THE MAIN MEANS OF ORGA\I(_.

MODIFICATION? Crown 8vo. 7s. 6.
EX VOTO. An Account of ‘the Sacro Monte or New Jerusalem at
Varallo-Sesia.  Crown 8vo. 104, 64,
-HOLBEIN'S ‘LA DANSE'. 3r
CARLYLT (Thomas)—THOMAS CARLYLE: a History of his Life. By
1. A, FROUDE. ~ 1795-1835, 2 vols. Cr. 8vo, 75.  1834-1881, 2 vols. Cr. 8vo. 7=
CASE (Thomas).—PHYSICAL, REALISM : being an Analytical Philosophy
from the Physical Objects of Science to the Physical Data of Sense. .8vo. 155

CHETWYND (Sir George).— RACING REMINISCENCES AND EX-
PERIENCES OF THE TURF. 2 vols. 8vo, 215

CHILD (Gilbert W.)—CHURCH AND STATE UNDER THE
TUDORS. 8vo. 155,

CHISHOLM (G. G.).—HANDBOOK OF COMMERCIAL GEQOGRAPHY,
‘With 2g Maps.  8vo. 165

CHURCH (Sir Richard).—Commander-in-Chief of the Greeks in the War
of Independence: a Memoir. By STANLEY LANE-POOLE. 8vo. ss

CLIVE (Mrs. Archer).—POEMS. Including the IX. Poems. Fep. 8vo, 6u.

CLODD (Edward).—THE STORY OF CREATION : a Plain Account of
Evolution. With 77 [lustrations. - Crown 8vo. 3s. 6d.

CLUPTERBUCK (W. J.).—THE :;KIPPER IN ARCTIC SEAS. With
30 Ilostrations.  Crown 8vo. 105 6d.

— ABOUT CEYLON AND BORNLO. heing an Account of Two Visits
to Ceylon, one to Borneo, and How we Fell Out on our Homeward Journey.
With 47 Mustrations. Crown 8vo.

COLENSO (J. W.).—THE PENTATEUCH AND BOOK OF JOSHUA
CRITICALLY EXAMINED. Crown 8vo. 65

COMYN (L. N.).—ATHERSTONE PRIORY : a Tale. Crown 8vo. 2s. &7.

CONTNGTON (John) -THE ENEID OF VIRGIL. Translated into
Engl_sh Verse. Crown 8vo. 6s.

' " THEPOEMS OF VIRGIL. Translated into English Prose, Cr.8vo.6s.

00X (Reov. Sir G: W.).—A HISTORY OF GREECE, from ihe Harliest
Penod to the Death of Alexander the Great. ‘With £1 Maps. Cr. 8v6. 75. 6d.

PUBLISHED BY MESSRS. LONGUWANS, GREEN, & CO. o

CRAXE (Rev. A.D.)—HISTORICAL TALES. Cr. 8vo. 5 vols. 25 4. cach. "
Edwuy the Faiz; or, The First Chronicle | The House of Walderne. A Taleof
of /Escendune, the Cloister and the Forest in the

Alfgar the Dane; cr, The Second I Days of the Barons’ Wars,
Chronicle of Escendune. Brain Fitz-Comwnt. A Story of Wal

The Rival Heirs: being the Third and lingford ‘Castle and Dorchester
Last Chronicle of Ascendune. Abbey.

HISTORY OF THE CHURCH UNDER THE ROMAN EMPIRE,
A.D. 30-476. Crown 8vo. 75 64

CREIGHTON (Mandell, D.D.)—HISTORY OF THE PAPACY DUR-

ING THE EEFORMATION. 8vo. Vols. I and II., 1378:1464, 325, ; Vuis,
: IIL. and IV., 1464-1518, 245

CRUMP (A.)—A SHORT ENQUIRY INTO THE FORMATION OF
POLITICAL OPINION, from the Reign of the Great Families to the Advent
of Democracy.  8vo. 75 5(37

AN I\VESTIG%TION INTO THE CAUSES OF THE GREAT
FALL IN PRICES which took plage coincidently with the Dembnstisation
of Silver by Germany.  8vo. G5

CURZON (Hon. George N.).—RUSSIA IN CENTRAL ASIA TN 1885
AND THE ANGLO-RUSSIAN QUESTION.  8vo, 215,

DANTE.—LA COMMEDIA DI DANTE. ‘A New Text, carefully -Revised
with the aid of the most recent Editions and Collations, Small 8vo. 6s.

‘DE LA SAUSSAYE (Prof. Chantepie).—A MANUAL OF THE

SCIENCE OF RELIGION. Translated by Mrs. COLYER FERGUSSON {née
Max MULLER). Crown 8vo. 125 64, _
DELAND {#rs.)—JOHN WART), PREACHER. Cr. &vo. zs bds., 2564, cl.
SIDNEY : a Novel. Crown 8ve. s
———  THE OLD GARDEN, and other Verses: Fep. 8vo, g5
DE REDCLIFFPE—THE LIFE OF THE RIGHT HON. STR! \TI"OT{D
CANNING : VISCOUNT STRATFORD DE REDCLIFFE. By Sta
LaNg-PooLE., With 3 Portraits. - Crown 8vo. 75, 64,
DE SALIS (Mrs.).—Works by :—
Cakes and Confections a la INode. | Puddings and Pastry & la ¥oeda. Feop.

Fep. 8vo. 15. 6d. 8vo. 15. 6d.
Dressed Game and Poultry & Ja Mode. | Savouries & la Mode. Fep. 8vo. 15. 64,
Fep, Bvo. 15, 6. | Boups and Dressed Fish & la Mode,
Dressed Vegotables & la Mode.” Fop. Fep. 8vo, 1s.'6d.

Drinks & la Wode. Fop. Bvo. 1s. 6d.. | Fep, Bvo 15. 61

Entrées & la. Mode. Fcp. 1s. 8vo. 64. |  Tempting Dishes for Bmall Incomes.

Floral Decorations, Fep. 8vo. 1s5. 64, | Fep. 8ve, 15, 6d.

Oysters i s Mode. Fep. 8vo. 1s. 64. | WrinklesandNotionsfor every Houss-
hold. Crown Bvo. 25 6.

DE TOCQUEVILLE (Alexis).—DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA, Trans-
lated by HEnRy REEVE, C.B. 2 vols. Crown 8vo. 165

DOWELL (Stephen).—A HISTORY OF TAXATION AND TAXES IN
\ ENGLANID. 4 vols, 8vo.. Vels. T and 11, The History of Taxation; 21s.
Vols, I11. and IV., The History of Taxes, 215,

DOYLE (A. C‘ona.n) —MICATI CLARKE i a Tale of \Icmmouto s Rebellion.
With Frontiapiece and Vignette. Crown 8vo. 35, 64.
. THECAPTAIN OF THE POLESTAR ; and other Tales: Cr: 8v0. 65,

|
Bvo. 15, Bd. I Sweets and Supper Dishes & la Wode,
i
|
|
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DRANE (Augnsta T)—~THE HISTORY OF ST. DOMINIC, FOUNDER
OF THE FRIAR PREACHERS, With 32z Ilustrations.  8vo. 1ox, ;

DUBLIN UN IVERSITY PRESS SERIER {‘The) : a Series of Works
undértakern by the Provost and Senior Fellows of Trinity College, Dublin,

Abbett’s (I. K.) Codex Rederiptos Maguire's (1.) Parmenides of Plato,
Dutlinensis of St.Matthew. 4t0.=21s. Text with Intreduction, Analysis,
— Evangeliorum Versio Anta- &, 8vo, 7a6d.
hicronymiana ex Codice Usseriano Monck’s (W. H. 8.) Inirodaction to
. (Dublibensi) =z vols. Cr. 8vo. 215 Logic. Crown 8vo. 55
Rllman’s (G, J.) Greek Geometry from Boberts” (R. A.) Examples on the
Thales to Eaclid. . &vo. 105 64 Analytic Geometry of Piane Conics.
Burnside (W. B.) and Panton’s (A. W.) Crown 8vo. gn
- Theory of Equations.  Svo. 125 6@, Bouthey’s (R.) Correspondence with
Casay’s (dohn) Sequel to Eueclid’s Ele- Caroline Bowles. Edited by E.
ments.  Crowr 8vo. 35, 6. 7 Dowden.  8vo. zas.
———— Analytical Geometry of the | Stubbs’ (J. W.) History of the Univer-
Conie Sections. Crown 8vo. 75, 64, sity of Dublin; from ite Foundation
Dayies™ (1. F.) BEamenides of Lschylus, fo the End of the Eighteenth Cen-
With Metrical English Translation. tury. Buo, 1zr 64,
8vD. 75, i : Thornhill's. (W. J) The HEneid of
Duplin Translations into Greek and | Virgll, freely translated iato English
Latin | Verse. 'Edited by R.'Y. Blank Verse.” Crown 8vo. o5 6d,
| Tyrrelll 8vo. 65 | Tyrrell's (R. ¥.) Clcsre’s Correspond-
Graves' (R. 2. Life of Sir Wiillam | enoe, - ; :
Hamiitons 3 vols. 155 each. | " Nols, T, IT and TXE  8vo, kach z25
JGrifin (2. 'W.) on Parabola, Ellipse, | —— The Acharnians of Arisio-
and Hyperbola. Crown 8ve. 65 | phanes, iranslated into English
Hobart's (W, K.} ledical Language of | Verse. Crown 8vo. 1s. ;
&t Luke. Bvo. 1675 | Webb’s (T. E.) Goethe’s Faust, Trans-

Leslie’s (T. E. Cliffe) Essays in Foliti- Iation and Notes. ' Byo. 125 6o
cal Beoriomy. B8vo. 1on. 64, - —— The ¥eil of Isis; 4 Series
Idealister’s (A.) Zoology and borpho- | of Essays on Idealism.  8vo. 105 64,
logy of Yertebrata. 8vo. 1cs 6d, Wilkins’ . (4.) The Qrowth of the
MacCullagh'z (James) Maithamatical | Homeric Poams, 8vo. &g, i
~and other Tvacis. Bvo. rge

EWALD (Heinrich)—THE ANTIOUITIES OF ISRAEL, 8vo. 125 6.

THE HISTORY OF ISRAEL. 8vo. Vols. L and IL 245, Vols. TIL
and IV. x5, Vol V. 18s. Vel VL 165,  VoliVIL 215, Vol. VIIL 18:

FARNELL (¢. 8)—THE GREEK LYRIC POETS. 8vo. 16+
"FARRAR (F. W).—LANGUAGE AND LANGUAGES. | Crown 8vo, 6.

————DARKNESS AND DAWN: or, Scenes in the Days of Nero. An
Historie Tale. =z vols. 8vo. 284

FIRTH (J. C).—NATION MAKING: a Story of New Zealand, Savageism
and Civilisation. . Crowm 8vo. 65, i

FITZWYGERADL (}I_ajor-&enéra;l Bir EI',)--;-HORSES'_AND STABLES.
With rg pages of Hlnstrations.  8vo. 58 p

FORD (Horace).—~THE THECRY AND PRACTICE OF ARCHERY.
New Edition, thoreughly Revised and Re-written by W. BUTT. - 8vc. 145

FOUARD (Abb¢ Constant)y.—THECHRIST THESON OF GOD. With
Introduction by Cardinal Manning. is. Crown 8vo. 145

FOX (C. J.).—THE EARLY HISTORY OF CHARLES JAMES FOX. By

the Right Hon. Sir. G. O. TREVELYAN, Bart. i
Library Edition. &vo, 185, | . €abinet Edition, . Crown 8va, fir.

FRANCIS (Francis).—A BOOK ON ANGLING : including full Mustratee
Lists of Salmon Flies. Post 8ve. 135

FREEMATN (E. A).—THE HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY OF EURQPE,
With 65 Maps, =2wvols. 8vo. 31 64.

FROUDE (James A).—THE HISTORY OF ENGLAND, from the Fall of
Woalsey to the Defeat of the Spanish Armada. 'tz vols. Crown 8vo. [z 5.
——— THE DIVORCE OF CATHERINE OF ARAGON : The Story as told
by the Imperial Ambassadors resident at the Court of Henry VIIL 7z Usum

Latcorum. 8vo, 165, _ ; :

—————— THE ENGLISH IN IRELAND IN THE EIGHTEENTH CEN-:
TURY. 3 vols, Crown 8vo. 18s. el

————— SHORT STUDIES ON GREAT SUBJECTS,

Cabinet Edition. 4 vols: Cr. Bvo. 245, | - Cheap Edit. 4vols. Cr. 8vo. 3. 6d. ea.
CAESAR : ‘aSketch.. Crown 8vo. 35 64.

OCEANA ; OR, ENGLAND AND HER COLONIES, With g Illus-
trations.  Crown 8vo, zs. boards, 2s. 64, cloth.

——— THE ENGLISH IN THE WEST INDIES; or, the Bow of Ulysses.
With g THustrations. Crown 8vo. 25, boards, 2s. 64, cloth,

THE TWO CHIEFS OF DUNBOY; an Irish Romance of the Last
Century. Crown 8vo. 3v. 6d. ;

THOMAS CARLYLE, a History of his Life. 1795 to 1835. 2 vols.
Crown 8vo. 75, 1834 to 1881, =2 vols. Crown 8vo. 75.

GATTL.WEY (SirRalph Payne-).—LETTERS TO VOUNGSHOOTERS,

. (Fist Series.) On the Choice and Use of a Gun, Crown 8vo. 7s. 64,

GARDINER (Samuel Rawson).—HISTORY OF ENGLAND, rfoa-
1642, 10 vols. Crown 8vo, price 6s. each.

——— AHISTORY OF THE GREAT CIVIL WAR, 1642-1640. (3 vols.)
Vol I. 16423644 “With 24 Maps. Bvo. a1r. (owef of fr4ns). Vol IL. 16a4-
1647. With 21 Maps. ‘8vo. 24s. Vol TIL  1647.764q,

THE STUDENT'S HISTORY OF ENGLAND, Vol I 5.a. 55-ATy
1509, with zy3 Ilustrations, Crown 8vo. 45. Vol II. 1506-168g, with gb
llustrations. .~ Crown 8vo. 4 Vol. TIL 1689-188s, with® Illistrations,
Crown 8vo. 4s.  Completein 1 yol. Crown 8vo. 125,

———— A SCHOOL ATLAS OF ENGLISH HISTORY. A Companion Atlas
to ‘Student’s History of England’. 66 Maps and 22 Plans. Feap. gto. g5

GIBERIWNE (Agnes).—NIGEL BROWNING. Crown 8vo. 35

CGOETHE.—FAUST, A New Translation chiefly in Blank Verse: with Intro-
duction and Notes, By JaMES Avey Bmeps.  Crown 8vo. 6s.

FAUST, The Second Part. A New Translation in Verse. By JaMEes
ApEY Bins. Crown 8vo. 6s.

GREEN (T. IL)—THE WORKS OF THOMAS HILL GREEN. (3 Vpls.}
Vols, I and IL, 8vo. 16s. each.  Vol. 11I.  8vo. 21s.

——— THE WITNESS OF GOD AND FAITH : Two Lay Senmons. Fep.
8vo, a5,

GREVILLE (C. C. F.),—A JOURNAIL OF THE REIGNS OF KING
GEORGIEIV., KING WILLIAMIV., AND QUEEN VICTORIA, Edited
by H, REEVE. 8 vols. Crown 8vo. 6s. each.
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GWILT (Joseph).—AN EN CYCLOPADIA  OF ARCHITELTb RE.
With mers than 1700 Engravings on Weod.  8ve. 5zs. 64

HAGGARD (Ella.}.—LIFh AND ITS AUTHOR: an Essay in Verse
With a Memoir by H. Rider Haggard, and Portrait. | Fep. &vo, 35, 64.

HAGGARD (H. Rider).—SHE. With 3= Illustrations. Crown 8vo. gs5. 6d.
———— ATLLAN QUATERMAIN. With 3z Illustrations. Crown 8vo. 3s. 6d.
MAIWA'S REVENGE. Crown 8vo. 15 boards, 1r. 64, cloth,
COLONEL QUARITCH, V.C. Crown 8vo. 35 64,

CLEOPATRA: With 2g lllustrations. Crown 8vo. 3r. 64,
BEATRICE. Crown 8vo. &s.

ERIC BRIGHTEYES., With g1 Hlustrations. Crown 8vo. 6.

HAGGARD (H. Ride®) and LANG (Andrew).—THE WORLD’S
- DESIRE. Crown 8vo. 6s.

HALLIWETLIL- P%ILLIPPS (J.0.)—ACALENDAROF THEHALLIL-
WELL-PHILLIPPSCOLLECTION OF SHAKESPEAREAN RARITIES,
Second Edition, Enlarged by Exnest E. Baker. 8vo. 105 64.

——— QUTLINE OF THE LIFE OF SHAEKESPEARE. 2zvols. Royal
8vo, =I5,

HARRISON (Jane R.).—MYTHS OF THE ODYSSEY IN ART AND
LITERATURE, Ilustrated with Outline Drawings,  8vo. 18s.

HARRISON (F. Bayford).—THE CONTEMPORARY HISTORY OF
THE FRENCH REVOLUTION, Crown 8vo. 3¢ 64, *

HARTE (Bret).—IN THE CARQUINEZ WOODS. Fcp. 8vo. s, bds.,
15 6. cloth.

BY SHORE AND SEDGE. 16mo. 15
———  ON THE FRONTIER, 16mo. 15
HARTWIG (Dr.)—THE SEA AND ITS LIVING WONDERS. - With 12
Plates and 303 Woodeuts.  8vo. 105, 6d. ;

THE TROPICAL WORLD, With 8 Plates and 172 Woodcuts. 8vo. 1os. 64.
THE POLAR WORLD. With 3 Maps, & Plates and 85 Woodeuts,  8vo. 1os. 6d.
THESUBTERRANEAN WORLD. With 3 Mapsand8oWoodeuts. 8vo. 1os. 6d.
THE AERIAL WORLD. With Map, 8 Plates and 6o Woodcuts. 8vo. 1os. 64.

HAVELOCE.—MEMOIRS OF SIR HENRY HA\:LLOLK K.C.B. By
Jouy CLARK MaRSHMAN. Crown 8vo. 3r. 64.

HEARN (W. Edward). _THE @OVERNMENT OF ENGLAND: its
Striecture and its Development.  Bvo. 165

THE ARYAN HOUSEHOLD: its Slruct_ure and s Dm‘elo;.nuent..
An Introduction to Comparative Jurisprudence.  Bvo. 165

HISTORIC TOWNS, EditedbyE. A FREEMAN and Rev. WILLIAM HUNT,
With Maps and Plans.  Crown 8vo. 3s. 64, each,

Bristol. By Rev, W. Hunt. Winchester. By Rev. G. W. Kitchin,
Carlisle. Ey Dr. Mandell Creighton. New York, By Theodore Roosevelt.
Cingue Ports. By Montagn Burrows. | - Boston (U.8). By Henry Cabot
Colchester. By Rev. E. 1., Cutts. Lodge.
Exater. By E.A. Freeman. York, By Rev. James Raine.
London. By Rev. W, J. Loftie, [ preparation,
Oxford. By Rev. C. W. Boase.

PUBLISHED BY MESSRS. LONGMANS, GREEN, & C'O; S n

HODGSON (S8hadworth IL).—TIME AND SPACE: kS ,B-Tcta.!.\hvsca]
Essay, @&vo. 165

———— THE THEORY OF PRACTICE; an Ethical Enquiry. 2 vols. 8vo. 245.

————— THE PHILOSOPHY OF REFLECTION. =z vols. 8vo. 215,

—glngUT'CAST ESSAYS AND VERSE TRANSLATIONS. Crown 8vo.

HOWITT (William).—VISITS TO REMARKABLE PLACES. 8o Ilus-
trations. 'Crown Svo. 35. 64.

HUILLAM (John).—COURSE OF LECTURES ON THE HISTORY OF
MODERN MUSIC. 8vo. 8:. 64.

COURSE OF LECTURES ON THE TRANSITION PERIOD OF
MUSICAL HISTORY. 8vo. 10s. 6.

HUME.—THE PHILOSOPHICAL WORKS OF DAVID HUME. Edited
by T. H. GREEN and T. H. GROSE.. 4 vols. 8vo, 56s.

HUTCHINSON {Horace) —CREATURES OF (.IRCU‘\ISIANCE a
Noyel. 3 vols. Crown 8vo. 255, 6d.

FAMOUS GOLF LINKS. By HorAck G. HUTCHINSON, ANDREW

Lawg, H. S, C. EvERARD, T. RUTHERFORD CLARE, &c. With numerous

Ilustrations by F. P. Hopkins, T, Hodges, H. S, Klug_. &o. - Crown '8vo. b

HUTH (Alfred H.).—THE MARRIAGE OF NEAR KIN. Royal 8va. 215

INGELOW (Jean).—POETICAL WORKS. Vols. IL'and 11, Fep. 8vo.
125, Vol 111 Fep. Bvo, g5
LYRICAL AND OTHER POEMS. Selected from the Writings of
JEAN INGELOW. Fcp. 8vo. 25. 64, cloth plain, 3s. cloth gilt,

VERY ¥YOUNG and QUI’IE ANOTHER STORY : Two Storles,
Crown 8vo. 6.

JAMESON (Mrs.).—SACRED AND LEGENDARY ART. With 1g Etch-
ings and 187 Woodcuts. 3 vols. 8vo. 2os. mef,

LEGENDS OF THE MADONNA, the Virgin Mary as represented in
Sacred and Legendary Art. 'With 27 Etchings and 165 Woodents. 8vo. 1os.zef.
-—— LEGENDS OF THE MONASTIC ORDERS., With 1z Etchings and
88 Woodcuts. 8vo. 1os. zet.

HISTORY OF OUR LORD. His Types and Precursors.. Completed by
LADY EASTLAKE. With 31 Etchings and 281 Woodcuts. = vols. 8vo, zos 'nel

JEFFERIES (Riehard).n-l"liil,lj AND HEDGEROW. Last Essays.
Crowi Bvo, 34 6d.

- THESTORY OF MY HEART : My Autobiography. Crown8vo. 3s. 6.

JENNINGS (Rev. A. C.).—ECCLESIA ANGLICANA.. A History of the
Church of Christ in England. Crown Svo. 7. 6d.
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JESSOP (G. H.).—JUDGE LYNCH: a Tale of the California Vineyards.
Crown 8vo. 65 ;
JOHNSON (J. & J. H.).- THE PATENTEES MANUAL; a Treatisd on
- the Law and Practice of Letters FPatent. 8vo. 1os. 64,

JORDAN (William Leighton).—THE STANDARD OF VALUE. 8vo.6s.

JUSTINIAN.THE INSTITUTES OF JUSTINIAN ; Latin Text, with
English Introduetion, &c. By THOMAS C. SANDARS.  8vo. 185,

KALISCH (M. M.).—BIBLE STUDIES. Part L The Prophecies of
Balaam. 8vo. zos. 6d. Part II. The Book of Jonah. 8vo. 1o, 64,

EKALISCH(M. M.).—COMMENTARY ON THE OLD TESTAMENT : with
a New Translation. Vol. 1. Genesis, 8vo, 185, or adapted for the General
Reader, 125, Vol. IL.  Exodus, 155, or adapted for the General Reader. 125,
Vol. III. Leviticus, Part I. 1ss, or adapted for the General Reader, 8s.
Val. IV. Leviticus, Part II. 155, oradapted for the General Eeader, 815

KANT (Immanuel). —CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON, AND
OTHER WORKS ON THE THEORY OF ETHICS,  8vo. ter, Ad.

—— INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC. Translated by T. K. Abbott. Notes
by 8. T. Coleridge. = 8vo. 6s,

KENNEDY (Arthur Clark).—PICTURES IN RHYME, With 4 Iliu=-
trations by Maurice Greiffenhagen. Crown Svo. és.

KILLICK (Rev. A. H)—HANDBOOK TO MILL'S SYSTEM OF
LOGIC. Crown 8vo. gs. &d. : :

EKNIGHT (E. F.). —THE CRUISE OF THE ‘ALERTE; the Narrative of
a Search for Treasure on the Desert Island of Trinidad. With = Maps and
23 Dlustrations.  Crown 8va. 105, 6. }

———— SAVE ME FROM MY FRIENDS: a Novel. Crown 8va. 6s

LADD (George T.).—ELEMENTS OF PHYSIOLOGICAL PSYCHO-
LOGY. B8vo. 2z
—— OUTLINES OF PHYSIOLOGICAL PSYCHOLOGY. . A Text-Book
of Mental Science for Academies and Colleges. 8vn. 155
LANG (Andrew).—CUSTOM AND MYTH: Studies of Early Usage and
Belief. With 15 ustrations. Crown 8ve. 75 6d. : -
———— BOOKS AND BOOKMEN. With 2 Coloured Plates and 17 Ilustra-
tions, Crown 8vo. 6s. 6d. .
GRASS OF PARNASSUS. A Volume of Selected Verses. Fcp. 8vo..6s.
————— BALLADS OF BOOKS. Edited by ANDREW LANG. - Fcp. 8vo. 65
THE BLUE FAIRY BOOEK. Edited by Axprew Lanc. With 8
Plates and r3o Hlustrations in the Text. Crown 8vo. 65
—— THERED FAIRY BOOK. Fdited by ANDREW LANG.  With 4 Plates
. and g6 Illustrations in the Text. Crown 8vo. 6
< THE BLUE POETRY BEOOK. « With 12 Plates and §8 Hlustrations in
the Text. Crown 8vo. fr. ’
ANGLING SKETCHES,  With Tllustrations by W, G. Burn-
-MurpocH. Crown 8vo! 75 64,

LAVISSE (Ernest)—GINERAL VIEW OF THE POLITICAL HIS-
TORY OF EUROPE.

@

PUBLISHED BV MESSRS. LONGMANS, GREEN, & CO, 13

LAVARD (Nina F.).—POEMS. Crown 8vo. 6.

LECKY (W.E.H).—~HISTORY OF ENGLAND IN THE EIGHTEENTH
CENTURY. 8yn. Vols. I. and IL ryc0-1560, 365, Vols, TI1. and IV.
I760-1784. 365, Vals V. and VI. 1784-1703. 365, Vols, VIL and VIII,
1703-1800. 365,

———— THE HISTORY OF EURQOPEAN MORALS FROM AUGUSTUS
TO CHARLEMAGNE, 2 vols. Crown 8vo. 16,

~——— HISTORY OF THE RISE AND INFLUENCE OF THE SPIRIT
OF RATIONALISM IN EUROPE. = vols, Crown 8¢o. 16s.

— POEMS. Feap. 8vo. z-

. LEES (1. A) and CLUTTERBUCK (W. J.).—s.c. 1887, A RAMBLE

IN BRITISH COLUMBIA. With Map and o3 lilustratiens. . Cr. 8vo. 65.
LEGER (Louis)—A HISTORY OF AUSTRO-HUNGARY. From the
Earliest Time to the year 1885, With Preface by E.A. Freeman. Cr. 8vo. 105, 6.

LEWES (George Henry).—THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY. from
Thales to Comte. zvos, 8vo. 325,

LIDDELI: (Colonel R. T.).—MEMOIRS OF THE TENTH ROVAL
HUSSARS. With Numerous Illustrations, 2 vols, Imperial 8vo, 635
LONGMAN (Frederick W.).—CHESS OPENINGS. Fep. Svo, 25 64,
FREDERICK THE GREAT AND THE SEVEN YEARS WAR.
Fep. 8vo. 25, 6.

LONGMORTE (Sir T,),—RICHARD WISEMAN, Surgeon and Sergeant-
Surgeon to Charles IT. ~ A Biographical Study. With Portrait, :

LOUDON (J. C.).—ENCYCLOP/EDIA OF GARDENING. With 1ooo

Woodcuts. 8vo. 211,

o ———— ENCYCLOPEDIA OF AGRICULTURE; the Laying-out, Improve-

ment, and Management of Landed Property.  With rroo Woodents, Svo, 215
— - — ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PLANTS; the Specific Character, &c,, of all
Plants found in Great Britain,  With 12,000 Woodctits, | 8vo. 425,
LUBBOCK (8ir J.)— THE ORIGIN OF CIVILISATION and the Primitive
Condition of Man. ~ With ¢ Plates and zo Ilustrations in the Text. 8vo. 18s
LYALL ({Zlﬁldna).u'l'HE AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF A SLANDER. Fep. 8vo.
18, sewed.

LYDE (Lionel W.).—AN INTRODUCTION TO ANCIENT 'HISTORY.
ith 3 Coloured Maps, Crown 8vo. 3. -

MACAULAY (Lord)—COMPLETE WORKS OF LORD MACAULAY.
Library Edition, 8 vols. 8vo, £z s Cafinet Edition, 15 vels. post 8vo.
4 Ths. j
— -~ HISTORY OF ENGLAND FROM THE ACCESSION OF TAMES
THE SECOND, A
FPopular Edition, 2 vols. Crown 8vo. cr. | People’s Edition, 4 vols. Crown 8vo, 16s.
Student’s Edition, 2 vols. Crown 8vo, |~ Cabinet Edition, & vols. Post 8vo. 48s.
T2s. ! Library Edition, 5 vols. 8vo. [,
CRITICAL 'AND HISTORICAL FESSAYS, WITH LAYS OF
ANCIENT ROME, in 1 volume. | ;
Popular Edition, Crown 8vo. 25 64, I Authorised Edition, Crown 8ve. 2n
| 6d., or 3+ 6d. gilt edges.
[Continued.
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MACAULAY (Liord).—ESSAYS (corz‘mfzed}
————— CRITICAL AND HISTORICAL ESSAVS.
Student’s Edition.  Crown 8vo. 6s. | Trevelyan Edition,zvels. Crawn 8vo.gs.
People’s Edition, 2 vols. Crown 8vo. 84, i Cabinet Edition, 4 vols. Post 8vo. 245
Library EdztaonJ 3 vols: Bvo: 365
ESSAVYS whichmay be had separately, price 64, eachsewed. £s. eacheloth,
Addison and Walpole. ERanke and Gladstone.

Frederic the Great. Milton and Machiavelli.
Croker’s Boswell’s Johnsen, Lord Bacon.
Hallam’s Constitutional History. Lord Clive.

Warren Hastings(37. sewed, 64, eloth). Lord Byron, and the Comic Drama-
The Earl of Chatham {Tvm Easays). tists of the Restoration.

The Essay on Warren Hastings,anno- The Essay on Lord Clive, annotated by
tated by S. Hales.. Fep. 8vo. 1s. 6d. H.Courthope Bowen, Fep.8vo.zr 64

SPEECHES. People's Edition, Crowr 8vo. 2s. 64.

———— LAVS OF ANCIENT ROME, &c. Tllustrated by G. Scharf, Library

Fdition. Fep. gto. 105 64, ;

Bijou Edition, 18me. 25. 64 gilt top. Popular Edition, Fep. 4to. 6d. sewed,
e 1s. cloth:

Tllustrated by J. B. Weguelin,  Crown

Bvo. 3s. 6d. gilt edges.

[ Annotated Edition, Fep. 8vo. 5. sewed,
Cabinet Fdition, Post 8vo. 35 6d. 1 15 B eloth,

— . MISCELLANEOUS WRITINGS,
People's Edition. . Crown 8vo. 45. 6. | Library Edition, 2 vols. 8vo, 215

MISCELLANEOUS WRITINGS AND SPEECHES,
Popular Edition.  Crown 8vo. 25, 64. | Cabinet Edition, Post 8vo. 245
Student’s Edition. Crown 8vo, 65, |
—————— SELECTIONS FROM THE WRITINGS OF LOED VIA(‘A[ LAY,
Edited, with Notes, by the Right Hon, Sir G. O. TREVELYAN. Crown 8vo. 65
——— THELIFEAND LETTERS OF LORD MACAULAY. Bythe nght
Hon. Sir . O. TREVELYAN.

Popular Edition.  Crown. 8vo. 2s. 64, Cabinet Edition, 2 vols, Post 8vo. 125
Student’s Edition.  Crown 8vo. 6. Library Edition, 2 vols. 8vo, 365,
MACDONALD (G‘-enrge)mUI\ SPOKEN SERMONS. Three Series.
Crown Bvo. 35. 6d. each
—— THE MIRAC,LI:.S OF OUR LORD, Crown 8vo. 3s. 64.
———— A BOOK OF STRIFE, IN THE FORM OF THE D'IARY OF AN
OLD SQUL: Poems. 12mo. 6%,
MACFARREN (Sir G. A).—LECTURES ON HARMONY, &vo. 125
ADDRESSES AND LECTURES. Crown 8vo. 65. 64,

CEKAIL (J. W.).—SELECT EPIGRAMS FROM THE GREEK AN-
'THOLOGY. With a Revised Text, Introduction, Translation, &c. 8vo. 165

MACLEO&E (Henry D). THE ELEMENTS OF BANKING. Crown
8v0. 35

———— THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF BJ’L‘\E\I\G Vol. L. 8vo, =25,
Vol. II. 145

THE THEORY OF CREDIT. 8vo. Vol. L. [New Bdition iy the Press]:
Vol. 11, Part 1, 45, 64, ; 'Vol. 11, Part II. 105 64

1

ey
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MeO‘ULLOGH 1. R. )a-—THI: DICTIONARY OF COMMEREE and Com-
mercial Navigation. With zx Maps and 30 Charts. 8vo. 63s.

' MACVINE (John).—SIXTY-THREE YEARS' ANGLING, from the Moun-

tain Streamlet to the Mighty Tay. Crown Svo. 1o5. 64,

MALMESBURY (The BEarl of).—MEMOIRS OF AN EX-MINISTER.
Crown 8vo, 7. 6d.

NERING (G. BE.)—WITH AXE AND ROPE IN THE NEW
ZEALAND ALPS. [Illustrated. 8vo. 1zs; 64,

MANUALS OF CATHOLIC PHILOSOPHY (Stonyfuerst Series).

Loglc By Richard F. Clarke. Crown | Ganara.ll&ataphysics. By John Ricka-
8vo. g v.  Crown 8vo. si.

First Principles of Enowledge. By Psychology. By Michael Maher.
John Rickaby. Crown 8vo. ss. Crown 8vo. 65, 64.

Moral Philosophy (Ethics and Natural Katural Theology, By Berpard-
Law). By Joseph Rickaby. Crown Boedder.  Crown 8vo. 65 6d,
Bvo. 55 E Manual of Political Economy. By C.

S. Devas. 65 64.  [In preparation,

MARTINEAU (James)—HOURS OF THOUGHT ON SACRED

THINGS. Two Volumes of Sermons. 2 vols, Crown 8vo. 75 64. each.
ENDEAVOURS AFTER THE CHRISTIAN LIFE. Discourses.
Crown 8vo. 7r. 6. ;

THE SEAT OF AUTHORITY IN RELIGION. 8vo, 145

——— ESSAYS, REVIEWS, AND ADDRESSES, 4 vols. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6,

each.

L. Personal : Political. III. Theological: Philosophical.
II. Ecclesiastical : Historical. IV. Academical: Religious.

MASON {Agnes) —THE STEPS OF THE BUN: Daily Readings of Prose.
16mo. 35. 64,

MAUNDER’S TREASURIES. Fcp. 8vo. 6s. each volume.
Biographical Treasury. | The Treasury of Bible Knomledga. By
Treasury of Natural History. With |~  the Rev. J, Avee, With 5 Maps,

goo Woodcnts. 15 Plates, and 300 \Voodcut.'s Fep.
Treasury of Geography. With 7 Maps 8vo. 65

and 16 Flates, The Treasury of Botany. Edited by
Scientific and Literary Treasury. J. LiypLEY and T. Moonre., Wit
Historical Treasury. 274 Woodeuts and. zo Steel Flates,
Treasury of Knowledge. 2 vols.

MA;I‘TIéEWS (Brander).—A FAMILY TREE, and other Stories,
WO, 7 3

Crown

———— PEN AND INK—Schecl Papers. Crown 8vo. &s.
WITH MY FRIENDS : Tales told in Parmership. Crown 8vo. 6x.
MAX MULLER (F.).—SELECTED ESSAVS ON LANGUAGE,
MYTHOLOGY, AND RELIGION: 2z vols. Crown 8vo. 165
———— THREE LECTURES ON THE SCIENCE OF LANGUAGE. Cr.
8y, a5
e THE SCIENCE OF LANGUAGE, founded on Lectures delivered at
the Royal Institution in 1861 and 1863. 2 ols. Crown 8vo. 215
———— HIBBERT LECTURES ON THE ORIGIN AND GROWTH OF
RELIGION, as illustrated by the Religions of India. Crown 8vo. 7s. 64,
[Contined.
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MAX MULLER (F.)—IN I‘RODUCTIG\T TO THE SCIENCE OF RE-
LIGIOL FourLectures delivered at the Roval Institution. Crown 8vo. 75, 64,

NA'I‘URAI RELIGION. The Gifford Lectures, delwered before the
University of Glasgow in 1888, Crown 8vo. Tor. &4.

PHYSICAL BEELIGION. The Gifford Lectures, deliversd before the
University of Glasgow in 18g0.  Crown 8vo, 1os. 64.
THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 8vo. 21s,

—— — THREE INTRODUCTORY LECTURES ON THE SCIENCE OF
THOUGHT. S&vo. 2r. 64.

— BIOGRAPHIES OF WORDS, AND THE HOME OF THE ARYAS.
Crown 8vo. 7. 64.

— A SANSKRIT GRAMMAR FOR BEGINNERS. New and Abridged
Edition, By A. A, MacDoONELL. Crown 8vo. 65

MAY (Sir Thomas Erskine)THE CONSTITUTIONAL HISTORY
OF ENGLAND since the Accession of George TIL. . 3 vols. Crown 8vo. 1851 °
MEADE (L. T)—THE O'DONNELLS OF INCHFAWN. Crown 8vo. 6.
DADDY'S BOY. With Illustrations. Crown 8vo. 3.

——— DEBAND THE DUCHESS.  IHustrated by M. E. Edwards. Cr.8vo. g5,
HOUSE OF SURPRISES. Tiustrated by B. M. Seannefl. Cr.8vo. gs. 6.

— THEBERESFORD PRIZE. Illustrated by M. E, Edwards. Cr. 8vo. 55
MEATH (The FEarl of).—SOCIAL ARROWS: Reprinted Arl_!cles on

various Social Subjects.  Crown 8vo. 5.

PROSPERITY OR PAUPERISM ? Physical, Tnd: 151:11", and Technical

Training., ILdited by the EARL OF MEATH. 8vo. 5.

MELVILLE (G. J. Whyte).—Novels by. Crovm Svo: 15 each, boards;
1r. 6d. each, cloth,

The Gladiators.
Tha Interprater.
Goced for ¥ething,

The Queen’s Maries.
Holmby Housa.
Kate Coventry.

Digby Grand.
General Boannce,

MENDELSSOHN.—THE LETTERS OF FELIX MENDELSSOHN.

Translated by Lady Wallace, =2 vols. Crawn 8vo. 1or
MERIVALE (Rev. Chas.).—HISTORY OF THE ROMANS UNDER
THE EMFPIRE. Cabinet Edilion, 8 vols. Crown 8vo. 485, Popular Edition,
8 vols: Crown 8vo. 3. 6. ¢
THE FALL QF TIIE RO\IA\T REPUBLIC : a Short History of the
Last Century of the Commonwealth.  12mo, 75, 62,
GENERAL HISTORY OF ROME FROM =B.c. 753 TO A.D. 476.
Cr. 8vo. 75.6d.
THE ROMAN TRIUMVIEATES., With Maps. Fop. 8vo. 25 64,
" MILES(W.A). THECORRESPONDENCE OF WILLIAM AUGUSTUS
MILES ON THE FRENCH REVOLUTION, r78g-1817, = vols. 8vo. 328,

MITL (James)—ANALYSIS OF THE PHENOMENA OF THE HUMAN

MIND. 2 vols. 8vo. 285 :
MILI: (John Stuart)—PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL ECONOMY,
Library Edition, 2 vols. 8vo. zos. | People's Edition, tvol. Crown Bvo. 3s. 64
———— A SYSTEM OF LOGIC.” Crown 8vo. 35. 64,
———— ON LIBERTY. Crown 8vo. Is. 4. [Continued,

TR

e e

Ao

PUBLKSHED BY MESSES. LO.;VG)’I;’AA.S (‘RFE’\ & €O, 1

MILT (J. 8.). -—-G‘N REPRESEN’I ATIVE GOVER \'ME.VT Crowh 8vo. s,
UTILITARIANISM. 8vo. 55

——— EXAMINATION OF SIR WILLIAM 2 TON'
SOPH’Y i HAMILTON'S PHILO-

NATURE, THE U LILITY OF RELIGION AND THEISM. Three
Essays, Bvo. g5

MOLESWORTH (Mrs.).—MARRYING AND GIVING IN MARRIAGE
a Novel.  Fep, 8vo. 25 6.
SILVERTHORNS. With Hlustrations by F. Noel Paton,  Cr. Bvo. 55
———— THE PALACE IN THE GARDEN., With Hlustrations. . Cr. 8vo. gr.
~———— THE THIRD MISS ST. QUENTIN. Crown 8vo. 6.
——— "\TEIGHBOURS With Illustrations by M. Ellen Edwards.  Cr. &vo. 6u-
———— THESTORY OF ASPRING MORNING. With Hlustrations. Cr.8vo. cr.

MOORE (EdW&..t’d)—-D—T\TE AND HIS EARLY EIOGRAPHERS.
Crown 8vo. 45, 6. i £

MULHALL (Mmhaal G-).—HISTORY OF PRICES SINCE THE YE’AR
1850. Crown 8vo. 63

AY (Da.wd Christie and Henry).—A DAN
PAW : a Story.” Crown Svo. 2r, 64, % GE‘ROUS CATE}

MURBRAY (Christie) and HERMAN (Henry) —WILD DARRIE:
a Story.  Crown 8vo, 2n boards ; 25 64. cloth.

NANSEN (Dr. Fridtjof).—~THEFIRST CROSSING OF GRJ:LNL‘&’*ID )

With 5 Maps, 12 Plates, and 150 Tilustrations in the Text. 2 vols. 8vo, 35s.

NAPIER.THE LIFE OF SR JOSEPH NAPIER, BART., EX-LORD
CHAN‘L]:.LI OR OF IREL%M) By Ari-\t CHARLES EWwaLp. 8vo. 155,

THE LECTURES, ESSAVS. i\\ID LETTERS OF THE Rl
HON b[RjOShPIIqNAPIEh BART. B8vo. 12.. 64, S

NESBIT (1.),—LEAVES OF LIFE: Verses. Crown 8vo, s,

NEWMAN. —THE LETTERS AND CORRFHPOVDE’*XCE OF JOHN'
HENRY NEWMAN ‘during his Life in the English Church,  With z brief

Autobiographical Memoir. Edited by Anne Momey With Portraits, o vols,
8vo. gof, met.

NEWMAN (Cardinal).—Works by :—

Sermons to Mixed Congregations. The Arians of the Fourth Century, ;
Crown 8vo. 6s. Cabinet  Edition, Crown 8vo. 65,
Sermonz on Varlous Occasions. Cr, ' Cheap Edition, Crown 8ub, 35 64,

8vo. 65, Selsct Treatises of 8i. Athanasins in
The Idea of & University defined and Controversy with the Avians. Freely
« dHusteated, Cabinet Edition, Cr. 8vo. Translated. 2 wols, Cr. 8vo. Tge.
78, Cheap Edition, Cr. 8ve, as. 64, Discussions and Arg) tsenVarious
Historical Sketches. Cabinet Edition, Spbjects. Cabinet Edition, Crown
svols, Crown 8vo, s cach.  {“heap &vo. 65  Cheap FEdition, Crown
bdmon 3 vols, Cr, 8vo. 35 64, each. 8vo. 3. 6d. 1

HContinmned,
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NEWMAN (Cardinal).—Works by i—(continued).

Apologia Pro Vita Sva. Cabinet Ed., Tracts. 1. D_isscrw.tium:}ﬂ_;,e. 2. On
Crown 8vo.. 65, Cheap Ed. 35 6d. the Text of the Seven Epistles of S

Development of Christian Doctrine. Ignatius. 3. Docirinal Causes of
Cabinet Edition, Crown 8&vo. 6s. Arianism. 4. Apollinarianism. 3.
Cheap Edition, Cr. 8vo, 35, 64. | St. Cyril's Formula. 6. Ordo de

Certain Difficultias feit by Anglicans | Tempore. 7. Douay Version of
in Catholic Teaching Considered. | Scripture. Crown Bvo. 8s.

Cabinet Edition. Vol I Crown 8v0. | g5, pesay in Aid of a Grammar of

75 6d. ; Vol. 1L. Crown 8vo. 55 64.

i Assant.  Cahinst Edition, Crown
Cheap Editon, z vols. Crown 8vo.

8vo. 75 6. Cheap Edition, Crown
35. 6d. each. A 8vo. 35, 6d. :

The Via Media of the Anglican Church, i i :
THustrated in Lectures, &¢, Cabinet Gallista: a Taleof the Th.1'rd Ccmu.g}s.
Fdition, 2 vols. Cr. 8vo. 65 each. | Cabinet Edition, Crown - 8vo. Ok
Chenp Edition, = vols. Crown 8vo. Cheap Edition, Crown 8vo. 35. 64,
35. 6. each, A Losz and Gain: a Tale. Cabinet

Essays, Criticaland Historical. Cabi- Tdition, Crown 8vo. 6s Cheap
net Edition, 2 vols, Crown 8vo. xz2s. Edition, Crown Byvo. 35 6d.
Cheap Edition, 2 vols. Cr. 8vo. 75. The Dream of Gorontius. 16mo. 6d.

Biblical and Foclesiastical Miracl sewed, 15 cloth.
EimnetF(E,;?g’!!anclg‘l;%wgm&; g;r | VersesonVariousGocasions. Cabinet

By Vo 3 2 | Edition, Crown 8vo. 65  Cheap

Present Position of Catholics in Eng | i - ez -
land. Crown 8vo. 75, 6d. ! Edition, Crown 8vo. 35. 6d.

=% For Cardinal Newman's other Works ses Messrs, Longmans & Co's

Catnlogue of Theological Vorks.

NORRIE (W. E.).—MRS. FENTON: a Sketch. Crown 8vo. 65

NORTON (Charles I.).—POLITICAL AMERICANISMS : & Glossary of
Terms and Phrases Current in American _l’oli;jn:s. Crown 8vo. 25 6d.
. A HANDBOOK OF FLORIDA. 4g Maps and Plans.  Fep, 8vo. g5

.NORTHCOTE (W. H.)—LATHES AND TURNING, Simple, Me-
chanical, and Ornamental. With 338 Illustrations. 8vo. 18s

O’BRIEN (William).—WHEN WE WERE BOYS: A Novel. Cr. 8vo.
! 25, 6,

OLIPHANT (Mya.).—MADAM. Crown 8vo. 1s. boards; 1s. 64, cloth.
IN TRUST. Crown 8vo. 15 boards; 1s. 64. cloth.
LADY CAR: the Sequel of a Life.  Crown 8vo. 2s. 6d.

AN (C.W. C.)—A HISTORY OF GREECE FROM THE EARLIEST
OMTIME(S TO THE}.\‘{ACEDON IAN CONQUEST. WithMaps. Cr.8vo. 45. 6d.

OREILLY (Mrs.)—HURSTLEIGH DENE: a Tale. Crown &vo. 55

PAUL (Hernia,nn).—_PRiNCE-PLES-OF THEHISTORY OF LANGUAGE.
Translated by H. A. Strong.  8ve. o5, 6d.

PAYN (James).—THE LUCK OF THE DARRELLS. Cr. 8vo. 15 bds. ;
15 64, cl. : 1
— . THICKER THAN WATER. Crown 8vo. 1s. boards; 15 6d. cloth.

PERRING (8ir Philip).- HARD KNOTS IN SHAK ESPEARE, 840.75.64.
. THE ‘WORKS AND DAYS' OF MOSES. - Crown 8vo. 35, 6a.

PUBLISHED BY MESSKS. LONGMANS, GREEN, & CO. 1o

PHILLIPPS-WOLLEY (C.). SNAP: a Legend of the Lone Mouniain,
With 13 Illusttations by H. G. Willink. Crown 8vo, 6.

POLE (W.)—~THE THEORY OF THE MODERN SCIENTIFIC GAME
OF WHIST, Fcp. 8vo. 2r. 64

POLLOCK (W, H. and Lady).—THE SEAL OF FATE. Cr. 8vo, 6.

PO?LE (zg. H. and Mrs,).—COOKERY FOR THE DIABETIC. Fep,
VO, 25, .

PRENDERGAST (JohnP.).—IRELAND, FROM THE RESTORATION
TO THE REVOLUTION, 1660-1650. 8vo. ss.

PROCTOR (R.A.).—Works by :—
0ld and New Astronomy. 1z Parts,

Studies of Yenus-Transits, With 7
25 6d. each. Supplementary Sec-

: F Diagrams and ro Plates. 8vo. 5.
tion, 15, Completein 1 vol. 4to. 36s. The Stars ir their Season. 12 Maps.
[fn course é’_rf Bublication. |

Royal 8vo. 51
The Orbs Around Us. own 8vo. 55, | Star Primer. Showing the Stafry Sky
Other Worlds than Ours. With 14 | Week by Week, in 24 Hourly Maps.
Tilustrations. Crown 8vo. 55 | Crown ato. 25 6.

N e

The Moon. Crown Bva. gs.

Universe of Stars. 8vo. 105 64,

Larger Star Atlas for the Libirary, in |
12 Circular Maps, with Introduction |
and 2 Index Pages. Folio, 155 or |
Maps only, 125, 6d. |

The Student's Atlas. In 1z Circular |
Maps. 8vo. s

New Star Atlas, In 1z Circular Maps:s|
Crown 8vo. g5

Light Science for Leisure Hours. |
3 vols. Crown 8vo. 5s. each. |

Chance and Luck. Crown 8vo. 2s
beards; 25 64. clath. : |

Pleasant Ways in Seience. Cr.8vo. gs. |

How to Play Whist: with the Lawsand
LEtiquette of Whist. Crown8vo. 3r.64.

Heme Whist: an Easy Guide to
Correct Play. 16mo. 1s

The Seasons Pictured in 18 Sun-Views
of the Earth, and 22 Zodiacal Maps,
&e. Demy 4to. 55

Strength and Happiness. With 9
IMustrations. Crown 8vo. .

Btrepgth: How to get Strong and
keep Strong. Crown 8vo. 25,

Rough Ways Made Smooth, Essayson
Scientific Subjects.  Crown 8vo. 5s.

Our Place among Infinities. Cr. 8vo. 5.

The Expanse of Heaven. Cr. 8vo. 5.

The Great Pyramid. Crown 8vo. s

Myths and Marvels of Astronomy
Crown 8vo. 55

. Hature Studies. By Grant Allen, A,

Wilson, T. Foster, E. Clodd, and

R. A. Proctor. ~ Crown 8vo. &5,
Leisure Readings, By E. Clodd, A.

Wilson, T. Foster, A, C. Ranyard,

and R. A, Proctor. - Crown 8vo. 5v.

PRYCE (John).—THE ANCIF | |*RITISH CHURCH : an Historical
Essay. Crown 8vo. 65 )

oF | : ;
RANSOME (Cyril).—THE . .L CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERN-
MENT IN ENGLAND: beher = Series of Twenty Tectures.  Crown Svo, 6s.

BRBAWLINSON (Canon G.).—THE HISTORY OF PHENICIA. Bvo. 245.

RENDLE (Willilam) and WORMAN (Philip).—THE INNS OFOLD
* SOUTHWARRK, and their Associations. With [ustrations. Roval 8vo. 285,

RIBOT (Th.).—THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ATTENTION. Crown 8vo, 35

RICH (A.).—A DICTIONARY OF ROMAN AND GREEK ANTIQUITIES.

With zoo0 Woodeuts.  Crown 8vo, 75, 67,
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RICHARDSON (Dr. B. W.).—NATIONAL HEALTH, A Review of
~the Works of Sir Edwin Cha.dwir_:k, K.C.B  Crown g4 64

LEBEY (Athelstan).—ATHOS; or, The Monntsin'of the Monke s Wit
Map and 2g Illustrations, Bvo, 215,

ROBERTS (Alexander).—GREEK THE LANGUAGE OF CHRIST
AND HIS APOSTLES. 8vo. rés. :

ROCEHILIL (W. W.}.—THE LAND OF THE LAMAS: Notes of a
TJourney through China, Mongoha, and Tibet. With Map‘s and Tlustrations.
8vo, I55.

ROGET (John Lewis)—A HISTORY OF THE ‘OLD
COLOUR ' SOCIETY. 2 vols. Royal 8vo. 42s. -

WATER

ROGET (Peter M.)—THESAURUS OF ENGLISH WORDS AND |
P

HRASES., Crown 8vo. Ios. 6d.

RONALDS (Alfred)—THE FLY-FISHER'S ETYMOLOGY.. With 20
Coloured Plates. 8vo. 145,

ROSSETTI (Maria Francesea).—A SHADOW OF DANTE : being an
Essay towards studying Himself, his World, and his Pilgrimage. Cr.8vo. 105, 6d.

RUBSELL. A LIFE OF LORD JOHN RUSSELL. By Srrncer WALPOLE,

2 vols. 8vo. 365 Cabinet Edition, 2 vols, Crown 8vo. 125

SEEBOEM (Frederick).— THE OXFORD REFORMERS— IDH\I
COLET, ERASMUS, AND THOMAS MORE. B8vo, r4r.

lations to the Manorial and Tribal Systems, &c. 13 Maps and Plates. 8vo, 165
——  _“THE ERA OF THE PROTESTANT REVOLUTION. With Map.
Fep. 8vo, 25 6d.

SEWELL (Flizabeth M.).—STORIES AND TALES. | Crown 8vo, 15, 67

each, cloth plain ;. 2s. 64, each, cluth extra, gilt edges:—

Emy Herbart. ‘ Hatharine Ashton. I Gertrude.
The Earl’s Danghter, Margaret Percival. fvors.
The Experience of Life. Laneton Pa,raonage Home Life.
K @limpse of the World. ‘ Ursula. After Life.
Cleve Hall. i

"2 S r

SHAKESPEARE —BOWDLEY Ovuls. L.V SHARESPEARE, 1vol 8vo.
With 36 Woodeuts, 145., or in 6N Ckrkr«ﬂ_ vo. 218,

— OUTLINE OF THE  lirz ""E:-;'ESH AKESPEARE. By J. Q.
HALLIWELL-PEILLIPPS, 2 vols. Royal o L1 15
— . SHAKESPEARES TRUE LIFE. By JaMES WALTER. - With 500

Tiustrations. Imp. 8vo. 215

—— THE SHAKESPEARE BIR' I‘Hl'i AY BOOK. By Magry F. Du NEAR.
5emo. i 6d. cloth,  With Photogra; phs, 32mo. g5 Drawing. Room Edizion,
\.\n‘.h Photographs, Fep. 8vo, 105 6.

SHORT (T. V.)—SKETCH OF THE HISTORY OF THE CHURCH OF
ENGLAND to the Revolution of 1683,  Crown 8vo. 75 Gd.

THE ENGLISH VILLAGE COMMUNITY Examined in its Re-

PUBLISHED BY MESSRS. LONGMANS, GREEN, & .CO. 21

BAKER'E (Bir 8. W.) Elght Years in
Ceylon. With 6 [Hustrations.

———— Rifle and Hound in Ceylon,
With 6 Ilustrations.

BRASSEY'S (Lady) & Voyage in the
fSunbeam . With 66 Illustrations.

CLODD'S (E.) Story of Creation: a
Plain Account of Evolution. With
77 lustrations,

DOYLE'S (A. Conan) Micah Clarke: a
Tale of Monmeuth's Rebellion.

FROUDE'S (J. A.) Bhort Studies on
Great Subjects. 4 vols.

Casar ra Sketch.

———— Thomas Carlyla: a History | -
1755-1835. 2 vols. |

of his' Life.
1834-1881. | 2 vols.

an lrish Romance - of the Last
Centyry.
GLEIG’S (Rev, £, B.) Life of the Duke
of Wellington. With Portrait.
HAGGARD'S (H. R.) 8he: A History of
Kdventure. 3z Illostrations.
——— Allan Quatermain. With
“2¢ Hlustrations. )
——— Colonel Quaritch, ¥.C.: a
Tale of Country Life.

———— {leopatra.
page Hlnstrations,

HOWITT'S (W) Yisit&; to Remarkable |
' Plages. 8o Illustrations,

JEFFERIES' (R.) The Story of My |

Heari: My Autobiography. With
Portrait.

——~— Field and Hedgerow. Last
Essaysof.  With Portrait.

MACLEOD'S (H. B.) The Eiements of
Banking.

MARSHMAN'S (4. C.) Mamolrs of Sir

Henry Havelock,

' MERIVALE'S (Dean) History of the

Romans under the Empire. 8 vols.

MILL'S (J. 8) Principles of Political
Economy.

System of Logic, -

— The Two Chiefs of Dunboys: |

With 29 Full- |

1
i

SILVER LIBRARY, The.—Crown &vo, price 30 64, each volame.
- NEWWMAN'S (Cardinal) Historical

Sketches, 3 vols.
Apologia Pro Vita Eua.

———— Callista ra Tale of the Third
Century.

Egks and Gain: a Tale.

—- Essays, Oritical ‘and His-
toricai. =z vols,

———— An Es=ay’ on the Devalon-
ment of Shristian Doctrine,

— The Arizns of the Fourth
Gentury.

———— V¥erses on Varlons Dcna.—
sions.

s = Parothial and Pla.tn Her-

mons. 8 vols,

Selection, adapted to the
Seascns of the Eeclesiastical Year,
from the *Parochial' and Plain
Sermons

Difficulties felt by Anglicans
in i’.‘i‘atholic Teaching Censidered.
2 vols

—_— The Idea of a University
defined and Iiustrated.

———_ Biblical and Ecelesinstical
Miracles,

Discussions and Argumsnts
on Ya_z,rinus_' Subjects.

Grammar of Assent,

The ¥Via Wedia of the An-
glican Church, illustrated in T.ec-
tures, &c. 2 vols.

Sermons hemzing upon Sub-
jects of the Bay. 'Edited by the
Rev. T W Copeland, B.Lh, late
Rector of Farnham, Fasey,

STANLEY'S (Bishop) Familiar Histor
of Bivds, With 160 Tlustratiens, z

WOOD'S (Rev. J. G) Peiland Be~
visited. With 33 Hlustrations,

—-———— Birange Dwelllngs, With 6o
Ilustrations,

Out of Doors, Wrtn 11 IHlus-
tratmns

%,
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12 A CATALOGUE OF BOOKS IN GENERAL LITERATURE

SMITH (R. Bosworth).—CARTHAGE AND THE CARTHAGI\IIANS
Maps, Plans, &e, Crown Bvo. 65

SOPHOCLES: ' Translated into English Verse. By RoOBERT WEeITELAW.
Crown 8vo. 8s. 64.

STANLEY (38.).—A FAMILIAR HISTORY OF BIRDS, With 160 Wood-
cuts.  Crown 8vo. 35 64,

STEET, (J. H.).—A TREATISE ON THE DISEASES OF THE DOG;
being a Manual of Canine Pathology. 88 Illustrations. 8vo. 105 64,

— A TREATISE ON THE DISEASES OF THE 0X ; béing a Manual
of Bovine Pathology. =2 Flates and r1y Woodcuts. 8vo. 155

A TREATISE ON THE DISEASES OF THE SHEEP; being a

: Manual of Ovine Pathology. With Coloured Plateand go Woodeuts. 8vo. 12s.

STEPHEN (8ir James).— ESSAYL-: IN ECCLESIASTICAL BIO-
GRAPHY. Crown 8vo. 75 6d: ;

STEPHENS (H. Morse).——A HISTORY OF THE FRENCH REVOLU-
TION. 3gvols. 8vo. Vol L 18 Vol II. 18 [Foi. 4L in the press.

STEVENSON (Robt. Liouis).—A CHILD'S GARDEN OF VERSES
Small Fep: 8vo. 5s.

THE DYNAMITER. Fcp. 8vo. 15 sewed, 15 64, cloth,

——— STRANGE CASE OF DR, JEKYLL AND MR. HYDE. Fep. 8vo.
1. sewed, s &7, cloth.

STEVENSON (Robert Louis) and OSBOURNE (Lloyd)—THE
WRONG BOX. Crown 8vo. 55

BTOCK (8t. George).—DEDUCTIVE LOGIC. Fcp. 8vo. 35. 64,

‘STONEHENGE’—THE DOG IN HEALTH AND DISEASE. With 84
Wood Engravings. Square Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d. :

STRONG (Herbert A). LOGEMAN (Willem 8)and WEHEELER
(B. L).—INTRODUCTION TQ THE STUDY OF THE HISTORY OF
LANGUAGE. 8vo. 105. 6.

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION; an Inguiry into the Reality of Divine Revela-
tion, 3 vols, 8vo, 365

REPLY (A) TO DR. LIGHTFOOT’S ESSAYS. By the Author of ! Super-
natural Religion’.  8vo. 65,

STUTFIELD (H.).—THE BRETHREN OF MOUNT ATLAS: teing the
First Part of an African Theosophical Story. Crown 8vo. 6s.

SYMES (J. B.).—PRELUDE TO MODERN HISTORY: being a Brief
Sketch of the World’s History from the Third to the Ninth Century. With 5
Maps.  Crown 8vo. 25 64.

TAYLOR (Colonel Meadows).—A STUDENT'S MANUAL OF THE
HISTORY OF INDIA, from the Earliest Period to the Present Time,  Crown
8vo. 75 B,

THOMPSON (D. Greenleaf).—THE PROBLEM OF EVIL: an [ntro-
duction to the Practical Sciences.  8vo. 1os. 64,

A SYSTEM OF PSYCHOLOGY, =vols. Bvo. 365

———— THE RELIGIOUS SENTIMENTSOF THE HUMAN MK‘M‘D 8vo,
75, 6,

————— BOCIAL PROGRESS : an Essay. 8vo. 74, 6d4.

——— THE PHILOSOPHY OF FICTION IN LITERATURE: an Essay.
Crown 8vo. 65 :
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