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TRANSLATORS' NOTE.

——O——

TeE following translation embraces Part II. Div. II.
of the vtﬁird edition of Dr. Eduard Zeller’s work on
¢ The Philosophy of the Greeks in its Historical Develop-
ment.’ It is made with Dr. Zeller’s sanction, and
completes the series of volumes issued from time to
time by Messrs. Longmans as translations of the
various sections of that exhaustive work. Mr. Costellos
is chiefly responsible for the translation of text and
notes up to the middle of Chapter VII.,, and for -
Chapter XIX. to the end ; Mr. Muirhead for the middle
portion. In most instances, however, both translators
have revised the sheets. In calling attention to the table
of Corrigenda, which is longer than might reasonably
be expected in a work of this kind, the editors desire
to explain that, owing to an accident for which the
translator was not responsible, the sheets of that portion
of the text in which the greater part of them occur
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were passed through the press before he had seen them
in proof. In dealing with some parts of Zeller’s notes
a certain liberty has been taken with the German text
with a view to condensing the material where this could
be done without impairing its value. The treatise is
believed to be the only work accessible to English
readers which is a complete and accurate exposition of
the Aristotelian doctrine. The student will find ample
guidance as to Dr. Zeller’s plan in the Table of Contents,
which is in fact an index of subject matters; and the
arrangement adopted by Dr. Zeller is so logical and
clear that it has not been considered necessary to

burden the translation with an exhaustive verbal index.
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Addenda and Corrigenda.

Page 74,n.2. Zeller adds in a later note that Diog. No. 78 gives the Rheforic only
2 books, but this is not decisive.

» 129,1.22, Zeller adds in a later note, that many of these may be in great parl;
explained by the supposition that Aristotle did not always write, but
dictated his books.

178, n. 2, for Braniss read Brandis

» 188,n.1, col. 1, 1. 12, for repr tation read opini

203, n. 2, L. 4, insert 199, n. 2

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

» 224, 1n. col. 1,11 11, 12, for a and an read the same

» 282,233, for individual [jud ts] read singul

235, n. col. 2, 1. 30, for apodeictic read assertorial

s 249, 0. 3, col. 2, 1. 6, for there read these

» 2567, n.1, add a further reference to De Ceelo, 1. 10 init.

» 288,n.1, col. 2,11 18, 21, for equality read identity

» 302, 1. 3, col. 2, 1. 3, for corresponds with read assimilates to itself

» 383856,m, 1, L 4, for general read universal

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

» 861, 1n. col. 1, L. 18, omit semicolon

364,1. 8. Zeller in a later note refers to the criticism of TORSTRIK (Hermec, ix.
1876, p. 426), and suggests that the word ‘disturbance’ might be replaced '
by ‘modification.’ .

890, n. 3, col. 1, L. 17, for Fr. 13 read Fr. 12 .

395,n. col. 1,1 9, after (the atsiov) add that it should be capable of ceasing to be

» 400, n. 1, col. 2, L 11, omit not

» ”» » L 33, after word read is

404, 1. 23, for object of thought read intelligible

» 406, n. 3, col 1,1, 12, for do read are

» 407, n. 2, ool. 2, 1. 18, for motion read moved

412, n. col 1, L. b, after xwovv add absolutely

» 415, 1. 18, for forces read Form

» 417, 1. 9, for bodies and masses...related to them read not only bodies and

magnitudes but everything which p them or is related to them
» 427, n, 8, col. 2, L. 8, for masses read magnitudes
» 428, 1. 28, for atter read behind

» 441, 0.2, col 1, 1. 8, for forcible read forced
» 454, L 11, for extension read extrusion
459, n, 5, col. 1, 1. 17, for But read Again
» 479, 1n.1,col 1, 1. 1, after ought add in the converse case
» ”» » L 4, gfter does add not
5 481, 1.1, col. 2, 1. 24, for oppositions read opposites.
» 497,1n.1, col. 2, L 8, for one who stands. .. in front of him read in front of the
: propeller who stands in the line of the axis
» 504,11, for One read The
» 510, 1 2, for has raised read surrounds




ARISTOTLE

AND THE

EARLIER PERIPATETICS

CHAPTER 1

THE LIFE OF ARISTOTLE

THE lives and circumstances of the three great philo-
sophers of Athens show & certain analogy to the character
and scope of their work. Asthe Attic philosophy began
by searching the inner nature of man and went on from
this beginning to extend itself over the whole field of
existence, so we find that the life of its great masters
was at first confined in narrow limits, and gained, as
time went on, a wider range. Socrates is not only a
pure Athenian citizen, but a citizen who feels no desire
to pass beyond the borders of his city. Plato is also an
Athenian, but the love of knowledge takes him to
foreign lands and he is connected by many personal
interests with other cities. Aristotle owes to Athens
his scientific training and his sphere of work; but he
belongs by birth and origin to another part of Greece,
he spends his youth and a considerable part of his man-
hood out of Athens, chiefly in the rising Macedonian
kingdom ; and even when he is in Athens, it is as a
stranger, not bound up with the political life of the
VOL. L. B

i



2 ARISTOTLE

city, and not hindered by any personal ties from giving
to his philosophy that purely theoretic and impartial
character which became its distinctive praise.!

The birth of Aristotle falls, according to the most
probable reckoning, in the first year of the 99th Olympiad,?

! The old accounts of Ari-
stotle’s life now extant are (1)
DIOGENES, v. 1-35 (far the most
copious) ; (2) DIoNY81US of Hali-
carnassus, Hpist. ad Ammaeum,
i. 5, p. 727 sq.; (8) ’Apior. Blos
xal ovyypduuara abrod, by the
Anonymus Menagii; (4) another
sketch of his life, known to us in
three forms: (a) the Bfos first
printed in the Aldine ed. of Arist.
Opp. 1496-98 (which is there
ascribed to Philoponus, elsewhere
to Ammonius, but belongs to
neither), here cited as the
Pseudo-Ammonius (or Amm.); (b)
the Life published from the Codex
Marcianusby Robbe in 1861, cited
as Vita Marciana (or V. Mare.);
(¢) the Lifecited as the Latin Am-
monius, preserved in an ancient
translation, which approaches
more closely to the Vita Marciana
than to the Pseudo-Ammonius
itself; (5) ‘Hovxfov MiAnofov mepl
10D "AptaroréAovs ; (6) SUIDAS, sub
voce *ApiwororéAns. Al of these,
except (4b), are to be found
in BUHLE, Arést. Opp. i. 1-79.
Westermann’s appendix to Co-
bet’s Diogenes, and his Vite
Seriptorum (at p. 397) also con-
tain (3) and (4a) ; Robbe, op. cit.
gives (40) and (4¢). ROSE (4rist.
Lib. Ord.245), before the publica-
tion of (4b), ascribed the arche-
type of (4) to the younger Olym-
piodorus—a guess which may be
called possible but not proven. Of
later commentaries, cf. BUHLE,
Arigt. Opp. i. 80-104; STAHR,

Aristotelia i. 1-188; BRANDIS,
@r.-rom. Phil. ii. b, i. pp. 48-65;
GROTE'S Arist. (1872), i. 1-37,
and GRANT'S Arist. (1877) pp.
1-29. Stahr discusses (p. 5 sqq.)
the lost works of ancient writers
which treated of Aristotle’s life.
We cannot be sure, as to any of
the sources mentioned, what their
basis or credibility may be.
Rose’s view that they one and
all rest only on spurious texts
and fanciful combinations (p.
115) is entirely unproved and
improbable. Their value, how-
ever,beyond doubt differs widely ;
we can only test each state-
ment by its inherent probability.

2 According to APOLLODORUS
apud DIoG. 9; no doubt on
the basis of the statement
(ibid. 10, DIONYS. and AMMON.)
which may be accepted as the
safest fixed point as to the date
of Aristotle’s life, that he died
in the archonship of Philocles
(OL 114, 3), about sixty-three
years old (érav Tpidv wov Kkal
éthKovra, or more exactly, as in
Dionys., rpla wpds 7ois étfrovra
Buboas ¥ry). Dionysius agrees,
but erroneously talks of Demo-
sthenes as three years younger
than Aristotle, whereas he was
born in the same year, or at most
in the year before (in the begin-
ningof Ol. 99, 1, or end of Ol. 98,
4); vide STAHR i. 30. Gellius’
statement (V. 4. xvii. 21, 25) that
Aristotle was born in the seventh
year after the freeing of Rome
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B.C. 384.! Stagira, the city of his birth, was situated
in that district of Thrace called Chalcidice,? which was
at that date a thoroughly Hellenic country, with many
‘flourishing cities, whose people were no doubt in full

possession of all Greek culture.?

from the Gauls also agrees, since
that event is referred to the year
364 A.U.C., or 390 B.C. Soalsothe
V. Mare. p. 8, and the Ammon.
Latin. p. 12, assert that he was
born under Diotrephes (Ol. 99, 1)
and died sixty-three years old
under Philocles. An otherwise
unknown writer, EUMELUS (ap.
Di10G. 6), asserts, on the other
hand, that Aristotle lived to be
seventy; but there is little reason
to follow ROSE (p. 116) in prefer-
ring this account, since his next
words, mby &xévitov éreAebrnaey,
sufficiently show his lack of trust-
worthiness. In fact, as the
manner of Socrates’ death is here
transferred to Aristotle, so is his
age also ; possibly by reason of
the spurious Apologia ascribed
to Aristotle (v. p. 35, n. 3,
infra) and its parallelism with
the Platonic Apologia of Socrates.
But apart from the probability
of this explanation, Eumelus is
completely displaced by the
agreement of all the other testi-
mony,including thatof so careful
a chronologist as Apollodorus.
A reliable tradition as to the age
of their founder must have existed
in the Peripatetic School. How
could all our witnesses, except
this one unknown and badly-
informed writer, have come to
agree upon a false statement of
it when the trath could have been
easily ascertained ?

1 That he was born in the
first half of the Olympiad, or

His father Nicomachus

in 38¢ B.C, follows from the
accounts as to his death above,
and would also follow from our
information as to his residence
at Athens, if the figures are to
be taken strictly (cf. p. 6, n. 3,
infra). For if, at seventeen, he
came to Athens and was with
Plato for twenty years, he must
have been thirty-seven years old
at Plato’s death; so that, if
we put his exact age at 36§ and
bring down Plato’s death to the
middle of 347 B.c., his birth
would still fall in the latter half
of 384 B.c. It is, however, also
possible that his stay in Athens
didnot cover the full twenty years.

2 8o called because most of
its cities were colonies of Chalcis
in Eubcea. Stagira itself was
originally colonised from Andros,
butperhaps (cf. DIONYS. uZ supra)
received a later contribution of
second founders from Chalcis.
In 348 B.C., it was, with thirty-
one other cities of that district,
sacked by Philip, but was after-
wards on Aristotle’s intercession
restored (v. p. 24, infra). Vide
STAHR, 23, who discusses also
the form of the name (Zrdyetpos,
or Zrdyewpa as a neuter plural).
We do not know whether Ari-
stotle’s family house (mentioned
in his will, ap. D10G. 14) was
spared in the destruction of the
town or was subsequently rebuilt.

? Bernays (Dial. Arist. ii. 55,
134) calls Aristotle a ¢half
Greek,’ but Grote (i. 3) and

B2



4 ARISTOTLE

was the body-surgeon and friend of the Macedonian
King Amyntas'; and it is natural to suppose that the
father’s profession—long hereditary in the family—must
have influenced the mental character and education of the
son, and that this early connection with the Macedonian
Court prepared the way for the employment of Aristotle
in the same Court at a later time. On neither of these
points, however, have we any positive information. We
may also assume that Nicomachus took his family with

Grant (p. 2) rightly maintain
against him that a Greek family
in a Greek colony in which only
Greek was spoken, could keep
their nationality perfectly pure.
Aristotle was not an Athenian,
and though Athens was his
philosophical home, traces can
yet be found in him of the fact
that his political sense had its
training elsewhere ; but he was as
truly a Hellene as Pythagoras,
Xenophanes, Parmenides, Anax-
agoras, Democritus, or the rest.
The ‘un-Greek’ element which
Bernays and W. von Hum-
boldt (in his letter to Wolf,
Werke, v. 125) find in Aristotle is
doubtless to be connected not so
much with the place of his birth
as with the characteristics of his
generation and his individual
bent of mind. The full-born
Athenian Socrates exhibits traits
far more singular and seemingly
un-Greek as compared with his
own people and time than Ari-
stotle, and if the typical writings
of Aristotle appear un-Greek in
comparison with Plato’s, still, on
the one hand, this is not true of
his Dialogues, and, on the other
hand, equally great divergencies

are to be found between men -

whose surroundings and training
were 80 closely similar as those of
Schelling and Hegel, or of Baur
and Strauss.

! Vide D10G.i.(quoting Herm-
ippus), Dionys., Ps. Amm., V.
Mare., Ammon. Latin., and SUI-
DAS. The family of Nicomachus,
according to these authorities,
traced its descent,as did so many
medical families, to Asclepius.
TzZETZES, Chil. x. 727, xii. 638,
gives no ground for doubting
this, The three recensions of the
Pseudo-Ammonius repeat this
same statement as to the family
of Aristotle’s mother,Phaistis, but
erroneously ; for Diogenes tells
us she was a Stagirite by birth,
and Dionysius says that she was
a descendant of one of the
colonists from Chalcis. This
connection might account for the
mention of a country house and
garden at Chalcis in the testa-
ment (DIoG. 14). The state-
ment in Suidas, sub voce Nikdua-
xos, that a person of that name
had written six books of Tarpia
and one book of ®vaira refers,
according to our text, not to the
father of Aristotle (cf. BUHLE, 83,
STAHR, 34), but to an ancestor
of the same name; though no
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him to reside near the king,! but we cannot tell how
old Aristotle then was, or how long this state of things
lasted, or what personal relations resulted from it.
Equally little knowledge have we as to the early develop-
ment of his mind, or the circumstances or method of his
education.? The sole piece of information we have as
to this section of his life is the remark of the Pseudo-
Ammonius ® that after the death of both his parents,* one
Proxenus of Atarneus® took over his education, so that
in later life the grateful pupil did the like service for
Proxenus’ son Nicanor, of whom he took charge while
he was a child, and to whom he gave his own daughter
in marriage. Notwithstanding the untrustworthy cha-
racter of our informant,® the story seems to be true7;

doubt the story did refer origin-
ally to his father. The Anon.
Menagii (with V. Mare. 1, and
Ammon. Latin. 1) mentions a
brother and sister of Aristotle.

! For Diog. 1, following Her-
mippus, says expressly: ovveBiw
[Nikdpaxos] Autvrg v$ Makeddvoy
BaoiAetiarpod kal piov xpela. He
must therefore have taken up his
residence in Pella and cannot
have left his family in Stagira.

2 Galen’s statement (Anatom.
Administr. ii. 1, vol. ii. 280 K)
that the Asclepiad families prac-
tised their sons éx waldwy in read-
ing, writing, and édveréuvew, does
not help usmuch, as (apart from
the question whether the infor-
mation is fully credible) we do
not know how old Aristotle was
at his father’s death. It is
doubtful whether Galen meant
human or animal anatomy; cf.
p. 89, n. 1 fin.

* In all three recensions, p. 43

etc., cf. BUHLE, 1 sq. (lege Tpogijs
for ¢Auns) 10 sq. ROBBE.

4 In his will (D10G. 16) Ari-
stotle mentions his mother and
orders a monument to be erected
to her. Pliny (H. Nuat. xxxv.
10, 106) mentions a picture of
her which Aristotle had painted
by Protogenes. There may have
been many reasons why his father
was not mentioned in the will.

5 Apparently a relative who
had emigrated to Stagira, for his
son Nicanor is called Zrayetplrns
and oiketos ’Apiororéhovs (SEXT.
MATH. i. 258).

¢ What trust is to be placed
in a writer who tells us, tnter alia,
that Aristotle was for three years
a pupil of Socrates and that he
afterwards accompanied Alex-
ander to India? (Ps. Ammon. p.
44, 50, 48, V. Mare. 2, 5, Ammon.
Lat. 11,12,14).

7 Aristotlein hiswill(D10@.12)
directs that Nicanor is to marry
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but it throws no further light on that which necessarily
interests us most, the history of Aristotle’s intellectual

growth.!

His entrance into the Platonic School 2 gives us our

earliest reliable data on the subject.

In his eighteenth

year Aristotle came to Athens ? and entered the circle of

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

Nicanor’s death (D10@. 13).—This
Nicanor is probably the same
Nicanor of Stagira whom Alex-
ander sent from Asia to Greece
to announce his consent to the
return of the exiles at the Olym-
pian games of 324 B.C.(DINARCH.
Adv. Demosth. 81, 103, DIODOR.
xviii.8; cf. the pseudo-Aristotelian
Rhet. ad Alezx. i, 1421, a, 38, and
GROTE, p. 14). And the vow in
Aristotle’s will probably relates
to a journey to Alexander’s head-
quarters where he had given an
account of his mission and been
detained on service in Asia. Itis
probably the same Nicanor who
was governor of Cappadocia under
Antipater (Arrian apud PHOT.
Cod. 92, p. 72, a, 6) and who was
made away with, in B.c. 318, by
Cassander, for whom he had done
good service on sea and land
(D10DOR. xviii. 64 8q. 68, 72, 76).
The dates agree exactly with
what we know of Pythias, as
to whom see p. 20, n. 8, infra.

' We know nothing of the
age at which Aristotle came to
Proxenus, nor of the manner or
place of his education, for it
was probably not at Atarneus
—see above, p. 5, n. 5.

2 A silly story in Ps. Amm. 44,
V. Marc. 2, and Ammon. Latin.11
relates that he was sent by the
Delphic Oracle.

3 APOLLODOR. ap. DIoG. 9:
wapaBareiv 3¢ TAdrwwe, kal Bia-
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Plato’s scholars,! to which he continued to belong for

Tplyas wap' abr§ elkoow &y, énta
kal 3éxka érdv ovordvra. This
testimony seems to be the basis
of the statements of Dionysius
(p- 728) that he came to Athens
in his eighteenth year, of Diogenes
6, that he came érrakaidexérys,
and of the three recensions of
the Ammonius Life that he came
érraxaibexa érdv yevduevos. We
have also the chronology of
Dionjy sius, who places his arrival
in the archonship of Polyzelos
(366-7 B.C. Ol. 103, 2), while the
statement (V. Mare. 3, Ammon.
Latin. 12) that he came in the
archonship of Nausigenes (Ol.
103, 1) takes us to the middle
of his seventeenth year instead
of the completion of it. Ense-
bius in his Chronicle knows that
he arrived at seventeen, but
places the event erroneously in
Ol. 104, 1.—The statement of
Eumelus (apud D10gG. 6) that he
was thirty years old when he met
Plato is combined by Grote (p.
3 sq.) with the accounts of Epi-
curus and Timeeus as to his dis-
solute youth (cf. infra), but
without deciding between the
two accounts. We bave already
seen how little credit attaches to
Eumelus’ account of Aristotle’s
age and manner of death (p. 2,
n. 2) ; but the two statements are
connected and fall together, for,
as Aristotle composed an elegy
and the Dialogue named Eudemus
in memory of a fellow-student,
Eudemus of Cyprus (p. 11, n. 4,
infra), who went to Sicily with
Dion in 857 B.C. and was killed
there, it follows that Aristotle, if
he were thirty when he came to
Athens, would have been born
several years before 384.—We do

not know, moreover, when Eume-
lus lived, or from whom he got
his information. If, as is possi-
ble, he be Eumelus the Peripa-
tetic, whose Mepl 7is épxalas
kwpupdias is quoted by a scholiast
to Alschines’ Zimarch. (ed. Bek-
ker, Abh. d. Berl. Akad. 1836,
Hist.-phil. K1.230, § 39; cf. ROSE,
Arist. Libr. Ord. 113), he would
belong to the Alexandrine, or
possibly even the post-Alexan-
drine period. In no case, as
above shown, can he merit our
confidence. Asto Epicurus and
Timzus vide p.9, n. 1,infra.—The
Vita Marciana finds it necessary
to refute the story that Aristotle
came to Plato in his fortieth year.
The Latin Ammonius reproduces
this in a still more absurd form,
to which he adapts other parts
of his story; for he says that it
was thought by many that Ari-
stotle remained forty years with
Plato. His translation ¢ xl1 annis
immoratus est sub Platone’ pro-
bably means that the text of the
archetype was u' &y yeyovds Ay
oxd TIAdrwwe, or p' éradv v évbi-
érpiBev, &c. If the latter be sup-
posed, the mistake might well
have arisen by the dropping out
of &v in the translator’s MS.

! Plato himself was probably
at the moment absent on his
second Sicilian journey (vide
ZELLER, Plato, p. 32). Stahr
(p. 43) suggests that the above-
mentioned statement that he was
three years with Socrates and
afterhisdeath followed Plato (Ps.
Amm. 44,50, V. Mare. 2, Ammon.
Lat. 11, 12, OLYMPIOD. in Gorg.
42)arose from amisunderstanding
of this circumstance. The arche-
type may have contained the
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twenty years until the master died.! It would have
been of the greatest value if we could have known
in detail something of this long period of preparation,
in which the foundations of his extraordinary learning
and of his distinctive philosophical system must have
been laid. Unhappily our informants pass over all the
important questions as to the movement and history of
his mental development in absolute silence, and enter-
tain us instead with all manner of evil tales as to his
life and character. One of these writers had heard that
he first earned his bread as a quack-doctor.? Another
alleges that he first squandered his patrimony, then in
his distress went into military service, afterwards, being
unsuccessful, took to selling medicines, and finally took

refuge in Plato’s school.?

statement that Aristotle spent
three years in Athens without
hearing Plato, in attending other
Socratic teachers, for whom the
transcriber erroneously inserted
the name of Socrates himself.
On a similar supposition, we
might guess that the archetype
said that in Plato’s absence,
Aristotle was with Xenoorates:
or with Jsoorates, whose name is
often confused with Socrates.
It seems more probable, how-
ever, that the origin of the error
lay in the remark in a letter to
Philip (whether genuine or spu-
rious) mentioned in the Vita
Marciana and the Latin Ammo-
nius, to the effect that Aristotle
made Plato’s acquaintance in his
twentieth year—perhaps because
Plato then returned from Sicily,
perhaps because Aristotle had till
then been of the school of
Isocrates.

This gossip, however, was

! Cf. p. 6, n. 3, and Dionysius,
ut supra: ovorafels TIAdrow
xpbvov elkooaerij Siérpupe odv adr.
or as in Amm., Tolry clverrw
&y elxoot.

? ARISTOCL. ap. EUS. Prep.
Bo. xv. 2, 1: was & 1is dwodétarro
Tiualov 1ot TavpoueviTou Aéyovros
& tals loroplus, &ddtov Oipas
abdrdy larpelov kal Tds Tuxoboas
(hiatus) &y¢ tiis HAwlas xAeioa.
The same is more fully cited from
Timeus by PoLyB. xii. 7, and
SUIDAS, sub v. *Apirroréans.

3 Aristocl. u¢ a: wds yap
oldy Te, xabdwep pnoly Emixovpos év
0 wepl Tav émirndevudrwy ém-
oToAf), véov pdv Svra xaragpayew
alrdv Thy warppav obolay, Exeira
8¢ éxl 70 oTparebeclas auvedabal,
Kakds 3¢ xpdrrovra &y Tobros ¢xl
70 apuakoxwAely éAOeiv, ¥xera
dvawentauévov Tod MAdrwros wepi-
wdrov i1, xapakaBeiv abrdv (lego,
according to Athen. wapaBaieiy
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rightly rejected even by Aristocles.!

Greater weight

attaches to the story of the breach between Plato and
his scholar which is said to have occurred some time before
the former died. So early a writer as Eubulides the

abrdv, scil. eis Tdv wepiwarov): cf.
the same passage quoted in
similar words, apud ATHEN. viii.
364, apud D10G. X. 8, and less
closely apud ELIAN. V. H.v. 9.

! In the first place, it is with-
out any reliable authority. Even
in antiquity no other testimony
than Epicurus and Timaus is
known, and except these two,
none, a8 Athensus expressly re-
marks, even of Aristotle’s bitter-
est opponents mentioned these
stories. Timszus’s reckless slan-
derousness, however, is well
known, and he was embittered
against Aristotle by his state-
ments (historica.ll{ correct as
they were) as to the low origin
of the Locrians (cf. POLYB. xii. 7,
10; Prur. Die. 36, Niec. 1;
DIODOR. v. 1). So also of Epicu-
rus we know that there was
hardly one of his philosophic
predecessors or contemporaries
(not excepting Democritus and
Nausiphanes, to whom he was
under large obligations) whom
he did not attack with calumnies
and depreciatory criticism (cf.
Di10G. x. 8, 18; SEXT. MATH. i.
3 sq.; C1C. V. D.1, 33, 93, 26,73 ;
ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. 1. p. 946, n).
Statements by such men, betray-
ing as they do a tone of hatred,
must be taken with great dis-
trust ; and their agreement is no
guarantee, for it is possible that
Timzeus copied Epicurus, or (as
we may better think) that Epicu-
rus copied him. Not only, how-
ever, have we against them the
consensus of many far more

credible writers who say that
Aristotle devoted himself from
his eighteenth year to his studies
at Athens, but the other story is
in itself most improbable. If
Aristotle were no more than the
cgopioTys Opacds ebyxephs wpowerys
that Timeus calls him, he might
perhaps have been &yiuadhs also.
But when we know that apart
from Ehilosophical greatness, he
was the foremost man of learn-
ing of his time, and was also
famous as a writer for his graces
of style, we must think it un-
paralleled and incredible that his
thirst for learning should have
first arisen at thirty after a wasted
youth, and that he could then
haveachieved attainments hardly
credible as the work of a long
lifetime. All weknow of Aristotle
from his writings or otherwise
impresses us with a sense of per-
sonal superiority incompatible
with these tales of his youth;
not to speak of the argument
that if he had squandered his
property he could hardly have
found means to live at Athens.
Grote (cf. p. 6, n. 3, supra) does
too much honour to Epicurus and
Timeeus when he treats their tes-
timony as balancing the other.
They are probably naked and
baseless lies, and therefore we
ought not even to infer from
them with Stahr (p. 38 sq.) and
Bernays (Abhk. d. Bresl. Hist.-
phil. Gessllschaft, i. 193), that
Aristotle probably practised
medicine in Athens while he was
studying natural philosophy.
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dialectician accused Aristotle of ingratitude to his

master.!

Others accuse him of annoying Plato by his

showy dress, his overbearing manner, and his jeering.?
Others relate that even in Plato’s lifetime he attacked
his doctrines and set up a school of his own in oppo-
sition to the Platonic,® and even that on one occasion
he took advantage of the absence of Xenocrates to drive
the aged master from his accustomed place of resort in
the Academia.* Many, even among the ancients, re-

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

! ARISTOCL. ap. EUS. Pr. Fe.
xv. 2, 3: kal EdBovAldns d¢ mpodi-
Aws év 7@ kar’ adTob BiBAlp Yebde-
Tai . . . pdokwv . . . TeAevTAVTL
MAdTwv: p) wapayevéobar Td T€
BiBAla adrot diaplfeipas. Neither
of the charges is important. His
absence at the time of Plato’s
death, if thatis true, may have had
an easy explanation; Plato, in-
deed, is said to have died quite
unexpectedly (cf. ZELLER, Plato,
p- 35). The injury to Plato’s
books, if it means a falsification
of the text, is an obvious and
absurd calumny. If, as is pos-
sible, it refers to Aristotle’s cri-
ticism of Plato, this, as we shall
see, though it is keen and not
always just, is no indication of
any personal misunderstanding,
since to Aristotle it meant only
natural and impersonal polemics.
Besides Aristocles, Diogenes (ii.
109) also rejects Eubulides’
charges as a calumny.

2 ALIAN, V. H.iii.19, describ-
ing Aristotle’s style of dress in
detail.

% DIOG. 2 : améoTn 8¢ TIAdTwros
& mepibyrost dore Pnoly exeivoy
elmely: "ApioroTéAns Nuds dmweAdr-
rioe kafamwepel Té TwAdpiayevyniévra
iy unTépa—and so BLIAN, V. H.
iv. 9, and HELLADIUS ap. PHOT.
Cod. 279, p. 533, b. Similarly
THEODORET, Cur. Gr. Aff. v. 46,
p. 77, says Aristotle often at-
tacked Plato while he was yet
alive : PHILOP. 4nal. Post. 64 a,
Schol. in Arist. 228, p. 16, that
he had especially opposed his
master’s Ideal Theory; and
AUGUSTINE, Civ. Dei. viii. 12,
that he had established even
then a numerous school.

4 This occurrence is related
by our sole authority (ZALIAN,
V. H.iii. 19, cf. iv. 9) in this
way : that when Plato was over
eighty, and his memory was fail-
ing, Aristotle on one occasion,
Xenocrates being absent and
Speusippus ill, had gone with a
band of his own pupils and
started a debate with Plato, in
which he drove the old man into
a corner with such rude pertin-
acity that Plato withdrew him-
self from thehalls of the Academy
into his own garden, and it was
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ferred to Aristotle the statement of Aristoxenus that
during Plato’s Sicilian journey a school was erected
in opposition to his own ‘by strangers.’! All these
data, however, are very doubtful, and most of the
actual statements deserve no credence.? If the asser-
tion of Aristoxenus were to be understood of Aristotle
it could not possibly be true, for chronological
reasons in the first place,® but also because we possess
undoubted proofs that Aristotle belonged to Plato’s
school long after the second Sicilian journey, and held

his master in the highest honour.

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

! ARISTOCL. apud EUS. Pr. Ev.
xv. 2, 2; 7is & &y wewsbeln Tols
n’ *Apiorokévav Tob uovaikod Aeyo-
pévois & 7§ Ply T0d TMAdTwyos ;
év yép T wAdvp Kal TH &mwodnuiq
¢noly éxavioracbar xal &vrowodo-
pelv adrd Twas weplmarov Eévous
Svras. ofovrar ody Eviot TabTa wepl
’Apiororéhovs Aéyew abrdy, Apioro-
tévov Bid wavtds ebpnuovvros *Api-
agroTéAny. Among the &t was
Aelian (iv. 9), who in refer-
ence no doubt to the words of
Aristoxenus, says of Aristotle:
&vrokodbunocey abrg [Plato] dia-
Tpifv. So also the Vita Mar-
ciana, 3; otk &pa &vrekodlunoey
’Ap. oxoAhy . . . bs ’ApioTiétevos
wparos éovkopdvrTnoe Kxal Api-
ateldns Jorepov frorolfnoev; re-
ferring to ARISTIDES,.De guatuory.
ii. 324 sq. (Dind.), who, how-
ever, does not refer to Aristotle
by name any more than Ari-
stoxenus, whose account he re-

Probably, however,

peats and extends. For Aristides
the Latin Ammonius (11) sub-
stitutes Aristocles; but the Greek
Pseudo-Ammonius (p. 44 sq.)
limits itself to the remark: od
yap &7 (Gvros Tob TIAdTwros
&vrproddunoey adTg 1d Adketov &
’Ap., &s T1ves vmorauBdvovat.

? Cf. STAHR,i. 46 sqq., not
refuted by HERMANN, Plat.
Phil. p. 81, 125.

8 When Plato returned from
his last journey Aristotle was
under 24 (cf. p. 2, n. 2, supra,
and ZELLER, Plato, p.30sq.) ; is
it (apart from other questions)
likely that he could so early
head a school against a master
who was then at the height of
his fame ?

4 The proofs of this are :—(a)
Aristotle published several Pla-
tonic essays (cf. infra and ZEL-
LER, Plato, p. 26). For many
reasons (especially perhaps be-
cause of their notable departure
from the method of teaching
laid down by Plato, cf. ZELL.
Plato, p. 617 sq.) it is unlikely
that these fall between thesecond
and third of Plato’s Sicilian
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that statement did not refer to Aristotle at all.!
Alian’s story as to driving Plato out of the Academy
stands in contradiction with other and older 2 accounts
which show that Plato at that time had long removed
his school from the open spaces of the Gymnasium of the
Academia to his own gardens. But besides, it ascribes
to Aristotle a kind of behaviour which we could not be-
lieve of a man of otherwise noble character except on the
most conclusive proofs: whereas here we have nothing
but the testimony of a gossip-grubber, who is known to
repeat without discrimination things that are palpably

untrue.

journeys. (b) The Eudemus of
Aristotle (cf. infra) was written
on the lines of Plato’s Phedo,
and Aristotle was probably still
in the Platonic School when he
wrote it, which was long after
the third journey, since it is in
memory of a friend who died
352 B.C. (¢) Olympiodorus (in
Gorg. 166, in JAHN'S Jakrh.
Supplementd. xiv. 395, and
BERGK, Lyr. Gr., p. 504) has
preserved some verses of Ari-
stotle’s Elegy on Eudemus, which
thusdescribe his relation to Plato:
N0y & eis KAewdv Kexpowins
ddmedoy
edoeBéws aeuviis Piklns Bpboaro
Bwudy
&vdpds, by 0D alvely Toiot Kaxoiot
8éuis*  [Plato]
bs pdvos 9 mpros Oynrdy Katédetey
evapyds
oixele Te Bl xal uedddoiat Abywy,
bs &yabds Te kal eddafuwy &ua

yivera avip.
oV viv & &ori AaPBeiv oddey! TavTa
woré.

Buhle (Arist. Opp. i. 65) doubts

Against the suggestion that Aristotle had by

their genuineness on grounds
that are solved by our view of
their application to the Cyprian
Eudemus and Plato, instead of
to the Rhodian Eudemus and
Avristotle himself. In the cor-
rupt last line, Bernays (Rh. Mus.
N. F. xxxiii. 232) reads uovvdf.
He refers avdpds, &c., to Socrates;
but this seems unlikely.

! Aristocles (ut supra) says
expressly that Aristoxenus always
spoke well of Aristotle, against
which testimony, founded on a
knowledge of his book, the hint
to the contrary in Suidas’Apiarol.
is of no weight. The word wepl-
waros was used of other schools
besides Aristotle’s ; cf. Epicurus,
cited p. 8, n. 3, supra, and the
Index Heroulanensis, 6, 5, where
it is used of Speusippus, and 7,9,
of Heraclides. The Twas of
Aristoxenus may have referred
to Heraclides himself; cf. ZEL-
LER, Plato, p. 30, n. As to the
Index Hercul. see ibid. p. 5563.

2 In Diog. iii. 5, 41; cf.
ZELLER, Plato, p. 25, n.
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his general behaviour incurred Plato’s disapproval and
had so been kept at a distance by him,! we could bring
many statements which imply that the relation between
the two philosophers was of an entirely different kind.?
We may allow no weight, therefore, to these accounts,
which in any case are insufficiently attested, and we need
take no notice of sundry other stories, whose inaccuracy
is apparent.? But we have beyond this decisive reasons
which negative, not only Ailian’s story and the other
similar tales, but the whole theory that there was before

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

2 PHILOPONUS, Aetern. Mundi
vi. 27: [Ap.] Imwd MIAdTwros TogoiToy
Tiis &yxwolas fydedn, &s vovs Tiis
SiatpiBiis Ux’ adbrot wWpooayopeve-
ogfa: : and Ps. Ammon. 44, says
Platocalled Aristotle’s house olkos
avayvdarov: cf. also ZELLER,
Plato, p. 569. To the same
tradition belong the very doubtful
story cited in ZELLER, Plato,
p- 26, n., and the account of the
altar dedicated with a laudatory
inscription by Aristotle to Plato
onhis death (4mom. 46, PHILOPON.
i.q.»., Schol. in Arist. 11, b, 29),
which arose, no doubt, out of a
mistranslation of the Elegy to
Eudemus, p. 11, n. 4, supra.

3 Such is the idea mentioned
by Philoponus (ut supra, 11, b, 23
sqq., where in 1. 25, lege 'Apiororé-

Aovs) and by David (ibid. 20, b,
16), that Aristotle was ashamed to
mount the teacher’s chair while
Plato lived, and that this was
the origin of the name °Peri-
patetic.’” There is another theory
(PHILOPON. ut supra, 35, b, 2,
DAvID. ibid. 24, a, 6, AMMON.
ibid. 26, b, and the Pseudo-
Ammon.p.47,V. Mare. 5, Ammon.
Latin. 14) that the name of Peri-
patetics belonged originally to
the Platonic school; that when
Aristotle and Xenocrates took
over that school after Plalo’s
death, or rather that of Speu-
sippus, Aristotle’s followers were
called Peripatetics of the Lyceum
and the others Peripatetics of the
Academy ; and that, in the end,
the one school were called Peri-
patetics only, and the other
Academics. The origin of
thistheoryis doubtless Antiochus,
in whose name Varro in Cic.
Acad. i. 4, 17 tells an exactly
similar story: which indicates
that the whole is only an inven-
tion of that Eclecticism,developed
by Antiochus, which denied that
there was any essential difference
between Plato and Aristotle.
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Plato’s death any breach between him and his scholar.
Authorities which are beyond any comparison with
Alian and the rest in their antiquity and credibility,
assert that Aristotle remained with Plato twenty years,!
which plainly could not be true if, although he lived for
that time in Athens, he had separated himself from
Plato before the end. Dionysius, indeed, expressly adds
that in all this time he founded no school of his own.?
So even in later years and in passages where he
is contesting the principles of the Platonic School,
Aristotle constantly reckons himself as belonging to it ; 3
and he uses language as to the founder of that school
and his own personal relation to him such as plainly
shows how little the sentiment of respect and affection
for his great master had failed in his mind,* even where
their philosophic opposition was accentuated in the
sharpest way. So also we find that he was treated as a
Platonist by contemporary opponents ;3 for Cephisodorus

! Vide p. 6, n. 8, and p. 8,
n, 1, supra.

2 Ep. ad Amm. i. T, p. 733:
ouvijy TIAdrwr: kal Siérpifer Ews
érdy éwrd kol Tpidiovra, obTe
axoAfjs Tryoluevos obr’ idlav we-
wokds alpeaiv.

3 Aristotle often bracketshim-
self and the Platonists together :
cf. ka6’ obs Tpdémous delxvvuey dri
o 10 €dn katd THY IméAMYw
ka®’ %y elval papev Tads idéas, and
the like, Metaph.i. 9, 990, b, 8,
11, 16, 23, 992, a, 11,25, c. 8, 989,
b, 18; iii. 2, 997, b, 3, c. 6, 1002,
b, 14; cf. Alex. and Asclep. on
990, b, 8; and Alex. on 990, b,
16, 991, b, 3, 992, a, 10.

4In a well-known passage
of the Kthics gwhich itself

seems to point to charges which
his logical polemic against Plato
had drawn down upon him,
Eth. N. i. 4, init.: 75 ¢ kaf-
6hov BéATiov Tows émioxéfacbar xal
Siamwopficar wds Aéyerai, xalwep
wpoadvrovs Tiis Towabrys (nThcews
ywopévns & 1d Plhovs ¥vdpas
eloayayely Td €. ddtee ¥ b
Yows PBérTiov elvar xal deiv éxl .
cwtnpla ye Tis &Anbelas kal T&
oikeia dvaipelv, BAAws Te Kal Piro-
oépovs Gvras: dupoiv yap Svtoww
odirotw Boiov wpoTiudy THY aAfBeiay.
Cf. ZELLER, Plato, p. 512; cf.
also ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr.i. p. 971,
as to Aristotle’s own view of his
duty to a teacher.

3 NUMEN. apud Eus. Pr. Er.
xiv. 6, 8.
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the Isocratean, in a book directed against Aristotle,
attacked the Platonic doctrine and particularly the
¢‘Ideas,” and Theocritus of Chios accused Aristotle of
exchanging the Academy for Macedonia.! Again, it is
established that he stayed in Athens until Plato’s death,
and immediately thereafter left the city for several
years, presumably for no other reason than that then
for the first time the tie that bound him to the city was
dissolved, because his relation to Plato was then for the
first time broken. Iinally, we are told ? that Xenocrates
journeyed with him to Atarneus; and it is probable
from the language in which Aristotle speaks of that
Academic’s opinions 3 that they continued to be friends
in later times. But. in view of the known loyalty of
Xenocrates and his unbounded reverence for Plato, it is
not to be supposed that he would maintain his relations
with Aristotle and keep him company on the visit to
Atarneus, if the latter had separated from his master in
. a disrespectful way, or had, by any such rude conduct
as Alian ascribes to him, insulted the aged teacher not
long before his death.
It is of course altogether probable that so inde-
pendent a mind as Aristotle’s would not give up its
own judgment even in face of a Plato; that as time

1 In the epigram noticed at p.
20, n. 3, infra: €lhero valew dvr’
*Axadnuelas BopBdpov & wpoxoais,
B. being a river near Pella.

2 By STRABO (xiii. 1, 57, p.
610), whom we have no reason to
disbelieve.

3 Others have remarked that
Aristotle almost never mentions
Xenocrates, and that he avoids
his name as if on purpose where

he is obviously alluding to him
(cf. the cases cited, ZELLER,
Plato, p. 364, n.; and notes on
p- 685, and later passages),
whereas Speusippus is named
in parallel cases. This pro-
bably indicates not ill-feeling,
but rather a desire to avoid the
appearance of personal conflict
with one who was teaching
beside him at Athens.
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went on he began to doubt the unconditional validity of
the Platonic system and to lay the foundations of his
own: and that he perhaps even in these days laid bare
many of the weak points of his teacher with the same
uncompromising criticism which we find him using later
on! If a certain difference between the two men had
developed out of such relations, or if Plato had not been
more ready than many others since, to recognise in his
scholar the man who was destined to carry forward and
to correct his own work, it would be nothing wonderful.
Yet that any such difference actually arose cannot be
proved, and cannot even be shown to be very probable ?:
while we have patent facts to disprove the idea that
Aristotle brought on any open breach by ingratitude or
intentional offence. The same facts make it very im-
probable that Aristotle opened any philosophic school of
his own during his first residence in Athens. If he had
done so, his friendly relations with Plato and the
Platonic circle could hardly have gone on, and it
would be unintelligible that he should leave Athens
exactly at the moment when the death of his great rival
left the field free for himself.?

! Even in the books ¢On a scholar as Aristotle. Besides,

Philosophy’ (Arist. Fragm. 10,
11. p. 1475), apparently written
before Plato’s death, he had
openly combated the Ideal
Theory, and in the same treatise
(Fragm. 17, 18) had maintained
the eternity of the world.

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

not to mention Heraclides and
Eudoxus, Speusippus himself
dropped the Ideal Theory.

? The remark of the Pseudo-
Ammonius that Chabrias and
Timotheus prevented Aristotle
from setting up a new school
against Plato is absurd. Who
could hinder him, if he chose ?
Chabrias, moreover, died in 358
B.C.; and Timotheus wasbanished
from Athensfor lifein the follow-
ing year,beingthen a very old man.
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If, then, Aristotle was connected with Plato, as one of
his school, from his eighteenth to his thirty-seventh year,
it follows that we cannot well over-estimate the influence
of such a relation upon his course of thought. The effect
of that education on Aristotle’s philosophic system dis-
closes itself at every point. The grateful scholar has
himself! commemorated the moral greatness and lofty
principles of the man ¢ whom the base have not even the
right to praise.” But the reverence for the master would
obviously not prevent Aristotle from turning his at-
tention at the same time to all other sources which might
carrry him onward and help to satisfy his insatiable
thirst for knowledge. We may safely assume that he
did in fact employ his long years of preparation at
Athens in busy acquirement of his marvellous learning,
and also that he took a keen interest in researches
in natural philosophy, though Plato always treated
it as of secondary importance. It is also possible
that even while he was still a member of Plato’s
circle he may himself have lectured,? without thereby
breaking off his relations with Plato or setting himself
up against him as the leader of a competing school.
We hear, for instance, that Aristotle taught Rhetoric
in opposition to Isocrates ;3 but we know that the great

1 See the lineson p.12 supra.

2 STRABO (xiii. 1, 57, p. 610)
says of Hermias that he heard at
Athens both Plato and Aristotle.

3 C10. De Orat. iii. 35, 141:
Aristoteles, cum florere Isocratem
nobilitate discipulorum wvideret,
. . . mutavit repente totam for mam
prope discipline sue [which
sounds as if Aristotle had even
then a school of his own, though

VOL. L.

Cicero seems to be without exact
information] versumque quendam.
Philoctete paullo secus dixit.Ille
enim turpe sibi ait esse tacere,
cum barbaros: hic autem, cum
Tsocratem pateretur dicere. Ita
ornavit et illustravit doctrinam
illam omnem, rerumque cogni-
tionem cum orationis exercita-
tione conjunwit. Neque vero hoc
Sugit sapientissimum regem Phil-

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

Uippum, qui hunc Alexandro filio
doctorem accierit. Again, ibid.
19, 62, Arist. Isocratem ipswm
lacessivit, and ibid. 51, 172, quis
. .. aorior Arist. fuit? quis
porro Isocrati est adversatus im-
pensius ?  In Tuse. i. 4, 7, Cicero
assumes that Aristotle attacked
Isocrates in his lifetime, which
would be possible only in his first
residence at Athens, for when he
returned in 335-4 B.C. Isocrates
was many years dead. Cf. QUIN-
TIL. iii. 1, 14 : Koque [Isocratc]
Jjam seniore . . . pomeridianis
scholis Arist. precipere artem
oratoriam cepit, noto quidem illo,
ut traditur, versu ex Philocteta
Srequenter usus: aioxpdv ciwmiy
*lookpdrny [8°] éGv Aéyew. Diog.(3)
with less probability, reads Eevo-
kpdryv, so misplacing the story
as of the time of the founding of
the Lyceum. Cicero (Offie.i. 1, 4)
speaks clearly of contests between
Aristotle and Isocrates in his
life (de Arist. et Isocrate . ..
quorum uterque suo studio delec-
tatus contemsit alterum),and Iso-
crates himself,.Bp. v.ad Alew. 8,

makes a covert attack on Ari-
stotle, which confirms the story :
Pamnath. 17 can hardly refer to
Aristotle, because of the dates ; cf.
SPENGEL, Abh. d. Bayer. Akad.
vi. 470 sq. Cephisodorus, a pupil
of Isocrates, wrote a defence of
his master against Aristotle, full
of bitter abuse; ». DIONYS. De
Tsocr. c. 18, p. 577; ATHEN. ii.
60, d, cf. iii. 122, b; ARISTOCL.
ap. Eus. Pr. By, xv. 24, NuU-
MEN. ibid. xiv. 6, 8, THEMIST.. Or.
xxiil. 285, ¢. This friction did
not prevent Aristotle from doing
justice to his opponents: in the
Rhetoric he quotes examples from
no one so readily as Isocrates,
and twice quotes Cephisodorus
(Rhet. iii. 10, 1411, a, 5, 23). Cf.
as to the whole subject STAHR,
i. 68 sq., ii. 285 sq.

! SPENGEL, ‘Isokr.und Pla-
ton,” Abk. d. Minch. Akad. vii.
731, and ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr.1. 416,
ii. 4569, n.

* See for proof infra. Of the
Aristotelian writings known to
us the greater part of the Dia-
logues and some of the rhetorical
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That event opens a new chapter of Aristotle’s
life. So long as Plato led the Academy, Aristotle
would not leave it. 'When Speusippus took his place,!
Aristotle had nothing to keep him in Athens; since
he does not seem to have at first contemplated the
foundation of a philosophical school of his own, for
which Athens would naturally have been the fittest
place. Therefore he accepted, with Xenocrates, an in-
vitation from Hermias, the lord of Atarneus and Assos,?
who had himself at one time belonged to Plato’s school.?
The prince was the intimate friend of both,* and they
remained three years with him.> Thereafter Aristotle
went to Mytilene.® This, Strabo says, was for his own
safety, because Hermias had fallen into the power of
the Persians by treachery ; it is probable, however, that

Aristotle had left before that event.” After the death

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

! This choice has caused sur-
prise, but wrongly. It is possible
that Plato had a greater personal
liking for Speusippus than for
Aristotle, or expected from him
a more orthodox continuation of
his teaching. S8peusippus was
a much older man, was Plato’s
nephew, had been brought up
by him, had followed him
faithfully for a long period of
years, and was also the legal
heir of Plato’s garden near the
\cademy. Besides, we do not
gnow whether Plato did himself
bequeath the succession or not.

2 BOECKH, ‘ Hermias,’ Abh. d.
Berl. Akad. 1853, Hist. Phil. K.
p. 133 sq.

s STRABO, xiii. 1, 57, p. 610,
APOLLODOR. ap. DIoG. 9, and

Dionys. Ep. ad Amm. i. b, who
agree that Aristotle went to
Hermias after Plato’s death.
Thke opposite would not follow
from the charge cited from Eu-
bulides on p. 10, n.1, supra, even if
that were true. Strabo names
Assosasthe place where Aristotle
lived during this period.

* Cf. p. 17, n. 2, supra. Ari-
stotle’s enemies (apud "D1og. 3,
ANON. MENAG., and SUIDAS,
'Ap.), suggest that this friendship
was an immoral one, but this
ils;; impossible; BOECKH, ¢bid.

7.
. ® Apollodorus, Strabo, Diony-
sius, etc., ut supra.

¢ Ol 108. 4=345-4 B.C, in
the archonship of Eubulus: see
Apollod. and Dionys. ibid.

’ Boeckh, ibid. 142, refuting
Strabo, has shown this to be
probable, though not certain.

c2
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of Hermias the philosopher married ! Pythias, who was
either the sister or niece of his friend ;2 and of his last-
ing affection for them both he left more than one

memorial.?

! According to ARISTOCLES
(8¢e newt note) citing a Letter to
Antipater : Tefvedros ydp ‘Epuelov
8i& Ty wpds éxeivov ebvoiay Eynuey
abrhy, EAAws p&v odopova xal
&yabhy oboav, &rvxoboav uévror
81a T&s karaAaBoloas ouupopds TOV
&deApdy abrijs. Strabo (ut supra)
says Hermias married her to
Aristotle in his lifetime, which
is negatived by the Letter, if
genuine. Aristocl. (¢bid. 4, 8)
says that Aristotle was accused
in his lifetime of having flattered
her brother to win Pythias, and
also that Lyco, the Pythagorean,
told a foolish story of Aristotle
sacrificing to her after her death
as Demeter.. Diog. (v. 4) caps
this by placing the sacrifice
immediately after his marriage.
Lucian (Bun. ¢.9) talks of sacri-
ficing to Hermias; cf. a like hint
in ATHEN. xv. 697 a.

2 The Anon. Menag., Suidas,
8. v. ’Ap. ‘Epulas, and Hesych. call
her his daughter, the untrust-
worthy Aristippus (apud D106. 3)
his concubine. Both are dis-
proved by the fact that Hermias
was a eunuch (for the state-
ments of Suid. Hesych.and Anon.
Menag. as to this are irrecon-
cilable with DEMETR. De Eloc.
293). ARISTOCLES ap. EUS. xv. 2,
8 5q. cites a letter of Aristotle to
Antipater, and a book by Apelli-
con of Teos relating to Hermias
and Aristotle, and says that
Pythias was the sister and
adopted daughter of Hermias.
Strabo (xiii. 610) calls her niece,

Demetr. of Magnesia (apud
D10G. v. 3) daughter or niece.
Cf.BOECKH, ibid.140. HARPOCRA -
TION, SUID. 8. v. ‘Epulas, Etym.
M., and PHOT. Lex., call her an
adopted daughter.

8 Diog.(6) says he had amon-
ument (whose inscription he
cites) erected to Hermias at
Delphi. A contemporary lam-
poon on this by Theocritus of
Chios (a witty rhetorician of the
Isocratean school and local leader
of antj-Macedonian politics) is
noticed by D1oa. 11, ARISTOCL.
ut supra,and PLUT. De Ezil.10, p.
603; cf. MULLER, Hist. G'r. ii. 86,
and supra, p. 15, n. 1. Aristotle
also dedicated to Hermias the
poem preserved in Dioa. 7, and
ATHEN. xv. 695. As to Pythias,
the willdirectsthat, asshe wished,
her remains should be laid beside
hisown ; as no other burial-place
is named, she was probably first
buried at Athens, and died, there-
fore, after Ol. 111, 2, but not very
long before Aristotle’s death,
since the Pythias who was then
not marriageable was her daugh-
ter (cf. ARISTOCL., SUIDAS and
the ANON. MENAG.). After her
death Aristotle ‘married’ (¥ynue)
a certain Herpyllis of Stagira,
who bore him a son Nicomachus
(Ar1sTocL. cf. Droa. 14); and
though their union was appa-
rently irregular (v. Timeeus ap.
Schol. in HES.”E. x. ‘H. v. 375;
D1o@. v. 1. ap. MULLER, Fragm.
Hist. Gr. i. 211; ATHEN. xiii.
689 c, citing Hermippus and call-
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In the year 343 or 342 B.c. (Olymp. 109, 2);
Aristotle accepted a call to the Macedonian Court? to
take charge of the education of the young Alexander,
then thirteen years old,®> which before that had not
been in the best hands.* The invitation probably found

him in Mytilene.’

‘We have no reliable testimony as to

the special reasons which led Philip to think of Ari-
stotle.® Most unfortunately, we are almost entirely

ing her a éralpa; SUIDAS and
the ANON. MENAG.), yet he must
bave treated her as his wife, and
his will speaks of her with
honour, provides for her, and
begs his friends émiuereiofar . . .
pvnobévras duod, xal ‘EpwuAAldos,
871 owovdala wepl dué éyévero, Tav
7€ SAAwy. kal &y BolAnTar ¥vdpa
AauBdvew, 8rws uh avafly Auav
30077 (D10oG. 13).—As to Ari-
stotle’s daughter we know from
Sext. Math. (i. 268), the Anon.
Menag. and Suidas s.v. ’Ap., that
after Nicanor she had two hus-
bands, Procles of Sparta, and
Metrodorus the physician; by
the former she had two sons who
were scholars under Theophras-
tus, by the latter a son, Aristo-
teles, who was commended (being
then probably young) by Theo-
phrastus to his friends in his
will. Nicomachus was brought
up by Theophrastus, but died in
youth (uetpakioros) in battle (Ari-
stocl. ap. Eus. xv. 2, 10; Dr1oa.
v. 29; SUIDAS 3. v. @ed¢pp. and
Nukép., confirmed by the terms of
Theophrastus’ will, apud D10G. v.
51). The six books of Ethicsand
the work on his father's Physics,
ascribed to him by Suidas, are
therefore very doubtful.

! This date is given by APOL-
LOD. ap. D106. 10, and DIONYS.

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

2 Cf. GEIER, Alexander und
Arist. (Halle, 1856).

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

4 PLUT. Alew.c.v.; QUINTIL.

, 9.
5 Stahr (p. 84, 105, A. 2) is
not averse to the view that Ari-
stotle first went back from Myti-
lene to Athens, but none of our
biographers know anything of
it. On the contrary, DIONYS., ut
supra, expressly says he went
from Mytilene to Philip. Ari-
stotle in a fragment of a letter
ap. DEMETR. D¢ Eloo. 29, 154,
says: éyd éx ulv 'AGnvdv eis Jrd-
yeipa 0oy 8id O Bacinéa TdY
péyay &k 8¢ IJrayelpwy eis 'Abfvas
Sie Td xeudva TOV péyav, but
this jocular expression, even if
the letter is genuine, proves no-
thing, as it is clearly meant, not
as an exact historical statement,
but as a rhetorical antithesis
between the termini of his jour-
neys, leaving out the interme-
diate points.

¢ According to a well-known
story, Philip had told Aristotle,

il
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without information as to the kind of education he gave
the young and ambitious prince, and the influence he
had upon him.! But we should be forced to assume that

before Alexander’s birth, that he
hoped he would make a great
man of him (v. the letterap. GELL.
ix. 3), but the letter is certainly
spurious, for Philip could not
have written in these extrava-
gant terms to a young man of
27, who had had no chance
to distinguish himself; and,
again, if he had destined him
to be his son's instructor from
birth, he would have brought
him to Macedonia before OL
109, 2. But the prince, who
was deeply interested in science
and art, and no doubt well in-
formed of what was going on in
Athens, may have taken notice
of Aristotle after he had become
one of the most distinguished of
Plato’s school, though little
weight attaches to Cicero’s state-
ment to that effect (De Orat.
iii. 35, 141). It is also possible
that through his father, Aristotle
had relations with the Mace-
donian court, and he may him-
self, as Stahr (p. 33) suggests,
have been acquainted in his
youth with Philip, who was the
youngest son of Amyntas and
about his own age.

' There was a work, or per-
haps a section of a larger work,
¢ On the Education of Alexander,’
by the Macedonian historian
Marsyas (SUID. 8. v. Mapo.; cf.
MULLER, Soript. Alew. M. 40, and
GEIER, Alcxz. Hist. Seript. 320
sq.). Onesicritus had treated of
it also in a chapter of his Me-
morabilia (REIER, ibid.77; D10G.
vi. 84). Yet the accounts we have
of it are very scanty, and it is

not certain that any are trust-
worthy. Platarch (4. ¢. 7
5q.) praises Alexander’s thirst
for knowledge, his delight in
books and learned conversation,
and his passion for the poets and
historians of his people. He as-
sumes that he was instructed by
Aristotle, not only in ethics and
politics, but in the deeper secrets
of his system, basing this on the
well-known letter (g.v. ap. GELL.
xx. b, quoting Andronicus, and ap.
SiMPL. Phys. 2 b), in which
Alexander chides Aristotle for
publishing his acroamatic doc-
trines, and Aristotle replies that
those who had not keard them
would not understand them.
Plutarch also connects Alexander’s
fancy for medicine, which he
sometimes tried personally on
his friends, with Aristotle’s
teaching. These are, however,
more or less probable guesses,
and what appears most impor-
tant is least trustworthy, for the
letters turn on the theory of an
acroamatic and esoteric teaching
confined to a few, as to the in-
correctness of which v.p. 112, inf.
We hear of two books which
Aristotle addressed to his pupil,
Tlepl Baoirelas, and “Trép’Awolxaov,
d.q.v.p. 60,n. 1inf. Plut.(Alews.8)
says Aristotle revised the text of
the Iliad for Alexander. Asfellow-
pupils of Alexander are named
Marsyas (SUID. Mapo.), Calli-
sthenes (JUSTIN. xii. 6; cf. PLUT.
Alew. 56; D10@. v.4; ARRIAN.
iv. 10; but vide GEIER, Alex.
Seript. 192 sq.), and perhaps
Cassander (PLUT. Alex. 74). At
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that influence was important and beneficial, even if we
had less distinct testimony as to the respect of the great
pupil for his teacher, and as to the love of learning
which the philosopher imparted to the king.! Alexander
was not only the invincible conqueror, but also a far-
seeing ruler, ripe beyond his years. He was ambitious
to establish the supremacy, not of Grecian arms only,
but also of the Hellenic culture. He withstood for
years the greatest temptations to overweening pride to
which any man could be exposed. In spite of his later
errors, he still stands far above all other world-con-
querors in nobility of spirit, in purity of morals, in love
of humanity, and in personal culture. And for all this
the world has in no small degree to thank the tutor who
formed his apt intelligence by scientific training and
fortified by sound principles his natural instinct for all
that was great and noble.?  Aristotle himself appears to
have made a kindly use of the influence which his
position gave him, for we hear that he interceded with
the king for individuals and even for whole cities.?

the same time Alexander met
Theodectes (PLUT. Alex. 17),
and probably also Theophrastus
(d. g. vide BALIAN. V. H. iv. 19).
Drog. v. 39, but cf. 52. The
fabulous stories as to Alexander’s
youth, preserved by the pseudo-
Callisthenes, may be ignored.

1 PLUT. Alew. 8: ’ApiororTérn
8¢ Gavud{wy év &pxf Kkal dyaxdy obx
firrov, &s adrds EAeye, Tob warpds,
bs 8¢’ xeivov utv (@v, 810 TovTOY B¢
xaAds (v, Jorepoy 8¢ dmowTdrepoy
Eoxev Ev. infra), ovx &ore xoifjoal
7t kaxdy, &AM’ al piroppocivar Td
opodpdy éxeivo kal agrepkTicdy ok
Exovoar wpds adrdy &AAoTpidTyTOSs

éyévovro Texunpiov. & pévror wpds
Pirocoplay éurepuxds Kxal ouvre-
Opapuévos &m’ bpxiis adbrd (HAos
kal wébos odr éeppim Tis Yuxiis,
as his relation to Anaxarchus,
Xenocrates, and the Indian phi-
losophers Dandamis and Kalanus
showed (notwithstanding THE-
MIST. Or. viii. 106, D.).

2 That he did not act in prac-
tice on Aristotelian principles
(PLUT. Virt. Alew. i. 6, p. 329;
cf. STAHR, p. 99, 2; DROYSEN,
Gesch. d. Hellen. i. b, 12 sq.)
proves nothing to the contrary.

$ Ps. Amm. 46, V. Marec. 4,
Amm. lat. 13, ELIAN, V. H, xii.64.
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Of the latter we are told that Stagira (whose refounda-
tion he procured from Philip?'), Eresus,? and Athens,?
had at different times to thank him for his advocacy.
‘When Alexander, at the age of sixteen, was appointed
Regent by his father,* Aristotle’s teaching must naturally
have come to an end. It cannot afterwards have been
resumed in any regular way, for in the immediately
following years the precocious prince took a most active

! So PLUT. Alex.c.T, cf. Advw.
Col. 33, 3, p. 1126, and DrIo.
CBRYSOST. Or.2 fin, Or. 47,224 R.
On the other hand, D10G. 4, Ps.
Ammon. 47, V. Maro. 4, Ammon.
Latin. 13, PLIN. H. Nat. vii. 29,
109, BLIAN. V. H. iii. 17, xii. b4,
VALER. MAX. v. 6,ascribe the re-
storation of Stagira to Alexander.
Plutarch, however, seems on the
whole better informed, and is
confirmed by the expressions of
Aristotle and Theophrastus them-
selves; cf. p. 26,n. 2, infra. Plut.
(Adv. Col. 32, 9) and Diog. (4) say
that Aristotle also framed laws
for the restored city, which is
hardly credible, D1ON (Or.47) re-
lates that he had to contend with
greatdifficulties in therestoration,
of which he complains in a letter,
which may or may not be genuine.
His work did not last long, for
Dion (¢bid.) and Strabo (vii. fr.35)
describe Stagira as uninhabited :
that it succeeded for the time is
clearfromp.25,n.2,& p.37,n.3&4.

2 A doubtful story in Ps. Amm.
p- 47, and in V. Mare. and
Ammon. Latin. represents Ari-
stotle as saving Eresus from de-
struction by Alexander.

3 V. Marc. 4 and Ammon.
Latin. (13) refer to the service
that Aristotle did the Athenians
in his letter to Philip, and add

that a monument was erected to
him in consequence on the Acro-
polis. The story may be suspected
of resting on a spurious letter;
yet D10G. (6) also says: ¢nol 8¢
kal “Epuuimros év Tois Blots, 7t xpeo-
Bebovros avTod mpds PlAuwwor imip
'Abgvalwy oxordpxns éyévero Tiis
&v ’Axadnula oxoAdis Eevoxpdrys*
é\Gbvra & abTdv Kal Oecacduevoy
on' EAA@ Thy oxoAly éAéabau wepi-
watov Tdv év Avkelp. This cannot
be trueasstated, for at Speusippus’
death, 339 B.C., Aristotle had
long been Alexander’s tutor, and
at that date there could be no
question of embassies to Mace-
donia. Stahr’s theory (p. 67, 72)
of an embassy in Aristotle’s first
residence at Athens is untenable.
The story may relate to the two
years between the battle of Chse-
ronea and Philip’s murder, when
Aristotle, already influential at
the Macedonian Court, might by
his intercession have done some
service to Athens which Hermip-
pus could describe by some such
term as wpesBeberv. The favour
Alexander showed to the Athe-
nians may have been partly due to
Aristotle’s influence (PLUT. dlex.
c. 13, 16, 28, 60).

401.110.1, = 840 B.C.,the yearof
Philip's campaign against Byzan-
tium. (D10D.xvi.77; PLUT.Al62.9.)
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part in his father’s decisive campaigns: though that
circumstance does not exclude the possibility of some
continuance of their intellectual pursuitsin the intervals
of leisure.! Aristotle seems at this time to have with-
drawn to the city of his birth.2 At an earlier period he
and his pupil had already left Pella.® After Alexander
ascended the throne, Aristotle must still have remained
some time in the north. But with the beginning of
the great war with Persia, the reasons that had bound
him to Macedonia came to an end, and there was no
longer anything to keep him away from that city, which
offered at once the most congenial residence* and the

best field for his teaching work.

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

2 That the last period before
his return to Athens was spent in
Stagira, where his family house
was (cf. p. 3, n. 2), is assumed
in the fragment quoted p. 21,
n. 5, the genuineness of which
is not beyond doubt. He must
have treated Stagira as his home,
since in his will (D10@. 16) he
orders the votive offering for
Nicomachus to be erected there.
His second wife was of Stagira
(». p. 20, n. 3), and Theophrastus
owned land in the city (D1o@. v.
62), with which he shows himself
to be well acquainted. Cf. Hist.
Plant. iii. 11, 1; iv. 16, 3.

3 PLUT.(Alex. c.7) says heand
Alexander lived at the Nymph-

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

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

5 The Ps. Ammon.47,8ays Aris-
totle was, after Speusippus’ death,
called to Athens by the Athenians,
or, according to V. Mare. 5, by
the Platonic school, the leadership
of which he took over in common
with Xenocrates (cf. p. 13, n. 3).
The three recensions of this bio-
graphy, however, contain at this
point a chaos of fables. The
Ps. Ammon. says Aristotle taught
after this call in the Lyceum, had
afterwards to fly to Chalcis, went
thence again to Macedonia, ac-
companied Alexander on his In-
dian expedition, collected in his
travels his 25656 forms of govern-
ment, returned after Alexander’s
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He returned to Athens! in Olymp. 111. 2 (8.c.335—4)
thirteen years after Plato’s death. The time thus left
for his work in that city was but twelve years,® but
what he accomplished in that short interval borders on
the incredible. Even if we may assume that he had
already in great part completed the preparatory work
for his philosophy, and that the researches in natural
philosophy and the historical collections which supplied
the materials for his theoretic labours had perhaps been
brought to some kind of conclusion before his return to
Athens, it seems certain that almost all his systematic

treatises belong entirely to

death to his native town, and
died there twenty-three years
after Plato. The Latin. Ammon.
(14, 17) and the Vita Marciana
(5, 8) send him with Alexander to
Persia collecting his 255 polities,
and returning home after the war,
and after all this they make him
start teaching in the Lyceum,
fly to Chalcis and die there,
twenty-three years after Plato.
The collection of polities in
Alexander’s campaigns is noticed
also by AMMON. Categ. 5, b;
DAvID, Schol. in An. 24, a, 34;
Ps.-PoRPH. ibid. 9, b, 26 ; Anon.
ad Porph. apud ROSE, Ar. pseud.
393. To seek any grains of truth
in this confusion would be lost
time.

! ApoLLOD. apud Dr1oa. 10,
and DIONYS. ut sup., both agreein
naming Ol 111, 2, but do not
indicate whether Aristotle came
in the first or second half of the
year, i.e. end of 336 or spring of
334. For the latter it may be
argued thatthehostility of Athens
to Alexander was only terminated
and the Macedonian influence

this last period of his life.

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

* DIONYS. ut supra: éoxdéAa-
{ev &v Auvkely xpbvov érav 3ddexa*
T¢ 8¢ Tpokadexdry, perd THV
*ANetdvdpov TeAevthy, éxl Kepioo-
ddpov dpxovros, dmdpas eis Xaxida
vboy TeAevrd. As Alexander died
June 323,and Aristotle in autumn
322 (cf. p. 87), this reckoning
will be exact if Aristotle came
to Athens in the antumn of 335
and left in the autumn of 323.
It would also coincide if Aristotle
went to Athens in spring 834 and
to Chaleis in summer 822, which,
however, is otherwise unlikely.
as is shown at p. 86, n. 1, infra.
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Parallel with this comprehensive and strenuous labour
as a writer went on his work as a teacher, since he now
at last began to compete with his great master on a
footing of equality as the founder of a new school. The
open spaces of the Lyceum were the resort that he chose
for his hearers.! He was wont to converse with his
scholars as he walked up and down in that gymnasium
between theé rows of trees; and from this custom his

school derived the name of the ¢ Peripatetics.’ ?

For a

more numerous audience, however, he would naturally

have to adopt a different form of teaching.?

! It was a gymnasium con-
nected with a temple of Apollo
Lykeios, and lay in one of the
suburbs (cf. SUID, HARPOCRA-
TI10N,and Schol. in Aristoph. Pac.
v. 352.

? HERMIPPUS ap. DioG. 2,
etc.; C10. Acad. i. 4, 17; GELL.
N. 4. xx. b, b; Droa. i. 17;
GALEN. H. phil. c. 3; PHILOP.
in g. v. Schol. in Ar. ii. b, 23 (cf.
in Categ. Schol. 35, a, 41 sq.;
AMMON, in g. v. Porph. 25, 6;
DAvID, in Categ. 23, b, 42 sq.,
and p.13,n.3 supra) ; with DAVID,
Schol. in Ar. 20, b, 16; SIMPL.
in Categ. 1 fin. That this deriva-
tion is correct rather than the
opposite view of Suidas (s. v.
*Ap. and SwkpdTys) and Hesych.,
which derives the name from
the Ilepixaros of the Lyceum as
the meeting-place of the school
is proved, first, by the form of
the word,.which can be derived
only from the verb, and also by
the fact that the word Mepiwaros
in the earliest times was not
confined to the Aristotelians (v.
p- 13, n. 8); though 'later it was

Therefore,

so limited, and they were called
of é (or &wd) Tod wepiwdrov (or
oi éx T@Y wepwdTwy, STRABO, Xiii.
1,54), as the other schools were
called of &wd 7is 'Axadnulas, or
ol &md tiis orods (v.SEXT. Pyrrh.
iii. 181; Math. vii. 331, 369;
xi. 45, etc.).

3 GELL. %t supra, says that
Aristotle gave two kinds of in-
struction: the exoteric and the
acroamatic. The former related
to Rhetoric, and the latter to
¢ Philosophia remotior’ (= Meta-
physics) with Physics and Dia-
lectic. The acroamatic instruc-
tion, which was intended only
for those who were tried and
well prepared, occupied the morn-
ing; the exoteric lectures, to
which the public was admitted,
the afternoon (cf. QUINTIL. iii. 1,
14, pomeridianis scholis Ar.
preecipere artem oratoriam capit ).
The former was called the éw-
Ouwds, the latter the deihwds wepl-
waros : utrogque enim tempore am-
bulans disserebat. It is impos-
sible, however, to address a large
audience walking ; therefore
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as had already happened more or less with Plato, the
Socratic fashion of the dialogue had to give place to that
of a continuous lecture, whenever he was dealing either
with a large number of scholars or with subjects in which
there was something essentially new in form and matter
to be explained or some inquiry to be carried through
with scientific accuracy of detail.! On the other hand,
wherever these difficulties did not arise, he did no doubt
retain the habit of philosophic dialogue with his friends
as an alternative method.? In addition to his philo-
sophical teaching he appears also to have revived his
earlier school of Rhetoric,® in connection- with which

there were exercises in oratory.t

Diog. (3) is doubtless more cor-
rect, éxed) 3¢ wAelovs éyévorro
#3n xal éxdbioev.

1 Such lectures must be meant
when ARrIsSTOX. (Harm. elem. p.
30) says that Aristotle in his
teaching indicated the objects
and method of his inquiry before
giving the development of indi-
vidual points. It is, as will be
seen, probable as to many of the
Aristotelian writings that they
were either made up from notes
of lectures, or intended as pre-
paratory notes for lectures; and
at the end of the Topica Aristotle
directly addresses his audience
(Soph. El. 34 fin.).

2 This appears partly from
the nature of the case, since
Aristotle had among his hearers
ripe and notable men like Theo-
phrastus; partly from the fact
that at least in earlier years he
used the form of dialogue even
in his writings; partly from the
fashion of peripatetic teaching,
which suoposes conversation : cf.

It is this, and not

Di10@. iv. 10, speaking of Polemo :
GAAG phy obBt kalilwy EAeye wpds
Tas Oéoets, pasl, wepiwaTay 8¢ émwe~
xelpet. The continuous lecture
on a definite theme is expressed
by mpds 8éow Aéyew: a more cur-
sory treatment by émixelpew (cf.
following notes).

® Diog. (8) is not a good
witness, since what he appears
to state of Aristotle’s later time
seems to be taken from a source
relating to the earlier period of
contest with Isocrates (cf. p. 17,
n.3). It is probable, how-
ever, from Aristotle’s Rhetoric
itself that in the oral philosophic
teaching rhetoric was not for-
gotten, and GELL., wt supra,
speaks expressly of rhetorical
teaching in the Lyceum.

* D10G. 3: Kal xpds Oéoty ovv-
eybuvale Tods pabnras ua xal pyro-
pikds émagxdv, the 0éois being
a general topic, not a particular
question (cf. Crc. Top. 21, 79,
EBp. ad Att. ix. 4; QUINTIL. iii.
6. 6. x. 6, 11; and FREI, Quest.



THE LIFE OF ARISTOTLE 29

apy popular lectures addressed to large audiences, that
is referred to in the story that he received in the morn-
ing a small and select circle only and in the afternoon
everyone freely.! At the same time we must also
think of the Aristotelian school as a society of friends
having on many sides a common life. For friendship its
founder, bred in the intimacy of Plato, always showed
by word and act a tender and beautiful enthusiasm ; and
we hear accordingly that, following the fashion of the
Academy, he was wont to gather his scholars about
him at common meals and that he introduced a plan of
definite regulations for these meetings and for the whole
of their common life.?

It is said that the aid and appliances which Aristotle
needed for his far-reaching labours were provided for
him by the favour of the two Macedonian rulers, and
especially by the princely generosity of Alexander.?

Prot. 150). Cic. Orat. 14, 46:
In hac Ar. adolescentes, non ad
philosophorum morem tenuiter
disserendt, sed ad copiam rheto-
Tum tn utramque partem, ut
ornatius et uberius dict posset,
ewercwit. Neither says whether
the earlier or the later school of
rhetoric is meant: probably both;
cf. GELL. ibid. éwrepxa dice-
bantur, que ad rhetoricas medi-
tationes facultatemque argutia-
rum civiliumque rerum notitiam
conducebant . . . illas vero exoteri-
cas auditiones exercitiumque di-

endi.

! Cf. p. 27, n. 3, and GELL.
ibid.

2 ATHEN. (i. 3, v. 186 b, cf.
186 e) says he wrote for their
common meals véuot cuumorikol,

which may refer, however, to the
work mentioned p. 99, n. 1,infra;
and Diog. (4) preserves a hint of
his arrangement for the internal
government of the school by offi-
cers changing every ten days. Cf.
ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. 1. 839, n. 1.

# According to ELIAN (V. H.
iv. 19), Philip gave him ample
means to pursue his investiga-
tions, mAoiTor dvevdeij, especially
in Natural History ; ATHEN. (ix.
398) speaks of Alexander de-
voting 800 talents to that work;
and PLIN. (H. Nat. viii. 16, 44)
says Alex. placed under his
orders all the hunters, fishers,
and fowlers of the kingdom, and
all overseers of the royal forests,
ponds, and live stock, numbering
many thousands. Pliny’s story,
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However exaggerated the stories of the ancient writers
on this subject may seem to be, and however wealthy
we may fairly suppose Aristotle himself to have been by
inheritance,' it is yet clear that the vast scope of his
researches forces us toinfer that he possessed advantages
which he probably could not have commanded but for
such kingly assistance. The deep and wide acquaintance
with the writings of his people which his own works?
disclose to us could hardly be possible without the
possession of books; and on this head we are expressly
told that he was the first who accumulated a great
library.? Such works, again, as the Politeiai and the
collection of foreign laws could not be produced without
laborious and no doubt costly investigations. The books
on Natural History especially and the kindred treatises
presuppose researches such as no one could have brought
to completion unless he had at his disposal or could set
in action something more than the resources of a private
individual. It was therefore a happy circumstance that
the man whose grasp of mind and rare powers of ob-
howeyer, is disproved (v. BRAN-

DIs, p. 117 sq., and HUMBOLDT,
Kosm. ii. 191, 427) by the fact

studies, implies that he was not
hampered by poverty. As to the
worthlessness of the tales of

that with a few exceptions, such
as elephants, Aristotle shows no
knowledge of things which would
be discovered in Alexander’s ex-
pedition.

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

Epicurus and Timeeus, cf. p. 9,
n. 1 and 3.

2 Besides the extant works,
we know of others concerning
Rhbetoric, Poetry, and the History
of Philosophy.

* STRABO, xiii. 1, 54, p. 608:
wpatos Gy Topey guvayayov BiBAla
Kal 3iddias Tobs év Alybwre Baci-
Aéas BiBAiobfikns abvrafw. Cf.
ATHEN.1. 3,a. GELL. (iii. 17, 3)
saysAristotle paid three Attic ta-
lents for the works of Speusippus.
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servation marked him as the ablest founder of empirical
science and of systematic learning, should have been so
favoured by fortune that the needful equipment for his
great calling was not denied him.

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

' Cf. p. 23, n. 1, supra. The ® For examples ». PLUT. Alcz.

exchange of letters which is
cited as a proof of their friend-
ship is unreliable, because we do
not know how much is genuine.

2 Plutarch (cf. p.23, n.2,
supra) says Aristotle was dis-
satisfied with Alexander's whole
political idea of the fusion of
the Greeks and Orientals,

c. 52, 53, ARRIAN, iv 9-11.

* Cf. PLUT. ibid. 74 (though
that is after the death of Calli-
sthenes); as to Antipater, cf.
PLUT. Alex. 39, 49; ARRIAN, vii.
12; CURT. x. 31; DIODOR. xvii
118.

5 This friendship is proved
from the fact that Antipater's
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king’s attachment to his tutor came through the action
of Callisthenes.! The stiff-necked opposition of that
philosopher to the new Oriental fashions of the Court;
the bitter and reckless tone of his diatribes against
them ; the pointed way in which he vaunted his inde-
pendence and drew upon himself the eyes of all the
malcontents of the army ; the importance he assumed to
himself as Alexander’s historian, and the arrogant airs
he gave himself accordingly, had long caused the king
to look on him with anger and mistrust. This made it
the easier for his enemies to persuade the king of his
complicity in the conspiracy of the nobles which had
placed Alexander’s life in the gravest danger, and
Callisthenes lost his life 2 with the conspirators, though
he was doubtless innocent of their treacherous design.
In the heat of his anger the king’s suspicions turned
against Aristotle?® also, for he had brought up Calli-

son, Cassander, was a pupil of
Aristotle (PLUT. Ales. T4), by the
letters of Aristotle to Antipater
(Aristocl. apud EUS. Pr. Ep. xv.
2, 9; Droa.27; DEMETR. Eloc.
225 ; ZLLIAN, V. H. xiv. 1), and
especially by the fact that Anti-
pater is named as chief executor
in Aristotle’s will, apud D1o@. 11.
The false story of his complicity
in Alexander's death is based
on this circumstance (v. in-
fra).

! As to Callisthenes, see
PLUT. Alex. 53-65; Sto. rep. 20,
6. p. 1043, Qu. conv. i.6. p. 623;
ARRIAN, iv. 10-14; CURT. viii.
18 8q.; CHARES apud ATHEN. X.
434 d; THEOPHRAST. ap. CIC.
Tuse. iii. 10, 21; SENECA, Net.

@Qu. vi. 23, 2; and of modern
writers, STAHR, Arist. i. 121 sq. ;
DROYBEN, Gesch. Alew. ii. 88
sq.; GROTE, Hist. of Greece, xii.
290 sq., etc.

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

3 Alex. writes to Antipater
(PLUT. Alex. 5B): ol utv waides
owd T@v Makeddvwy xaTeAebabnoay
Tov 8¢ copiorhy [Callisth.] éyd
KoAdow kal Tods érméufavras adTdy
xal Tobs Umodexouévous Tals wéAeot
Tobs éuol émiBovAedoyras. Accord-
ing to Chares (ap. PLUT. ibid.),
he had at first intended to try
Callisthenes in Aristotle’s pres-
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sthenes as a kinsman and had afterwards recommended
him to the King,' though, no doubt, he also warned the
reckless young man against imprudence.? The suspicion
however led to nothing worse than a notable coolness
in his relations with Alexander.® A story to the effect
that Aristotle was concerned with Antipater in the
alleged poisoning of Alexander was connected with the
death of Callisthenes,* but the completely groundless
nature of the charge has long ago been proved.® So far
indeed was Aristotle from having any cause to desire
his princely pupil’'s death that that event in reality

brought serious dangers upon himself.

ence. The statement of Dio.
Chrys. (Or. 64, p. 338) that Alex-
ander meant to kill Aristotle and
Antipater is merely a rhetorical
exaggeration.

! PLUT. ibid.; ARRIAN, iv. 10,
1; DI10G. 4; SUID. KaAAig0.

2 D10@G. tbid.; VALER. MAX,
vii. 2; PLUT. Alew. 64.

8 Plutarch says this expressly
(cf. p. 23, n. 1, supra), and the
story in Diog. 10, that Alexander,
to mortify his teacher, took
Anaximenes of Lampsacus and
Xenocrates into favour, would
pot prove the contrary even if it
were more credible; but it is
unworthy of both Alexander and
Aristotle. Plutarch, ibid., on the
contrary, sees in the king’s kind-
ness to Xenocrates,a consequence
of Aristotle’s teaching. Philop-
onus (apud ARIST. Meteorol. ed.
Ideler, i. 142) cites a reputed
letter of Alexander to Aristotle
from India, which proves nothing.

4 The earliest witness to this
story is a certain Hagnothemis
(apud PLUT. Ale®. 77) who is said
to have heard it from King Anti-

VOL. I.

gonus I. Arrian (vii. 27) and
Pliny (H. Nat. xxx. 16) mention
it, but, like Plutarch, treat it
as an invention. Xiphilinus
(Ixxvii. 7, p. 1293) says the Em-
peror Caracalla deprived the
Peripatetics in Alexandria of
their privileges on account of
the alleged guilt of Aristotle.

5 Thedisproof of the charge (cf.
STAHR, Ar. i. 136 sq. and DROY-
8EN, Gesch. d. Hellen. i. 705 sq,)"
rests, apart from its moral im-
possibility, on these grounds:
(a) Plut. ibid. shows expressly
that the suspicion of poisoning
first arose six years after Alex-
ander’s death, whenit afforded the
passionate Olympias a welcome
pretext to slake her hatred
against Antipater’s family, and
to excite public opinion against
Cassander who was said to have
administered the poison; (&)
equal suspicion attaches to the
testimony of Antigonus, which
maust belong to the time when he
was at enmity with Cassander,
though we do not know whether
he made any charge against

D
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"For the unexpected news of the sudden death of
the dreaded conqueror called out in Athens a wild
excitement against the Macedonian rule, which, as
soon as the news was fully confirmed, broke into
open war. Athens put herself at the head of all who
were willing to fight for the freedom of Greece, and
before the Macedonian regent Antipater was fully pre-
pared, he found himself beset by superior forces, which
he only succeeded in mastering after a long and risky
struggle in the Lamian War.! Trom the first this
movement threatened, as was to be expected, the pro-
minent members -of the Macedonian party. Aristotle

Aristotle; (¢) it is significant
that the bitterest opponents of
Aristotle, to whom no calumny
is amiss, such as Epicurus, Ti-
meus, Demochares, Lyco, etc.,
know nothing of the charge;
(2) almost all who speak of
Alexander’s poisoning preserve the
story (which was clearly connected
with the first publication of the
rumour and was well fitted to catch
the popular fancy) thatit was ac-
complished by water from the
Nonacrian spring—4.e.the Styx—
a proof that we are not dealing
with history; (¢) the accounts
Arrian and Plutarch give us
from the court chronicles as to
the course of Alexander’s illness
do not in any way suggest poison ;
(f) if Aristotle’s motive was the
fate of Callisthenes, that could
hardly have caused in him a
hatred that would lead six years
later to murder, nor could he,
after so long a time, have had
any fear as to his own safety;
(9) it is probable that Aristotle’s
own adopted son was in Alex-

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

! For details, see DROYSEN,
Gesoh. d. Hellen. i. 59 sq.
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may not have played a political réle ;! but, in any case,
his relation as tutor to Alexander and his friendship
with Antipater were so well known, his own name was
so famous, and his personal enemies, no doubt, so many,
that he could not escape attack. The charge brought
against him of offences against the established religion
—in itself baseless enough—must have been simply
a pretext for wreaking political and personal ven-
geance.? But Aristotle found it best to retire before
the rising storm.? He escaped to Chalcis in Eu-

! According to Aristocl. ap.
Evs. Pr. Bv. xv. 2, 3, Demochares
(doubtless Demosthenes’ nephew,
de quo ¢f. C10. Brut. 83, 286: De
Orat. ii. 23, 95; SENECA, De Ira,
iii. 23, 2; PLUT. Demosth. 30;
Vit. X Orat. viii. 53, p. 847, and
SUIDAS) had alleged that letters
of Aristotle’s had been found
which were hostile to Athens;
that he had betrayed Stagira to
the Macedonians, and that after
the destruction of Olynthus he
had betrayed to Philip the richest
citizens of that city. As the last
two are impossible, the first is
probably untrue, as Aristocles
himself recognised.

2 The charge was brought by
Demophilus on the instigation
of the Hierophant Eurymedon,
related to the deification of
Hermias, and alleged as proofs
the poem noticed (p. 20, n. 3),
and the alleged sacrifice (p. 20,
n. 1): cf. ATHEN. xv. 696 4,697 a;
D10G.6 ; ANON. MENAG., SUIDAS,
and HEsYCH. Origen (e. Cels.
i. 65) suggests, out of his own
fancy, Twa 3dyuara Tis pirocoplas
adbrot & &duicay elvar &oeBi) ol
’Abnvaio.. The weakness of the
charge proves that it was only

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

8 His remarks that ‘he would
not give the Athenians a second
chance of sinning against philo-
sophy,’ and that ¢ Athens was the

D 2
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boea,' where he had a country house, to which he had
sometimes retired before, and his enemies could only

inflict on him unimportant insults.?

To Theophrastus *

he gave over his teaching work at the Lyceum, as a
substitute during his absence. But it was not given

place spoken of by Homer where
Syxyn éx’ Syxvy ympdoxe, ovxoy
8’ éml ok, in allusion to the
sycophants, arequoted by D10G.9;
ZALIAN, iii. 36; ORIGEN,uf supra;
EuSTATH. in Odyss. H 120,
p-1573; AMMON. p. 48; V. Mare.
8; Awmmon. Latin. 17, the last
mentioned placing them in a
letter to Antipater. FAVORINUS,
apud D10G. 9, says the Homeric
line occurred ina written Apologia,
which is known also to the Anon.
Ménag. and to ATHEN. xv. 697 a,
both of whom doubt its genuine-
ness. One does not see why
Aristotle, once in safety, should
write a useless defence. It wasno
doubt a rhetorical exercise in imi-
tation of the Socratic Apologia (cf.
the ent given by Athenzus
with PLAT. Apol. 26 D sq.).

! Apollodor. apud D10aG. 10 is
made to say that this was in
Ol 114, 38, i.e. in the latter half
of 322 B.c. This is improb-
able, for Strabo (x. 1, 11) and
Heraclides ap. DIOG. x. 1 speak
as if he lived a considerable time
in Chalcis ; and besides it is more
likely that the attack on Aristotle
happened in the first uprising
against the Macedonian party
than that it was begun after
Antipater’s decisive victories in
Thessaly, and that Aristotle fled
in good time instead of waiting
through the whole of the Lamian
war. Probably, therefore, he left
Athens late in the summer of
323, and Apollodorus only said

what we find in DIoNYS. Ep.
ad Amm. i. 5, that Aristotle
died in Ol. 114, 3, having fled to
Chalcis. It is not possible to
assume (with STAHR, i. 147) an
earlier emigration of Aristotle to
Chalcis, on the authority of the
statement of Heraclides that
Aristotle was living in Chaleis
when Epicurus came to Athens,
TeAevrhicartos 8 ’AAeldvdpov . . .
peteNbeiy [’Emiovpov] eis Koho-
¢ava. For Aristotle’s flight was
due only to the danger that
threatened him at Athens, which
arose only on Alexander’s un-
expected death; and he cannot
therefore have gone to Chalcis
before the news reached Athens,
in the middle of 323. Either
Heraclides or Diogenes must be
inexact. The Pseudo-Ammonius
(cf. p. 25, n. 5 supra) and David
(Schol. in Ar. 26 b. 26) assign im-
possible dates.

? Cf. STRABO, x. 1, 11, p.
448.
* In a fragment of a letter to
Antipater probably of this time
(ap. BLIAN, V. H. xiv. 1, cf. p.
44, n. 4 infra) Aristotle makes
mention T&v év  AeApois Ynoio-
Oévray pot kal &v &prpmuar v,
‘What this was—whether a monu-
ment, proédria, or other honorary
privilege—we do not know. Ifit
was given him by Athens, it may
be connected with the services
noticed p. 24, n. 8, supra.

* D10G. v. 36 and following
lines, SUID. 3. v. Bedgp.
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to Aristotle to enjoy his

87

retirement long. In the

following year, that is, in the summer of 322 B.C.}, he
succumbed to a disease from which he had long suffered.?
So it chanced that of his two great contempora-
ries he survived Alexander by less than a year, and
predeceased Demosthenes only by a short interval. His

body is said to have been taken to Stagira.?

His last

will is preserved to us, and it is a monument of his

' Apollod. ap. Droa. 10, V.
Mare. 3, Ammon. Latin. 12,
and DION. Ep. ad Amm.i. b, give
Ol. 114, 3 as the year. It was
about the time of Demosthenes’
death (APOLLOD. ibid.), but a
little earlier (GELL. V. 4. xvii.
21, 35). As that date is given
by PLUT. (Dem. 30) as the 1Gth
of Pyanepsion Ol. 114, 3 = Oct. 14,
322, Aristotle must have died be-
tween July and Sept. of that year.

2 That he died by illness is
- stated by Apollod. and Dionys.
ut supra; cf. GELL. xiii. 5, 1.
Censorin. (Di. Nat. 14, 16) adds:
hune ferunt natwralem stomachi
infirmitatem crebrasque morbidi
corporis offensiones adeo virtute
animi div sustentasse, ut magis
mirwm it ad annos sewaginia tres
ewm vitam protulisse, quam ultra
non pertulisse. The statement
of Eumelus ap. D10G. 6 (de quo
v. p. 2, n. 2, p. 6, n. 3 supra) fol-
lowed by the Anon. Menag. and
Suidas, that he poisoned himself
with hemlock, or (as Hesych. has
it) that he was condemned to
drink hemlock, is probably a con-
fusion with the death of Demo-
sthenes or of Socrates. It cannot
be historic, because the best
evidence is against it, because it
is contrary to Aristotle’s own
principles {Eth. N. ii.11,1116a,

12, v. 16 init., ix. 4, 1166 b, 11),
and because it does not fit the
circumstances, for in Eubcea he
wasinno danger. The tale (found
only in ZELIAS CRETENSIS, p.
507 D) that he threw himself into
the Euripus because he could not
discover the causes of his visions,
and the variant of the same in
JUBTIN. cohort. 36, GREG. NAz.
Or. iv. 112, or PROCOP. De Bello
Goth. iv. 579, that his fruitless
meditations on a vision wore him
out with worry and fatigue, need
no refutation, though Bayle (art.
Aristotle, n.Z) thinks the latter a
fitting end ; cf. STAHR, i. 165.

3 Related only by V. Mare.
4 and Ammon. Latin. 13, and
with the addition that an altar
was built on his grave and the
council meetings held there ; and
that a festival ‘ApiororéAeia) was
instituted and a month named
after him. The evidence is not
good ; but as he was not only the
most illustrious citizen but also
the re-founder of Stagira (cf. D1o.
Or.47,224, whosaysthat Aristotle
alone had the fortune to be rs
warpldos oikiorys) the story is not
wholly improbable.

* Apud Drog. 11 sq; pro-
bably (cf. v. 64) taken, like the
wills of Theophrastus, Strato,
and Lyco, from Aristo, a noted
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faithful attachment and careful provision for all who

were connected with him, including his slaves.

Peripatetic ciro. 200-250 (lege
'Aplotrwy 6 Ketos), who will be
mentioned in his place. Herm-
ippus (oire. 200-220) cited the

same record (». ATHEN. Xiii..

589 ¢.), which according to V.
Mare. 8, and Ammon. Latin. 17
was also quoted by Andronicus
and Ptolemzus for the catalogues
of Aristotle’s writings, de ¢. infra.
V. Maro. says Aristotle left a
Swabficn . . . péperar xapd Te *Av-
Spovikg xal TitoAepaly uerd [Tdv]
wwdx[wy] Tév adrod ovyypauudrey
(Ammon. Latin. ¢ cum volumi-
nibus suorum tractatuum ;’ cf.
HE1TZ, Verl. Schr. d. Ar. 34).
The external evidence for the
will is therefore good ; the more
because it is likely that the wills
of Aristotle and his followers
would be carefully preserved by
the Peripatetic school (for which
those of Theoph., Strato, and
Lyco were a kind of foundation
charter), and because Aristo was
himself the immediate successor
of Lyco. The document has also
all internal signs of genuineness,
and the objections which have
been urged against it (cf. GRANT,
26) prove little. It is objected
that it mentions neither a house
in Athens nor a library, both
of which Aristotle possessed. A
forger, however, would never
have omitted the latter, which
was the thing of chief interest
for the school ; but it is very pos-
sible that Aristotle had already
made arrangements about it,
which did not require to be re-
peated in the extant will, that
being rather a set of directions
to friends than, like the three

Theo-

others quoted, a regular disposi-
tion of his whole property. Grant
thinks it unlikely that Pythias
was not yet marriageable or that
Nicomachus was a lad ; but this
is not so. Why may not Ari-
stotle’s wife Pythias, perhaps
after the death of older children,
have borne him a daughter ten
years after their marriage? or
why might Aristotle not have by
a second wife, for whose remar-
riage he provides, a son who
would be a lad when his father
was sixty-three? Besides, we
know from other sources that the
education of Nicomachus was
taken over by Theophrastus. The
naming of Antipater arouses
in Grant a suspicion that the
forger inserted him as a historic
name; but it is clearly natural
that Aristotle might appoint him
in order to place the carrying
out of his directions for the
benefit of those depending on
him under the protection of his
powerful friend. And this is all
that is meant when he is named
first in the honorary position of
érirpowos wdvtwy, whereas the
carrying out of the business
provisions of the will is left to
Theophrastus and the other éi-
peAntal. Objection is taken to
the provisions for four statues of
animals which Aristotle is said
to have vowed to Zeus Soter
and Athene the Preserver, for
Nicanor’s safety (D1og. 16), as
being an imitation of the Socratic
votive offering for Asclepios
(PLAT. Phed. 118, A). This,
however, is far-fetched and the
point is unimportant. Little as
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phrastus he named as the chief of his school,! and to
him he left the best part of his inheritance, his books.?

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

of his later years.* What

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

! The pretty story as to the
way in which he expressed his
choice i8 well known (GELL.
N. A. xiii. 5, where ¢ Eudemus’
must be substituted for ¢ Mene-
demus’). It is quite credible,
and not unlike Aristotle.

2 STRABO, xiii. 1, 54, p. 608;
PLUOT. Sulla, c. 26; ATHEN. i. 3, a,
with which cf. D10G. v. 52.

2 D10G. 2 calls him loxvo-
oxe\ds and uikpduparos, and an
abusive epigram in the Anthology
(iii. 167, Jac.), which deserves no
weight, ouicpds, ¢paraxpds, and
wpoydorwp. We hear of a lisp in
pronouncing R, to which the
word TpavAds (ap. D10@. 2, ANON.

remains of the stories told

MENAG., SUID., PLUT. Aud. Poct.
8,p.26,and Adulat.9,p. 53) refers.
Pausanias (vi. 4, 5) mentions a
statue said to be of Aristotle; asto
others, ». STAHR, i. 161 sq, and as
tothose extant, especially thelife-
size sitting statue in the Palazzo
Spada at Rome, ©». SCHUSTER,
Erhalt. Portr. d. griech. Philos.
Leipz. 1876, p. 16, where they
are photographed. The sitting
statue has a lean face, earnest
and. thoughtful, showing the
lines of severe mental labour,
and with a delicate, clear-cut
profile. It impresses us with its
life-like truth to nature, and the
workmanship is 8o excellent that
it may well be an original work
dating from the time of Aristotle
or his immediate successor.
Directions are given in Theo-
phrastus’ will (D10gG. v. 51) that
the Movaeior begun by him should
be finished: ¥reira Thy ’Apioro-
Téhovs elkbva Tebivar eis TO lepdy
kal T Aoiwd dvabfipara Soa wpdrepoy
vxijpxev év 1¢ lepp, which pro-
bably is to be understood of a
statue already erected.

4 Cf.p.8 sq.; 19, n. 4; 20,
n. 1, 2; 33, n. 4; 35, n. 1, 5,
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by his many enemies! has for the most part little
probability.? Nor do the accounts we have give us

any right to lay to Aristotle’s
shrewdness,
little-minded greed for fame.?

seeking sort of

charges concerns chiefly
Macedonian rulers.

charge either a self-
or a jealous and
The first of these

his relations with the

The second refers to the criti-

cisms he allows himself to make in writing of his

cotemporaries and his forerunners.

But it cannot be

proved that he ever sought the favour of Philip and

supra. Another calumny is Ter-
tullian’s Ar. familiarem suum
Hermiam turpiter loco excedere
fecit (Apologet. 46), which in the
context can only mean he betrayed
him, a tale so senseless and wicked
that it required a Tertullian to
invent it. The story of Philo of
Byblos ap. SUID. HaAaip., as to
immoral relations with the his-
torian Palephatus of Abydos is
equally baseless.

' THEMIST., Orat. xxiii. 285

talks of a orpards 8Aos of Ari-
stotle’s calumniators, By him,
Aristocl. (ap. EUS. xv. 2) and
Diogenes (11, 16) the following
are named: Epicurus, Timaus,
Eubulides, Alexinus, Cephiso-
dorus, Lyco, Theocritus of Chios,
Demochares, and Dicearchus,
within a generation of Aristotle.

2 Such as the accusations to
be found in ARISTOCL. and D10G.,
ut supra; SUID.’ApioT.; ATHEN.
viii. 342, xiii. 566; PLIN. H. N.
xxxv. 16, 2; ALIAN, V. H. iii.
19; THEODORET, Cur. Gr. Afl.
xii. 51, p. 173; LUCIAN, Dial.
Mort. 13, 5, and Paras. 36;
that Aristotle was a glutton, and
for that reason went to the

Macedonian Court and flattered
Alexander, and that at his death
76 (or even 300) dishes were
found in his house: or that
he was immoral in relation to
Pythias and Herpyllis, and was
also enamoured of Theodectes of
Phaselis: and again that he was
so effeminate that he bathed in
warm oil (doubtless for medical
reasons, cf. D1og. 16 and p. 37,
n. 2, supra), and so miserly that
he sold the oil afterwards: or
that in his youth he was too
fashionable for a philosopher
(which, as he wasrich and brought
up at Court, is possible): and
that he was impudent and sneer-
ing. If there were any facts
underiying these stories, we may
conclude from the character of
the narrators that they were in
any case trivial ; and we can see
in the passages of Lucian and
Theodoret and his quotation from
Atticus how Aristotle’s own state-
ments as to wealth and pleasure
were twisted to support these
suspicions.

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

! Stahr thinks it sounds like

flattery when Aristotle writes to
Alexander (Arist. Fragm. No.
611, apud MALIAN, V. H. xii.
54) & Ouuds kal 9 dpyh ob mpds
foovs (1. fooovs with Rutgers,
Rose and Heitz) &AAa wpds
Tods kpelrTovas ‘ylverai, aol 8¢
obBels Yoos, but if this is genuine
Aristotle said no more than the
truth, and he wrote, according to
ZElian, in order to appease
Alexander’s wrathagainst certain
persons, for which purpose he
tells him that one cannot be

angry with inferiors, and that he
stood above all men, which was
surely true of the conqueror of
the Persian Empire. We cannot
tell whether the letter is genuine.
Heitz ( Verlor. Schr. d. Arist. 287)
suggests that this fragment does
not agrece with that in Plut.
(Trangu. An. 13, p. 472; Arist.
Fragm. 614, 15681, b) in which
Aristotle is made to compare
himself with Alexander, but the
letter is much the more doubtful
of the two.
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new foundation could be found except in the Macedonian
kingdom, for the Greek States were no longer able at
once tomaintain their independenceagainst the foreigner
and to reform their inner life. The whole course of
history so far had proved this so conclusively, that even
a Phocion was forced to say, in the Lamian War, that
unless the moral conditions of Greece were altered
there was nothing to be expected from an armed rising
against Macedon.! Doubtless such a conviction would
come far less readily to an Athenian statesman than to
a friend of the Macedonian kings, who was a citizen
of a small city like Stagira, once destroyed by Philip,
and then reorganised as a Macedonian town. Can
we blame him if he accepted that view, and, with a
just appreciation of the political situation, attached
himself to that party which alone had a future, and
from which alone, if from any, Greece could still find
salvation from the dissension and decay within, and the
loss of power to face the enemy withont? Can we
condemn him if he felt that the old independence of
the Greek cities must come to an end, when its basis
in the civic virtue of their citizens was gone? Can we
object if he believed that in his pupil Alexander was
fulfilled the condition under which he held that
monarchy was natural and just >—where one man stands
out so clearly beyond all others in efficiency as to make
their equality with him impossible? Can we complain
if he preferred to see the hegemony of Hellas rather in
the hands of such & man than in those of the ¢ great
king’ of Persia, for whose favour the Greek cities had

! PLUT. Phoc. 23. 2 Polit. iii. 13 fin.
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been bidding against each other ever since the Pelo-
ponnesian War, and hoped that he would give the
Hellenes the only thing they lacked to become the
rulers of the world—a political unity ?*

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

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

v Polit. vii. 7, 1327 b, 29,
reckoning the merits of the
Greek race: dibwep éAelfepby Te
Siatehel kal BéATioTa WOAlTEvipeE-
vov xal Suvduevov Epxew wdvrwy
uias Tvyxdvov mohirelas.

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

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

3 C1C. Tuse. iii. 28, 69 : Aristo-
teles veteres philosophos accusams
qui existimavissent philosophiam
suis ingeniis esse perfectam, ait
eos aut stultissimos aut gloriosissi-
mos fuisse : sed se videre, quod
paucis annis magna accessio facta
esset, brevi tempore philosophiam
plane absolutam fore.
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for tens of centuries. In .fact, the rem
have occurred in an early work of Aristx
have related not to his own system bt
which professed to open out a prespect of
pletion of all science.?

So far as Aristotle’s philosophical
scanty fragments of his letters, the pro:
will, and our incomplete accounts of 1
us .any picture of his personality, we
honour him. Nobility of principles, s
sense, a keen judgment, a susceptibility t
a warm and lively feeling for family life an
gratitude towards benefactors, affection f
benevolence to slaves and those in need,? a
his wife, and a lofty conception of marria e
scending the traditional theories of Greece—such are
the traits that we can see. They all carry us back to
that faculty of moral tact to which in his Ethics he
reduced all virtue, backed as it was in him by a wide
knowledge of men and by deep reflection. We are
bound to suppose that the principles he asserts in his
Ethics were the guides of his own life,* the recoil from
‘all manner of one-sidedness and excess, and the orderly

Ve

11=iys16F URIIGE

—ssS-wT -
aucljds17ID

! In the dialogue Mepl ¢iro-
cgoplas, to which it is rightly
referred by Rose (4r. Fr. No. 1)
and Heitz (4». Fr. p. 33).

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

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

personally served him should be
sold, and that several should be
freed and even started in life.
As to the latter, cf. his saying,
ap. D10G. 17, ob Tdv Tpdwov, &AAG
Tdv bvBpamoy HAénoa.

¢ Cf. his expressions in the
Letter to Antipater, ap. ZLIAN,
V. H. xiv. 1 and ap. D1oa. 18.
In the former fragment he says
as to the withdrawal of former
honours (de¢ ¢q. v». p. 36, n. 8,
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preciation of things which despises nothing that has
roots in human nature, but attributes an absolute
.ue only to the spiritual and moral factors of life.
«d if his character, so far as we know it, and in spite
any little weaknesses which may have attached to
seems to us lofty and honourable, still more are
powers and intellectual achievements altogether
ounding. Never have so great a wealth of know-
ge, so careful powers of observation, and so untiring
eal for acquisition, been found in combination with

* h keenness and power of scientific thinking, with a
losophic insight so capable of piercing into the
mce of things, with a width of view so fully capable

it once seeing the unity and coherence of all know-

.. Ze,and embracing and subordinating all its branches.
In poetic swing, in richness of fancy, in the insight of
genius, he cannot compete with Plato. His powers lay
wholly on the side of knowledge, not of art.! That
fascinating witchery of speech with which Plato holds
us is hardly ever to be found in the extant works of the
Stagirite, though many of those that are lost are praised,
doubtless with justice, for their literary grace.? But
he outstrips his master in all those qualities which
mark the full manhood of science—in width and solidity

supra) odrws Exw, bs ufTe pot

apbdpa péhew Imép abdrav uhire por
undev péhew ; in the latter, as to
one who had reviled him behind
his back : éwdvra ue kal paoriyobrw.

! The few poetic attempts we
have show no great gift. On the
other hand his wit was noted
(DEMETR. De FEloc. 128), and
the apophthegms (ap. Dioa.

17 sq) and the fragments of
letters (ap. DEMETR. 29, 233)
give proof of it. That it went
with a tendency to banter and
sauciness of speech (&kaspos oTw-
pmvAla), as Alian (V. H. iii. 19)
tells us of him in his youth, is
possible, though not proved by
the existing testimony.
2 De quo infra.
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of research, in purity of scientific method, in ripeness
of judgment, in wary discrimination, in his compact
brevity and inimitable keenness of statement, and in
the definite use and comprehensive development of a
scientific terminology. He cannot inspire us, lay hold
of our hearts, weld in one the scientific and the moral
energies, at all in the same way as Plato does. His
work is drier, more professional, more closely confined
to the field of cognition than Plato’s had been. But
within these lines he has, so far as one man might,
achieved success. For thousands of years he showed
philosophy her way. For the Greeks he inaugurated
the age of learning. In every field of knowledge then
open to him he enriched the sciences by original in-
vestigations, and advanced them by new conceptions.
Even if we put at their highest possible measure the
help he derived from his forerunners, and the assistance
he obtained from scholars and friends, and perhaps also
from trained slaves,! the range of his achievements
still runs so far beyond the common standard, that we
can scarcely understand how one man in a short life
could accomplish it all, especially since we know that
his restless soul had to wring from a weakly body the
needful vitality for this gigantic work.? Aristotle has
fulfilled his historic vocation and solved the philosophic
task it set him, as scarce any other ever did. Of what
he was as a man we know unhappily too little, but we

! Callisthenes of Babylon is the story is suspicious because of
said to have sent him informa- the addition that these observa-
tion of astronomical observations tions went back 31,000 years.
there (SimpPL. De Cealo, Schol. ? Cf. p. 87, n. 2, and DI10G. V.
503, a, 26, following Porph.), but 16.
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have no reason to believe the attacks of his foes, or
to refuse to accord to him that favourable judgment
which his own Ethics with many subsidiary indications
must demand.

"]



ARISTOTLE

CHAPTER II
ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS
A.—Consideration of the particular works seriatim

THE literary activity of Aristotle startles us at the outset
both by its extent and its manysidedness. The works
which we have under his name extend over all
branches of philosophy, and they exhibit a vast
wealth of wide observation and historical learning. Yet
to these extant works the ancient catalogues add a great
number of others, of which only the titles or slight frag-
ments now remain. Two of these catalogues we have :
the first in two recensions, that by Diogenes (V. 21 sqq.),
and that called the ¢ Anonymus Menagii’: the other
in certain Arabic texts.! The first list contains, in
Diogenes, 146 titles, most 2 of which the ¢ Anonymus’3
has preserved, leaving out* a few ® and adding seven or
eight new ones. An appendix adds forty-seven titles—
many of which,® however, are only repetitions or variants
of those already entered—and ten Pseudepigrapha.

! See both in the Arist.
Fragm. of Rose and Heitz (47.
Opp. v. 1463, Berlin ed., iv. b,
1 8q.,Paris ed.)

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

* According to Rose’s pro-
bable conjecture (4». Libr., Ord.

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

4 As to the possible grounds
of this omission cf. HEgiTz,
Verlor. Sohr. Arist. p. 15.

5 14 by onetext, 27 by the other.

¢ If our count is right there
are 9, 7.e. Nos. 147, 151, 154, 155,
167, 171, 172, 174, 182, repeating
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Both the sources agree in putting the total number of
books at nearly 400.! The author of the first catalogue
cannot be (as Rose imagines ?) identified with Andro-
nicus of Rhodes, the well-known editor and arranger of
Aristotle’s works,? though it is not to be doubted that
that Peripatetic did compile a catalogue of Aristotle’s
writings.! For even if we could set aside the fact that
Andronicus is said to have given the total number at
1,000 books,® and the circumstance that the extant
index includes the Ilepi épunvelas, which he rejected,”
it remains clear that we should look to find in Andro-
nicus’s edition those writings above all that are in-
cluded in our extant Corpus Arisfotelicum, which is
derived, speaking broadly, from his own. This is far
from being true of the extant catalogues, for many
important parts of the extant Corpus are either alto-
gether absent or at least are not to be traced under

Nos. 106, 7, 111, 91, 98, 16, 18,
39 and 11 of the main list.

! D1oG. 34, and the ANON.
MENAG. at the beginning of his
list. The titlesin Diog.(reckoning
the Letters as one book for each
correspondent named and the
TloAtrefar as a single book) give
375 books; those in the Anon. as
completed by Rose, 391.

2 Arist. Pseudepig. 8 sq.

3 Cf. ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr. Pt.
iii. a, 549, 3 (2nd edition).

4 Thisis clear from the above-
mentioned passage of Plut.
(Sulla, 26) from the V. Marc. 8
(cf. p. 37, n. 4, supra) and David,
Schol. in Ar. 24, a,19. It is not
credible that Andronicus merely
adopted the catalogue of Her-
wmippus (v. HEITZ, Ar. Fr. 12)

VOL. I.

which did not at all correspond
with his own work. A similar
catalogue of the writings of
Theophrastus is ascribed to him
by the Scholia at the end of his
Metaphysics and at the beginning
of the seventh book of the Hist. of
Plants.

5 DAvVID, Schol.in Ar. 24,a,
19.

¢ This is the more remarkable
because we gather from D1oG. 34
that the catalogue was to include
only works recognised as ge-
nuine. Bernays (Dial.d. Ar.134)
therefore supposes that the
book was inserted in the cata-
logue of Andronicus by a later
hand.

7 ALEX. in Anal. Pri. 52,

E
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* their later names and in their later form.! The con-
verse theory ? that the list in Diogenes was meant to
contain only those writings which were left out of
Andronicus’s collection of the didactic works, is nega-
tived by the fact that the list contains many importunt
sections of the Corpus, and that it distinctly claims to

be a complete review of the philosopher’s works.?

For

similar reasons it is equally impossible that it can owe
its origin to Nicolaus of Damascus,* or any other to

1 Of the books contained in
our Corpus Aristotelicum Dio-
genes’ list mentions only the
following : Nos. 141, The Cate-
gories; 142, M. é&punvefas; 49,
Mpotépwy &varvrik@v ; 50, "AvaA.
Sarépwv ; 102, T (fwv, 9 books
(meaning no doubt the History of
Animals, the spurious tenth book
of which is afterwards, No. 107,
called “I'wép Tob uh yewvdv); 123,
Manxavicdv & ; 75, oAt uxis drpod-
aews 8 books ; 23, Oirovouwds o’ ;
78, Téxvns pnropiriis o« B'; 119,
TomTikdy o : and probably also
the Topics, under two different
names, ¢f. infra. Also Nos. 90,
II. ploews o B 7/, and 45 (115),
Nn. xwhoews o (which are
probably parts of the Physics) ;
and No. 39, II. oroixelwy o’ B' 7y
(meaning probably the two
books TI. yevéoews with our book
iii. ZDe Calo, or Dbook iv.
Meteor.) ; 70, @éoeas émixeipnpa-
Tikal ke’ (no doubt a recension of
the Problems); 36, Il 7@y mooa-
x®s Aeyouévwy (doubtless the trea-
tise. often cited by Ar. under that
name, which is now book v. of the
Metaphysics) ; and 38, "HOwdy
(only 5 books). KEven assuming
that all the suggerted correspon-
dences are correct, the list still

omits important parts of our
Corpus. The Anon. Menag. adds
the Zopics under that name (his
No. 52) and the Metaphysics, to
which he gives 20 books (if the
text is right, de quo infra). The
First Analytic is his 134, with
2 books, and the FEthics is 39,
'HOukdv ' (lege o/~x’). His appen-
dix adds: 148, $vouch axpdaais,
o (lege 7' ; 149, 1. yevéoews xal
¢bopas ; 150, I1. peredpwr, & ; 165,
I (¢wy igroplas '; 156, I. (Guwr
kwhaews (as 3 books); 157, II.
($wv poplwy (only 3 books); 158,
I (gwv yevéoews (also 3 books) ;
174, I1. #0ikdy Nixouaxelwy.

2 Of Bernays, Dial. Ar. 133,
and Rose, «f supra: cf on the
opposite side, HEITz, Verlor.
Sehr. p. 19.

3 Swvéypaye 8¢ mduwhewora
BiBria &mep &xdAovloy Trynoduny
broypdyar 3id Ty mwepl wdwras
Adyovs Tavdpds é&perhy, are the
introductory words in D1oa. v.21,
but that does not mean that he
would exclude the main philo-
sophical treatises.. The same is
clear from § 34, where Aristotle'’s
power of work is said to be proved
éx T@v mpoyeypaupuévwy cvyypau-
pdrwv, numbering nearly 400.

* For his works on Aristotle
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whom the edition of Andronicus was already known.
Its compiler must have been ! a scholar of the Alexan-
drine period, most probably Hermippus;? and he must
either not have had the means or not have taken the
trouble to give us more than a list of the manuscripts
which were to be found 2 in a library accessible to him,
presumably that of Alexandria. Otherwise it would
be impossible for him to have omitted important works
which can, as we shall see, be clearly proved to have
been in use during the two centuries preceding the date
of Andronicus.* The first catalogue, therefore, only
shows us what writings appeared under Aristotle’s name
in the Library of Alexandria.

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

cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. Pt. iii. a.
556, 2nd ed., and HEITZ, Verlor.
Schr. 38.

! So HEITZ, 46 8q., followed
by GROTE, i. 48, SUSEMIHL, 4.
4. d. Dichtk. 19, Ar. Pol. xliii.,
NIETZSCHE, Rhein. Mus. xxiv,
181 sq.

? Wearenotexpressly told that
this scholar and Peripatetic, who
wrote about 200 B.C., catalogued
the works of Aristotle; but it is
hardly to be doubted, seeing that
he wrote a biography of Aristotle
in at least two books which Dio-
genes used (cf. D10g. v. 1, 2,and
ATHEN. xiii. 589, xv. 696), and
that his "Avaypagph Tdv Becoppdarov
BiBAlwyis mentioned inthe Scholia
cited, p. 49, n. 4, supra (cf.

HE1TZ, ibid. 49, Ar. Fr. 11).
Through what channel it came
to the knowledge of Diogenes,
we do not know.

8 Brandis (@r.-rom. Phil. ii.
b, 1, 81) has shown that this
is probably true of both the
catalogues of Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus given by Diogenes.

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

8 De q. v. RO8E, Ar. Opp.,
p. 1469.

¢ One of these Arabic writers

E 2
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Arabic copyists in an incomplete form.

'ARISTOTLE

For while

Ptolemy put the total of Aristotle’s works at 1,000
Books, their lists comprise only some 100 treatises,

counting about 550 Books.!

Of the component parts of

our extant Corpus only a few are wanting, and their

absence may be partly accidental.?

(Ibn el Kifti, d. 1248, ap. ROSE,
1bid.) says this Ptolemy was an
admirer of Aristotle, who wrote
a book, Historie Ar. et Mortis
ejus et Seriptorum Ordo,addressed
to Aaclas (or Actlas): the other
(lbn Abi Oseibia, d. 1269, ibid.)
also speaks of his ZLiber ad
Galas de vita Ar. et eximia pie-
tate testamenti c¢jus et indice
scriptorum ejus notorum. Both
copy from him biographical de-
tails as well as the Catalogue, but
seem to know no more of him
than that he lived ¢ in provincia
Rum’ (i.e. the Roman Empire),
and that he was a different per-
son from the author of the A4Z-
magest. What they say, how-
ever, corresponds exactly with
what David, Sekol. in Ar. 22,a,
10 (after Proclus, cf. 1. 23), says
of a Ptolemy who reckoned the
‘total of Aristotle’s books (as did
Andronicus, cf. p. 49, n. 6) at
1,000, &vaypaphy adzdv momaduevos
xal TOv Biov abrot xal THy Sidfeauwy :
and with the remarkin V. Marec. 8,
as to the same, that to his list of
Aristotle’s works he added his
will. David takes this Ptolemy
to be Ptolemsus Philadelphus,
but this merely proves the igno-
rance of David, or the pupil who
recorded his lectures; though we
know that Ptolemseus Philadel-
phus himself was a collector of
Aristotle’s works (ATHEN. i. 3,
DAvVID,and AMMON. Schol. in Ar.
28, a, 13, 43), and was a pupil of

Some others are

Strato (D10G.v.58). The factthat
the Ptolemy who compiled the
Catalogue came after Andronicus
is clear from the mention of
Andronicus at No. 90, and of
Apellicon at No. 86. Of the
writers of that name known to
us, Rose (Ar. Libr. Ord. 45) sug-
gests as the same the Neoplato-
nist Ptolemaeus, named by JAMBL.
ap. STOB. Eel. i. 904, and by
ProCLUS In Tim. 7. Another was
a contemporary of Longinus, but
he is said (by PorPH. V. Plot. 20)
to have written no scientific
works. The most probable iden-
tification would be with the Peri-
patetic Ptolemy, whose attack
on a definition of grammar by
Dionysius Thrax is quoted by
SEXT. MATH. i. 60, and by the
Schol. in BEKKER'S Anecd. ii. 730,
and whose date therefore must
lie somewhere between Dionysius
and Sextus (70-220 B.C.).

! An exact reckoning is not
possible without going into the
variations of the numbering in
the different texts. If thel71 Po-
litics were counted separately,
they would raise the total to
about 720.

2 The most important omis-
sions are the KEthics and the
'conomics ; besides which there
are the Rhetoric. ad Alex., the
book upon Melissus, &c.; and the
tracts IL. éxoverdw, II. évawvoijs,
I é&vvxviwv, II. pavtikfs THs &

. Tols Fmvous, I1. vedrnros kal yhpws,
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named twice over. The fact that this Arabic catalogue
was taken from a Greek original is proved by the
Greek titles, often hopelessly miswritten, which are
set against most of the items.

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

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

. 3xvov ral éypyybpoews, and- I,
xpwpdtwy;the I1. kéopov, T1. &peTdy
xal kaxiay, I1. Gavuaocioy drovoud-
rwy, and the dvosoyvwuiky. But
as No. 40 includes the De Memoria
et Somno, so it may be that others
of the small scientific tracts
are bracketed in the list under
one title and number.

! As to the works known only
by titles or fragments, cf. the
thorough inquiry of Heitz( Verlor.
Schrift. d. Ar., 1865), refuting
Val. Rose, whose learned essays,
De Ar. Librorum Ordine et

Auctoritate, 1854, and Ar. Pseud-
epigraphus, 1863, rejected too
summarily all the lost and several
of the extant books.—The writings
named in the ancient Catalogues
will be cited in this chapter by
Rose’s numbers (p. 48, n. 1); of
the Catalogues themselves, that of
Diogenes will be cited as D., that
of the Anonymus Menagii as AN.,
and the Ptolemy of the Arabic
texts as Pr. Ar. Fr. will be
used for the collection of the
fragments by Rose in A7. Opp. v,
1463.8q., Berlin ed.; and #r. Hz.’
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ness is doubtful or which are certainly forged, there is
very little left. A few poems and poetic fragments,
and perhaps some part of the matter said to be cited
from his Letters,? may stand. The so-called Apologia
of Aristotle,® and the Orations in praise of Plato and
Alexander,* must be rhetorical inventions of later date.

for that of Heitzin Ar. Opp.iv. b,
1 sq. of the Didot edition.

1 For these, with the notices
relating to them,v. BERGHK, Ly».
G7r. 504 5q.,RO8E, Ar. Pseud. 598
8q., A= Fr. 621 sq., p. 15683, and
Fr. Hr. 333 sq. The most im-
portant are those above cited
(p. 12, n. 4, p. 20, n. 3), whose
genuineness we have no reason
to doubt. D.1456 mentions&rnand
éreyeia, and AN. 138 ; éynduia 9
Huvovs appear in AN. App. 180.

2 The Letters of Aristotle,
praised by DEMETR. Eloc. 230,
SiMPL. Categ. 2 v, Schol. in Ar.
217, a, 43, and others (cf. ROSE,
Ar. Ps. 587, HE1TZ, Verl. Schr.
285, and Ar. Fr. 604-620, p.
1879, Fr. Hz. 321 sq.) as the high-
water mark of epistolary style,
were collected in eight books by
one Artemon, otherwise unknown
(v. DEMETR. Eloc. 223, DAVID,
Schol. in Ar. 24, a, 26, and Pr.
No. 87). Andronicus is said to
have reckoned twenty books (PT.
No. 90, cf. GELL. xx. 5, 10), but
perhaps it was only twentyletters,
which is the number in AN.
137. D. 144 names letters
to Philip, letters to the Sely-
brians, four letters to Alexander
(cf. DEMETR. KEloc. 234, Ps.
Amm. 47), nine to Antipater, and
seven to others. The letters of
or to Diares (de quo v. SIMPL.
Phys. 120), mentioned by PHILOP.

De An. K. 2, arenot in D. All

extant Fragments seem to come

- from the editions of Artemon and

Andronicus. It isdifficult to say if
any are genuine, since some are
certainly not. Not only Rose (Ar.
Ps. 585, Ar. Libr. Ord. 113) but
also Heitz (Verl. Sokr. 280, F'r.
Hz. 321) considers all the letters
forged. That the six now ex-
tant (ap. STAHR, Az ii. 169,
and #r. Hz. 329) are so is
clear, and Heitz holds that they
could not even have been in
Artemon’s collection.

* Cf. p. 35, n. 3, supra; Ar.
Fr.601, p. 1678 ; F'r. Hz. 320.

4 An ’Eykdpiov TIAdTwvos is
quoted by Olympiod. in Gorg.
166 (v. Jahrb. f. Philol., Suppl.,
xiv. 395, and Ar. Fr. 603, Fr. Hz.
319); but it is more than suspi-
cious, since no one used what
would have been the best source
of Platonic biography. A Pane-
gyric on Alexander ap. THEMIST.
Or. iii. 66 (Ar. Fr. 602, Fr. Hz.
319) is condemned by the Fr.
ap. RUTIL. LUPUS, De Fig. Sent.
i. 18, if that belongs to it, Ber-
nays’ theory of another Alexander
(Dial. Ar. 156) being very im-
probable. An ’EyxAncia 'AAegdy-
8pov is named by AN. (No. 193) as
spurious. Books IT. ’AAetdr3pov are
ascribed by Eustath. ap. DIoNYs.
Per. v. 1140, and AN. App. 176,
to Aristotle through some con-
fusion between his name and
Arrian’s. Cf. HEI1TZ, Verl. Schr.
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A second section of the writings may include those
which dealt with scientific questions, but were yet
essentially distinct in form from all the extant treatises,
namely, the Dialogues.! We have repeated proofs 2
that Aristotle, in one class of his works, did make
use of the form of dialogue. It is said that his
Dialognes differed from those of Plato in the fact
that the individuality of the persons cor..rsing was
not carried through,® and that the author kept the
lead of the conversation in his own hands* Of the
known works of this kind, the FEudemus,® the three
books On Philosophy® and the four books On Jus-

291, and MULLER, Script. rer.
Alex. pref. v.

! Cf. BERNAYS, Dialoge d. Ar.
(1863), HEI1TZ, Verl. Schr. 141-
221, ROSE, Ar. Pseud. 23 sq.

2 Cf. C1c. Ad Att. xiii. 19, 4,
BASIL. Ep. 135 (167) ap. ROSE,
Ar. Ps. 24, PLUT. Adv. Col. 14,4,
Di1o CHRYS. Or. 53, p. 274, ALEX.
ap. DAVID, Schol. in Ar. 24, b,
33, DAVID, ibid. 24, b, 10 sq., 26,
b, 36; PHILOP. ibid. 3b, b, 41,
and De An. E. 2; PROCL. ap.
Puivor. Fitern. M. 2, 2 (cf.
Ar. Fr. 10) and In Tim. 338 d;
AMMON. Categ. 6, b (ap. STAHR,
Ar. ii. 255); SIMPL. Phys. 2, b;
PRISCIAN, Solut. Proem.p. 653 b.

® BASIL. Ep. 1356 (167) ap.
ROSE, Ar. Pseud. 24. Ar. Fr. 1474,
HEITZ, 146.

t C1c. ut supra. Ad Quint,
Fr. iii. 5 does not refer to Dia-
logues. ¢ Aristotelius mos,’ in Ci1C.
Ad Fam.i. 9, 23, has a wider sense;
and refers to the ‘in wutram,
partem disputare, cf. De Orat. iii.
21, 80; but see HEITZ, 149.

5 This remarkable Dialogue

(de g. v. BERNAYS, 21, 143 etc.,
and Rhein. Mus. xvi. 236 sq.,
ROSE, Ar. Ps. 52 8q., Ar. Fr. 32—
43, p. 1479, F'r. Hz, 47) is called
E¥dnuos (THEMIST. De An. 197,
and cf. quotations in Ar. Fr.
41), or Iepl Yuxis (D. 13, AN. 13,
PLuT. Dio 22), or Eddnuos % x.
Yyuxiis (PLUT. Cons. ad Apol. 217,
p. 115, and Simpl. ap. 4r. Fr.
42). We learn from PLUT. Dio
22, and Cic. Divin. 1, 25, 53,
that it wasdedicated to Aristotle’s
friend, Eudemus, who died in
Sicily 352 B.C. (cf. p. 11n. 4 supra),
and it was probably written soon
after (KRISCHE, Forsch. i. 16).
Of the Fragmentsascribed to it by
Rose, more probable places will be
indicated infra for Fr. 36, 38,and
43. Aristotle himself seems, in De
An. i. 4, init. to refer to a discus-
sioninthe Fudemus,cf. Ar. Fr.41.

¢D. 3, AN. 3 (who by
oversight gives four books),
BERNAYS, 47, 95, RosE, Ar. Ps.
27, Ar. Fr. 1-21, p. 1474, HEITZ,
Verl. Schr. 119 sq., Fr. Hz. 30 8q.,
BYWATER, °Aristotle’s Dialogue
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tice! seemto have been the most important. The first two
are of particular interest, because they stand in such close
relation, not only by their form but by their subjects,
to the work of Plato, that there is much to be said for
the conjecture that they were written in the period
when Aristotle still belonged to the circle of Plato’s
scholars, and had not yet fully passed over to his later

independer. position.?

on Philosophy,” Journ. of Philol.
vii. 64 sq. Priscian tells us the
work was a dialogue (Solut.
Prowm. p. 5563), and it is con-
firmed by the statement (PLUT.
Adv. Col. 14, 4, Procl. ap. PRILOP.
Et. M. 2, 2; v. Ar. Fr. 10)
that Aristotle had in his Dia-
logues attacked and renounced
the Ideal .Theory; cf. Ar. Fr.
11 from the second book II.
¢iroo, arguing against the Ideal
Numbers. These three books
are referred to (besides D.) by
PHILODEM. T, eboeBefas, col. 22,
and following him, by Cic. N. D.
i. 13, 33. The apparent reference
in ARIST. Phys. ii. 2, 194, a, 35
(Buixds y&p 10 ob évexa: elpnrar ¥’
éy Tois wepl prrooodlas)is as Heitz
says (Verl. Schr. 180) very sus-
picious, since Aristotle nowhere
- else cites his Dialogues; but on
the other hand the reference will
not apply either to the Book on
the Good (which could not be
called II. ¢rog., cf. p. 61, n. 1,
infra), nor to Metaph. xii. 7,
1072, b, 2, since as Aristotle left
that book unfinished he could
not quote it in the Physics.
Rose’s rejection of the II. ¢wroa.
is followed by Susemihl, Genet.
Bnt. d. plat. Phil. ii. 634 ; but
the arguments are insufficient.

' D. 1, AN. 1, PT. 3, Ar. Fr.

There are certain other works

71-77, p. 1487, BERNAYS, 48,
RosE, 4». Ps. 87, HEITZ, Verl.
Schr. 169, Fr. Hz.19. Cic. Rep.
iii. 8, 12, mentions this as a
‘comprehensive’ work in four
books. According to PLUT. Sto.
rep. 15,6, it was attacked by
Chrysippus (CAp. mepl diratoadvns
dvriypdpwr) : and the attacks of
Carneades mentioned by LAc-
TANT. Epit. 55 (ap. C10. Rep. iii.)
seem to have been also specially
directed to this work. DEMETR.
Elve. 28 cites a passage from it.
We are not told that it was a
Dialogue, but that is inferred
from its position at the head of D.
which begins (Bernays, p. 132)
with the Dialogues arranged ac-
cording to number of books. It
is, however, true that in the
midst of the Dialogues (as No.
12) the Protrepticus comes in,
which probably was not a Dia-
logue. Neither probably were
Nos. 17-19. It is a question,
therefore, whether the Anon. has
not here preserved the original
order: so that the Dialogues
really include only the first thir-
teen numbers of AN., together
with the Symposion which was
misplaced in that list by reason
of the textual error(v.p. 58, n.1).

2 This is specially true of the
Fudemus. All the fragments of
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which are supposed. to have been dialogues, mainly
by reason of the place assigned them in the catalogues;
but some of them are only distantly connected with

this dialogue prove that it was
built on the lines of the Phedo.
They have in common not only
their subject, the Immortality of
the Soul, but also the artistic
and philosophic method in which
it is treated. Like the Phedo
(60 E), the Eudemus was intro-
duced (Fr. 32) by arevelation in
a dream, the direct prototype of
which is to be found in the other
Dial. relating to the last days of
Socrates (Crito, 44 A). As Plato
concludes his work (108 D sq.)
with an imaginative myth, so the
Fudemus had also its mythic
ornament (cf. Fr. 40, where
the words of Silenus, 3afuovos
émixdvov, etc., remind us also of
Rep. x. 617 D, and Fr. 37, which
must be taken in a mystical
sense). As the Phedo (69 ©)
refers to the doctrines of the
Mysteries, so Fr. 30 of the
Eudemus recognises the validity
of the customary honours to the
dead. But the most remarkable
resemblance between the two
Dialogues is in their philosophi-
cal contents. Aristotle in the
Fudemus insisted not only on
Tmmortality, but also on Pre-
existence and Transmigration,
defending in his own way the
theory that the soul in its
entrance into this life forgot
the Ideas (ZF7r. 34, 356). As the
Pheedo based the decisive argu-
ment for immortality on the
relation of the soul to the idea
of life (105 C sq.), so the Kudemus
also called the soul eld3ds 7t
(Pr. 42). AsPlato worked up to
this argument by a detailed refu-

tation of the theory that the soul
was the harmony of its body,
here also Aristotle followed him
(#r. 41). Ezxactly on Plato’s
lines is likewise F'r. 36, where the
misery of the soul tied to the body
is imaged in a striking compari-
son ; and even if Bywater (Journ.
of Phil. ii. 60) and Hirzel
( Hermes, x. 94) are right in refer-
ring this Fr. to the Protrepticus,
still this also seems to have
been on the same lines as the
Budemus (cf. p. 60, n. 1, infra).
Aristotle took a more inde-
pendent position against Plato in
the books On Philosophy. It is
true that the F7s. in which he
defends the belief in the gods,
the unity of God, and the rational
nature of the stars (#r. 14, 13,
16, 19, 20, 21, and the Fr. ap.
Cic. N.D. ii. 49, 125, de q. ».
BRrANDIS, ii. b, 1, 84; HEITZ,
228, refuting Rosk, A». Ps. 285),
read like Plato, and that #». 16
(de ¢. v. BERNAYS, 110, and Fr.
Hz. 87) is evidently modelled on
Rep. ii. 380 D. Nevertheless,
Aristotle decisively declared him-
self in this work (#7. 10, 11, cf.
p. 86, n. 6) against the theory of
the Ideas and Ideal Numbers,
declared the world to be not only,
as Plato said, unending, but also
beginningless (v. Frs. 17, 18,
with which BYWATER, 80, well
compares PLUT. Tranqu. An. 20,
p. 477); and gave in Book T. (.
Bywater’s reconstruction thereof
from PHILOP. in Nicom. Isayg. ;
C1c. Tuse. iii. 28, 69; PROCL. in
EvucL. p. 28; cf. Ar. Fr. 2-9) a
general theory of the develop-
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the philosophic system,! and others are of doubtful

authenticity.?

ment of humanity to culture and
philosophy, which, although it
connects with Plato by the re-
mark (ap. PHILOP.) that the
spiritual and divine principle, in
spite of its own light, appears
to us dark 3w Thy émwepérny
700 odparos &xAly, and by the
theory of periodic floods whereby
bumanity was thrown back into
savagery (cf. PLATO, Tim. 22 D,
Lanws, iii. 677 A, 681 E), indicates
clearly an independent view of
history which goes beyond Plato
not only in relation to the eternity
of the world (Meteor. i. 14, 3562 b,
16; Polit. vii. 9, 1329 b, 25;
Metaph. xii. 8, 1074 a, 38; cf.
BERNAYS, Theophr. . d. From-
migk. 42), but to the process of
spiritual development (Metaph. i.
1, 981 b, 18,and 2,982 b, 11 sq.).
Aristotle’s interest in scholarly
inquiries appears in the passages
of this work on the Magi, on
Orpheus, on the Seven Wise Men,
and on the development of philo-
sophy from their time to his own;
and his critical sense is shown in
his discussion of the story of
Orpheus in Fr. 9. Taking all
this into consideration, the books
On Philosophy show, as compared
with the Fudemus, a remark-
able advance in independence of
thought, leading to the suggestion
that they were written later, per-
haps at the end of Plato’s life.—
Krische (Forsch. i. 2656) sought to
identify the 3 bks. II. ¢:Aoc. with
Metaph. i., xi., xii.; but this is
now untenable (cf. HEITZ, 179,
and infra, p. 76 sq.). It is more
probable that they were used for
various passages of Metaph. i.,
xii,, and for the bk. Il. odpavod

(v. BLASS, Rhein. Mus. xxx. 1875,
p- 481). There must be, how-
ever, much variation, and Blass’
view that certain passages are
taken verbally from the II. ¢rroo.
is improbable.

! To this class belong the
3 bks. II. moyrév (D. 2, AN. 2,
PT. 6; BERNAYS, 10 sq., 60, 139;
ROSE, Ar. Ps. 77; Ar. Fr. 59-
69, p. 1485; HEITZ, V.8. 174 8q. ;
Fr. Hz.23). That this work was a
Dialogue is doubted by MULLER,
Fr. Hist. ii. 185; but it is proved
not only by its place in the
Catalogues, but also by an express
statement in V. Mare. p. 2, and
by the form of #r. 61. It was
probably used as a genuine work
of Aristotle by Eratosthenes
and Apollodorus, but we cannot
be sure that their references
(Fr. 60 ap. DI10G. viii. 51) may
not point to another work, pos-
sibly the Politeiai. Aristotle,
however, himself refers at the
end of Poet. 156 to a discussion
in the éxdedouévor Adyor, which it
is most natural to apply to the
II. womrav, as in the Rhetoric
(which ROSE, Ar. Ps.79, suggests)
there is no corresponding pas-
sage. The fewreferences we have,
which are mostly historical notes,
show nothing that throws doubt
on the genuineness of the work.
Fr. 66 contains statements as to
Homer, evidently from a tradition
current in Ios, which (notwith-
standing NI1TzSCH, Hist. Hom.
ii. 87, MULLER, wt supra, and
ROSE, Ar. Ps. 79) do not prove
the spuriousness of the book,
since they might well have been
introduced in the Dial. with-
out being believed by the author.
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With the Dialogues may be connected another
set of writings, which did not take that form, but were

For thetitleII. xomr&v we find also
(F'r.65, 66,69 ; cf. SPENGEL, Abh.
d. Minchn. Akad.ii.213 ; RITTER,
Ar. Poet. x.; HEITZ, V. S. 175)
that of II. wmomTuciis, which, unless
it is a mere confusion, indicates
that the work was not purely
historical, but contained discus-
sions on the Art of Poetry as well
as information about the poets.—
After the Dialogues, which made
several books, there follows in
the lists the IloAtrikds, which
consisted, according to D. 4, of
2 books, according to AN. 4, of
one (Fr. 70, p. 1487; ROSE, Ar.
Ps. 80; BERNAYS, 153; HEITZ,
V.S. 189, Fr. Hz. 41); and there-
after the following, in one book
each ; I1. pnropucis 9 TptAros (D. 5,
AN. 5; the addition of v is
obviously a false reading, though
PT. 2 b, ap. IBN ABI OSEIBIA
has ¢ De Arte Rituri iii.” Cf. 47.
Fr. 67 sq. p. 1485; ROSE, Ar.
Pz.76; BERNAYS, 62, 157; HEITZ,
V.8. 189, Fr. Hz. 41); the
N#pwhos (D. 6, AN. 6; ROSE, Ar.
Fr. 63, p. 1484, Ar. Ps. 173;
BERNAYS, 84; HEIiTZ, V.8. 190,
F'r. Hy. 42), doubtless the same
as the dudAoyos Koplvbios, of which
THEMIST. Or. 83, p. 856 speaks;
the Sogiorhs (D. 7; AN.8; PT.2;
Ar. Fr. 54-56, p. 1484 ; Ar. Ps.
75; Fr. Hz.42),of which nothing
remains except a few remarks on
Empedocles, Zeno, and Prota-
goras ; the Mevéevos (D. 8, AN,
10), of which there are no frag-
ments; the ’Epwricds (D. 9; AN.
12; Ar. Fr. 90-93, p. 1492; Ar.
Ps. 106; HEiTz, V.S. 191, Fr.
Fhz. 43); the Zvuwdaiov (D. 10;
AN. 19, where cvAAoyiopiv is a

miswriting; A». Fr. 107 sq.
p. 1495; A». Ps. 119; Fr. Hz.
44; cof. HeiTz, V.S. 192, who
rightly questions the application
of PLuT. N. P. Suav. V. 13, 4 to
this Dialogue); the II. wAofrov
(D. 11; AN.7; Ar. Fr. 86-89,
p. 1491; A». Ps. 101; HEITZ,
V. 8.195, Fr. Hz. 45) probably
attacked by the early Epicurean,
Metrodorus, if the proper reading
in PHILODEM. De Virt. et Vit. ix.
col. 22, be (as seems probable;
cf. SPENGEL, Abk. d. Miinchn.
Akad. v. 449, and HEITZ, l.c.) not
I1. woAtreias, but II. wAobrov—the
Dial. is nowhere quoted by name,
and of the fragments reckoned
as belonging to it Heitz rightly
rejects F¥. 88; and the IL. ebxqs
(D. 14; AN. 9; Ar. Fr. 44-46,
p. 1483; Ar. Ps. 67; Fr. Hz. 55;
BERNAYS, 122), to which we pos-
sess only one reference that can
be identified with certainty, i.e.
F'r. 46, which is too closely re-
lated to PLAT. Rep. vi. 508 E
to permit its rejection.

2 If we could say absolutely
that the Dial. IL. ebyevefas (D. 15;
AN, 11; Prt. 5; A». Fr. 82-85,
p.- 1490; A». Ps. 96; BERNAYS,
140; He1rz, V. S.202; Fr. Hz.
56), which was already ques-
tioned by PLUT. 4rist. 27, is not
genuine, it would follow (as Heitz
suggests) that the story that
Socrates was accused of bigamy
in it rests upon some mis-
understanding. This, however,
seems hardly probable, because
the story in question appears so
frequently and so early in the
Aristotelian School. As to the
genuineness of the Dialogues
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yet distinguished, as it seems, from the strictly scientific
treatises by their popular style of treatment. These are
(at least in part) ascribable to the same period of

Aristotle’s work.!

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

! To the same period with the
Eudemus belongs also the Pro-
trepticus (D. 12; AN. 14; P1.1
—where it is probably transposed
with the II. ¢irog. and is there-
fore said to have three books.—
Ar, Fr. 471-50, p. 1483; Fr. Hz.
46). According to TELES, circa
250 B.C., it was addressed to the
Cyprian prince Themiso, and was
known to Zeno and to his teacher
Crates (v. STOB. Floril. 95, 21).
ROSE, Ar. Ps.68 (with a fortasse),
BYWATER, Journ. of Phil. ii. 55,
and USENER, Rhein. Mus. xxviii,
372, suppose it to havc been a
Dial.,, and BERNAYS, 116, gives
no opinion ; but HE1TZ, V. S. 196,
and HIRZEL, Hermes, x. 61, seem
to be right in saying that it was
a continuous essay. The reasons
are (1) that Teles says ’Ap.
wporpertikdy by Eypaye wpds Oeul-
owva : and although a Dial. like
a drama may be dedicated to a
man, Twl wpoaypdoew, yet it can-
not be written to anyone, wpds
Twa ypdpew : (2) that all other
wmporpentivol that we know were
essays and not dialogues; even
the pseudo-Platonic Clitophon,
which got an unsuitable second
title of Iporpewrwds (Thrasyll.
ap. D10g. iii. 60), is no exception
to this, for it is not a dialogue,
but a speech introduced only by

To that period must also belong

a couple of conversational re-
marks, which may therefore as
properly be called wporpewticds
as Menexenus with its longer con-
versational preface could be
called émirdpios (Thras. ibid.;
AR. Rhet. iii. 14, p. 1415, b, 30).
If Cicero used it as a model for
his Hortensius (Seript. Hist. Aug.
V. Sal. Gallient, c. 2),it may still
be questioned whether the dia-
logue form was part of the imi-
tation. As Usener, ut supra,
shows, Cicero also used it for
the Somnium Scipionis, Rep. vi.,
and, mediately or immediately,
Censorinus, D. Nat. 18, 11. By-
water, ut supra, has also shown
(but cf. Hirzel) that Jamblicus
used it for his own Protrepticus.
—Of a kindred nature apparently
was the II. wadelas (D. 19; AN.
10; PT.4; Ar. F'r. b1, p. 1484;
A». Ps. 72; HyiTz, V. 8. 807,
Fr. Hz. 61). As no fragments
are preserved, we cannot tell
whether the II. 5%orijs (D. 16, cf.
66; AN. 15; Pt. 16; HEITZ,
V. 8. 203; Fr. Hz. 59) was a
dialogue or not. The book
II. Bacirelas (D. 18; AN. 16;
Pr.7; Ar. Fr. 78, 79, probably
also 81, p. 1489; Fr. Hz.b9),
which was addressed to Alexan-
der, and apparently referred to by
Eratosthenes (ap. STRABO, i.4,
9, p. 66), was more probably an
essay (v. HEITZ, V. 8. 204) than
a dial. (ROSE, 4r. Ps. 93,"and
BERNAYS, 56). On the other
hand, the title ’AAéEavdpos # Sxép
(wepl) dmoixwy [-ri@v], if the text



ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS 61

the treatise On the Good.!

It was an account of the

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

be correct, rather suggests a dial.
(D.17; Ar. Fr.80; BERNAYS, 56;
Fr. Hz. 61. HEITZ, V. S. 204, 207,
suggests xpds ’AAE. imép dmolkwy
kal m. Baoinelas. A preferable
conjecture would be, . dwofkwy o'
. Bagikelas a’). Other fragments
which Rose places among the
Dials. will be referred to infra.

! The II. Téyafod consisted,
according to D. 20, of three books;
AN. 20,0nebook; PT.8,fivebooks:
ALEX. ad Metaph. iv. 2, 1003
b, 36, 1004 b, 34, 1005 a, 2 re-
peatedly quotes Book II., and
the regular form of citation is év
Tois w. T&y. Apart from the Cata-
logues, we never hear of this
work except in the Aristotelian
Commentators, whose notices
are collected and discussed by
BrANDIS, ‘Perd. Ar. Libr. de
Ideis etde Bono,” G7.-rom. Phil.ii.
b, 1,84 ; KRISCHE, Forsch.i.263;
ROSE, Ar. Ps. 46, Ar. F'r. 22-26,
p. 1477, and Heirz, V. 8. 209,
Fr. Hz. 79. Brandis (ibid.) has
shown that none of them except
Alexander possessed the work
jtself. Heitz, p. 203, doubts this
even as to Alex.,becausehein one
place (p. 206, 19) distinguishes
the éAoyh Tav évavriwv noticed
Ar. Metaph. iv. 2,1004 a, 2 (de g.
infra) from the second book IL
Téyadod, and in another place
(p- 218, 10, 14) identifies them.
These passages seem, however,
only to show that Alexander
knew of no ékA. 7. év. as a sepa-
rate book, but saw in the second
book TII. 7&y. a discussion to
which, as far as the sense went,
Aristotle might be referring, so

that he was not sure whether Ari-
stotle’s reference referred to the
II. 7é7y. or to a special work. If
s0, this makes rather for than
against Alexander’s knowledge
of the II. Tdyddov. SIMPL. De
An. 6, b, PHILOP. De An. C. 2
(cf. Ar. Fr. p. 1477 b, 35), SUID.
’Ayaf. p. 35, b, believe that the
words év Tois wepi piAocoplas Ae-
youévois in AR. De An. i. 2, 404,
b, 18, refer to this work, whereas
they really refer to Platonic
writings (cf. Zeller, II. a. 636, 4).
But this proves only that these
writers knew the II. Téyabob at
second hand. Rose’s view that
this work was a Dial. is re-
futed by HEITZ, V. S.217. We
cannot tell whether Aristotle
published in his lifetime his
notes upon the lectures of Plato,
or whether they became public
after his death. If the éxaoyd 7.
évavr,, cited by himself, formed
part of them, the former would
of course be true. It is clear
that the book was in use before
the end of the third century B.c.,
and certainly before the time of
Andronicus, because of the men-
tion of it in Diog.’s list; cf.
p. 48 8q. supra.

2 Referred to by Aristozenus
and others, cf. Zeller, Plato, 26.
SimpL. (Phys. 32, b, 104, b, Schol.
334, b, 25, 362, a, 8) mentions,
besides Aristotle, Speusippus,
Xenocrates, Heraclides and Hes-
tieeus as having published the
Platonic lectures.

8 Thisis proved,against SUSE-
MINL, Genet. Entw. d. plat. Phil.
2, 533, in Zeller’s Plato, ad loc.
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There is more doubt about the date of the work On
the Ideas,! which Aristotle apparently refers to in the

Metaphysics,? and which Alexander possessed.?

The

Eutracts from some of Plato’s writings ¢ and the mono-
graphs on earlier and cotemporary philosophers®—

! This work is named in D.
54, and AN. 45 (which give it
one book only) II. Tijs I8éas or
M. idéas. We have references,
however, by ALEX. in Metaph. 564,
b, 15 to the 18t book II. idedv, in
573, a, 12 to the 2nd, and in 566,
b, 16 to the 4th (but in the last case
we may well read A for A, with
ROSE, Ar. Ps. 191, Ar. Fr. 16509,
b, 36). SYRIAN, In Metaph. 901,
a, 19, 942, b, 21 speaks of a work
1. T@é» €ld@dv in two books. The
same is meant in PT. 14 by the
three books De # inibus, wtrum
existant an non; but the Arabic
title ¢ fart aiduln’ indicates that
their Greek text read not II. eidav,
but I1. eldéAwv ; cf. ROSE, A7. Ps.
185; A»r. Fr. 180-184 p. 1508;
Fr. Hz. 86 sq.

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

3 Rose (Ar. Ps. 186) doubts
this, but Alexander’s own state-
ments (cited in Ar. F'r. 183 fin.,
184 fin.) indicate as much.

4 Ta éx Tav vépwy TIAdTwvos (D.
21, as 3 Bks,, AN. 23 as 2).—Ta é
Tiis mohrelas ' B’ (D. 22. PROCL.
in Remp. 350 ; Ar. Fr. 176,
p- 1507).—Ta & Tob Tiualov kal
7@y ’Apxvreiwy (alias: xal'Apx?-

Tov; D. 94; AN. 85; SIMPL. De
Ceelo, Schol. 491, b, 87 : alvouv %
éxirouty Tov Tipalov ypdpew odn
&mptlwoe) ; cf. Fr. Hz. 79.

5 1. ra@» Mubayopelwy, D. 101
AN. 88 : no doubt the same as is
named Jvvaywyh &y Mvbayopefors
dpeaxdvroy by SIMPL. De Celo,
Schol. 492, a, 26 and b, 41 sq.;
Mvfayopid (ibid. 6505, a, 24, 35) ;
Tvdayopixds[-ov ] (THEO. Arithm.
8); M. 7is Tvlayopikdv dbEns
(ALEX. Metaph. 560, b, 25), and
. 7ijs Ivayopixiis ¢ilocoplas
(JAMBL. V. Pyth. 31). Probably
the separate title TIIpds Tobds
Mvayopelovs, D. 97, is only a part
of the same work, as D. gives
each of them one book only,
while Alexander and Simpl.
quote from book 2. The refer-
ence in Dro@. viii. 34, cf. 19,
probably belongs to this treatise
(whether we there read év ¢ wepl
kvduwy, Or =. kvduwyv only, cf.
Cobet). Other notices of the
work are collected by ROSE, Ar.
Ps. 193, Ar. Fr.185-200, p. 1510
Fr. Hz. 68.—We find also three
books M. Tijs ’Apxvrelov [-rov!l
¢ihogoplas in D. 92, AN. 83, Pr.
9; cf. Ar. Ps. 211, and Fr. Hz.
77, and cf. last note. Also Ipds
7& ’AArpalwves, D. 96, AN, 87;
TipoBAfiuata ékx T@dv AnuoxpiTov, 7
(? 2) books, D. 124, AN. 116 (cf.
Ar. Ps. 213, Ar. Fr. 202 p. 1514,
Fr. Hz.77;) Mpds T& MeAlooov, D,
95, AN. 86 Ilp. 7& Topylov, D.
98, AN. 89; Ip. T& Eevoddvovs,
[-kpdTovs in MSS.] D. 99 ; Ip. 7d

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

was no doubt a forgery.?

5

Far above all these in historic importance stand the
works which set out the peculiar system of the Master in

strict philosophical form.

Speaking broadly, it is these

alone which have survived the first century A.D., and have

Zfivovos, D. 100 : our treatise De
Melisso, &c., to which, besides the
lost section as to Zeno, another
cited at second hand by PHILOP.
Phys. B. 9 as p. vhy Tapuevidov
détav seems to have belonged.
We know that this work was used
by Simplicius (cf. Zeller,i.474sq.).
There was also the Iepl Tijs Swevo-
{rrwov kal Hevoxpdrovs [¢1Aoao¢fas],
D. 93, AN. 84.

! We cannot judge as to the
genuineness of several, of which
we have the titles only. It is
not, impossible that Aristotle may
have left, among his papers,
extracts and criticisms on various
philosophic systems  written
down in the course of his studies,
and that recensions of these were
published. It is also possible
that similar collections may have
passed themselves off under his
name., That the latter was the
case with the tracts in our Corpus
on the Eleatic School is proved
in ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr.i. 465 sq.
It is more difficult to decide as
to the authenticity of the work on
the Pythagoreans. If all the fables
(see ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr. i. 285)
which appear in F7r. 186, were
related as historic fact, the book
could not be Aristotle’s, but in

view of the character of our
informants it is very possible
that they presented as history
what %e had only stated as a
Pythagorean tradition. Similarly
the meanings of the Pythagorean
symbols (F7». 190 sq.) and the
contents of #¥. 188, which Isidor.
ap. CLEMENT. Strom. vi. 641
falsely attributes to Aristotle
himself, are merely references to
Pythagorean theories. The rest
of the passages cited from this
book as to the Pythagorean
system give no reason to reject
it. The apparent contradiction
between Fr. 200 (ap. SIMPL. De
Celo, Schol. 492, b, 39 sq.) and
AR. De Celo ii. 2, 285, b, 25 is
quite reconcileable, without fol-
lowing Alexander in assuming a
Jalsa lectio, for which, however,
Fr. 195, ap. SIMPL. ibid. 492, a,
18, gives some ground.

2.This is named in the exist-
ing lists only by Pr. 63, as ¢ Di-
visio Platonis’ (formerly mis-
translated ‘jugiurandum’ or ¢tes-
tamentum Pl.), It was, perhaps,
the same as the Aristotelian Sta:-
péoets (v. p. 76, 0. 2, infra) else-
where mentioned. A similar
work, obviously a later recension
of the Pseudo-Aristotelian text
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thereby transmitted to medizeval and modern times a
first-hand knowledge of the Aristotelian philosophy.
Their preservation itself is no doubt primarily due to
the fact that it was in them that that philosophy was
first expounded in the systematic maturity in which he
set it forth during the years of his teaching at Athens.
If we take what is now extant or otherwise known
to us of this class of works, that which first meets us
is the important set of treatises which laid the founda-
tion for all later logic: the Categories,! the book on

used for the account given of
Plato by Di1og. iii. 80, is printed
by Ro8E, Ar. Ps. 677-695 (and
after him by #r. Hz. 91), under
the title, Auupéoess *Apiororénovs,
deg. v. ZELL., Ph.d. Gr. ii. a. 382.

! The title of this work by
the common (and probably cor-
rect) account is Karyyopiai; but
we find it also named as: II. 7@y
Karnyopiov, Karwyoplar Oéxa, TI.
1@y 8éxa rarnyopiy, II. Tév déxa
yevoy, II. T@v <yevav Tot Bwvros,
Karnyoplar #roir . 1@y 3éxa yevi-
xordroy yevay, . Tov xaBéAov
Abywv, TIpd T@w Towikav (OT Téxwy) ;
cf. WAITz, Arist. Org. i. 81,
SIMPL. in Cat. 4, B, and DAVID,
Schol. in Ar. 30, a, 3. The title
Ta xpd 1ov Témwy was known to
Andronicus according to Simpl.
ibid. 95 ¢, Schol. 81, a, 27, and
to Boéthius, In Pred. iv. p. 191
(who obviously got hisknowledge
from the same source as Simpl.,
i.e. Porphyry). Herminus, circa
160 A.D., preferred it to the or-
dinary name. David, however,
(Sokol. 81, b, 25), D. 59, and
AN, 57 pame a book called Ta
wpd 7@y Téxwy, besides the Kary-
yoptai, which is D. 141, AN. 132,
Pr. 26 b; and do not appear to

think them the same. Andro-
nicus was probably right (ap.
SIMPL. ut supra, Schol. 81, a, 27)
in identifying the title of Ta
xpd 7. Téwwy with the spurious
appendix of the so-called ¢ Post-
predicamenta’; and it may have
been invented either, as he sup-
poses, by the writer of that tract,
or by some later editor who found
the original name, Karnyopla:,
too limited for the treatise as
enlarged by the spurious addi-
tion. Aristotle himself refers to
his theory of the Categories (De
An. 1.1, 5, 402 a, 23, 410 a, 14,
Anal. Pri. i. 37, cf. the quota-
tiobs, infra, p. 189, n. 2, ¢. ¢.)
as known to his readers, and he
assumes this in other places
also, which seems to indicate
that he had dealt with it in a
published work. There is a more
definite reference in Eth. N. ii.
1 ¢nit. to Categ. c. 8 (cf. TREN-
DELENB. Fhst. Beitr. i. 174).
That in Eth. Eud. i. 8, 1217,
b 27, may possibly refer not to
the Categ. but to some work of
Eudemus, and those in Top. ix.,
(Soph. El.)4.22.166,b,14.178, a,
5, no doubt refer to the passage
as to categories in Zop. i. 9, ini?.,
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which, however, is itself so brief
and undeveloped that it presup-
poses an early and better account.
Simpl. (Categ. 4 ¢, Schol. 30, b,
36) and David (Sohol. 30, a, 24)
say that Aristotle had also re-
ferred to this work in another
place—not now extant—under
the title of Karnyopfa: or Aéra
Kar. We are told also that, fol-
lowing Aristotle’s example, Eu-
demus, Theophrastus, and Pha-
nias, wrote not only ¢ Analytica,’
and works ‘II. é&punrvelas, but
also Karnyopfa: (AMMON. Schol.
28, a, 40,and iz ¢. v. Porph. 15 m,
DAvVID, Schol. 19, a, 34, 30, a, 5,
ANON. ibid. 32, b, 82, 94, b, 14;
but Brandis in the Rkein. Mus. i.
1827, p. 270, rightly denies this as
to Theophrastus, and doubts it as
to Eudemus). The references in
SimpL. Cat. 106, a, 107, a, sq.,
Schol. 89, a, 37, 90, a, 12 do not
prove that Strato referred to Ari-
stotle’s Categories. On the other
band, the ancient critics never
doubted the genuineness of the
extant book, although they re-
jected a second recension (v.
SiMPL. Categ. 4 (, Schol. 39, a,
36; ANON. ibid. 33,b,30 ; PHILOP.
1bid. 39, a, 19, 142, b, 38 ; AMMON.
Cat. 13, 17, and BOETH. In
Pred. 113, all following Ad-
rastus, a noted critic circa 100
A. D.; cf. Fr. Hz. 114). The only
doubts suggested are by Schol.
33, a, 28 sq., and these appa-
rently were not derived from
Andronicus, The internal cha-
racteristics of the book, how-
ever, are in many ways open
to criticisms, which Spengel
(Miinchn. Gel. Anz. 1845, 41 sq.),
Rose (Ar. Libr. Ord. 232 sq.),
and Prantl (Gesch. d. Logik, i.
90, 5, 204 sq. 243) have used to
combat its genuineness, the latter
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saying that its compiler might
be found ¢in any master of a
peripatetic school of the age
following Chrysippus’ (p. 207).
Their critical positions, however,
are not all tenable. Prantl
(ibid.) takes exception to the
number 10; but in the Zop.i.
9, the same ten Categories are
given, and we know from Dexipp.
(In Categ. 40, Schol. 48, a, 46)
and Simpl. (tbid. 47, b, 40) that
Aristotle named these ten in
other works also. It is true that
Aristotle generally uses a less
number ; but that may only mean
either that he here adduces all
the ten because his object was
logical completeness, or that he
counted more Categories at an
earlier time than he did later.
He never assumed, as will be
shown later, a fixed number of
them. Again,it is objected that
the Karny. speaks of 3elrepar
obafar; but we find as parallels to
this not only wpara: obola: (e.g.
Metaph. vii. 7, 13, 1082, b, 2,
1038, b, 10), but also TpiTat odria:
(ibid. vii. 2, 1028, b, 20, 1043,
a, 18, 28). The words of Karny.
c. 5, 2, b, 29: elbrws . . .
pbva . .. Td €edn Kkal TE Yéry
debrepar odolar Aéyovras, are not
to be translated ¢the term Jedr.
obe. is used for generaand species
and rightly so,” since it was not
commonly so used before Ari-
stotle, but rather, ¢ there is reason
to treat as a second class of sub-
stances only genera and species.’
Again, when it is remarked in
Karny. c¢. 7, 8, a, 31, 39, that,
strictly speaking, wpds 7: in-
cludes those things only which
not merely stand in a definite
relation to some other thing, but
have their essence in such a re-
lation—ols T elvar Tadrdy domi

¥
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the parts and kinds of propositions,! those on

7§ wpés 7 wws Exey—there is no
need to suspect here any trace
of Stoic influence, since the
xpés 7l wws Ixew appears also
in AR. Top. vi. c. 4, 142, a, 29,
c. 8,164, b, 4; Phys. viL 3, 247,
a, 2, b, 3, and Eth. N.i. 12,1101,
b, 13. It is true, however, that
all the objections cannot easily
be set aside. Nevertheless, the
treatise bears in general a de-
cisively Aristotelian impress ; itis
closely related to the Topics in
tone and contents, and the ex-
ternal evidence is heavily in its
favour.—The best conclusion
seems to be, not that the whole
is spurious, but that the seem-
ingly un-Aristotelian elements are
to be explained by the assamp-
tion that the genuine body of
the work extends to c. 9, 11, b,
7 only, but that what followed
has dropped out of the recension
we possess, and is replaced only
by the short note, c. 9, 11, b,
8-14. The so-called ‘Postpre-
dicamenta’ (¢. 10-15) were sus-
pected as early as Andronicus
(Bi1MPL. %t supra, Schol. 81, a,
27; AMMON. ibid. 81, b, 37),
and Brandis has now proved the

are added by another hand (‘U.
d. Reihenfolge d. Biicher d. Ar.
Org.,’ Abh. d. Berl. Akad. Hist.
phil. K1.1833, 267, and Gr.-rom.
Phil. ii. b, 406). It is another
question whether # was compiled
from Aristotelan fragments, as he
suggests. The concluding para-
graph, at c. 9, 11, b, 8-14, reads
exactly as if it came in the place
of further discussions which the
editor cut out, justifying himself
by the remark that there was
nothing in them which did not
appear in the earlier part. In

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

! This book, II. épunrelas, was
in ancient times rejected as not
genuine by Andronicus (so ALEX.
Anal. pri. 52 a, and Schol. in Ar.
161 b, 40; AMMON. De Interpr.
6 a, and Schol. 97 b, 13 ; BOETH.
ibid. 97 a, 28 ; ANON. ibid. 94 a,
21; PHILOP. De An. A 13, B 4),
followed recently by Gumposch
(Log. Schr. d. Ar., Leipz. 1839)
and Rose (Ar. Ps. 232). Brandis
(Abh. d. Berl. Akad. 263 sq., cf.
Davip, Schol. in Ar. 24 b, 5)
takes it to be an incomplete
sketch of the work, to which c.
14 (rejected as early as Ammonius
and passed over by Porphyry ; cf.
AMMON. De Interpr. 201 b;
Schol. 135 b) has probably been
added by a later hand. The ex-
ternal evidence for the work is
good enough. Not only do all
three lists agree in naming it (D.
152, AN. 133, Pt. 2), but we are
told that Theophrastus referred
to it in his essay II. xarapdoews
Kkal éwopdoews (DIOG. v.44; ALEX.
Anal. pri. 124, Schol. 183 b, 1;
more explicitly, after Alexander,
BOETH. ibid. 97, a, 38; ANON.
Schol. in Ar. 94, b, 13; cf. the
Schol. ap. WAITZ, A7. Org. i. 40,
who, on De Interpr. 17, b, 16,
remarks : wpds Tovrd pnow & Geb-
¢pacros, etc.; cf. AMMON. De
Interpr. 73, a,122, b). It seems
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conclusions and scientific method in general,! on the

also that Eudemus II. Aéfews
(ALEX. Anal. pri. 6, b, Top. 38,
Metaph. 63, 16; ANON. Schol. in
Ar. 146, a, 24) may have been
an imitation of this book (not,
as Schol. 84, b, 15, wrongly sug-
gests, of the Categories; cf. the
quotation from Ammon. in pre-
ceding note). This last sugges-
tion, however, is uncertain, and
the notices as to Theophrastus
are not absolutely clear, for the
texts show that he did not name
the II. épunv. at all. Alexander
thought he saw, from the way in
which Theophrastus dealt with
the subject (fhemae) in his own
book, reason to infer that he had
Aristotle in mind; but whether
he was right in that inference or
not, we cannot judge. The Schol.
ap. Waitz has nothing to show
that the reference there quoted
from Theophrastus referred to a
passage in this book, and was not
rather a general reference to the
frequently recurring Aristotelian
law of the excluded middle.—
On the other hand, it is sin-
gular that while the IT. épuny.
is never cited or referred to
in any of Aristotle’s books (cf.
BoniTz, Ind. Ar. 102, a, 27),
it cites not only the First
Analytio (c. 10,19, b, 31: Anal.
46,51, 6, 36) and the Zopics
(c. 11, 20, 6, 26: 7Zop. ix. 17,
175, b, 39), but also the I1. Yvxis
(c. 1, 16, a, 8), and that for a
proposition which neither the
ancient opponents of Andronicus
nor modern scholars have been
able to find in it (cf. BONITZ,
Ind. Ar. 97, b, 49, whose sug-

estion, however, is not satis-

ctory). Itsremarks on Rhetoric
and Poetry (c. 4, 17, a, 5) have

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

! Syllogisms are dealt with
by the "AvaAvrike wpdrepa in two
books, and scientific method by
the’AvaA. §orepa, also in two. The
fact that D. 49 and An. 46
give nine books to the ’Ava.
wpér. (though An. 134 repeats
the title with two only) points
probably only to a different divi-
sion; but it is also possible
that other tracts are included,
for the ANON. Schol. in Ar.
83, b, 32 (cf. DavID, ibid. 30,
b, 4, PHILOP. ibid. 39, a, 19,
142, b, 38, and S1MPL. Categ. 4 {)
says that Adrastus knew of forty
books of Analytics, of which only
the four which are extant were
counted genuine. —That these
are genuine is proved beyond
doubt, both by internal evidence,
by Aristotle’s own references,
and by the fact that his earliest
pupils wrote works modelled on
them (cf. p. 65, supra, and BRAN-
D18, Rhein. Mus. NIEBUHR and
Be. i. 267). Thus we know

F2
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proof by probability,! and

of an Analytic by Eudemus
(ALEX. Top. 70), and we have
references to book i. of the
Mpérepa é&var. of Theophrastus
(ALEX. Anal. pri. 39, b, 51, a,
131, b, Schol. 168, b, 8, 161, b, 9,
184, b, 36; SIMPL. D¢ Ceelo,Schol.
509, a, 6). Alexander, in his
commentary, quotes from both on
numerous points in which they
developed or improved Aristotle’s
’AvaA. wpér. (cf. Theophr. Fr.
[ed. Wimmer], p. 177 sq. 229;
Eudem. Fr. [ed. Spengel], p.
144 s8q.). For the Second Ana-
lytic the references are less
copious ; but we know of passages
of Theophrastus through Alexan-
der (ANON. Schol. in Ar. 240, b,
2, and ap. EUSTRAT. tbid. 242,
a, 17), through THEMIST, tbid.
199, b, 46, and through PHILOP.
ibid. 205, a, 46, and through an
Anon, Schol. tbid. 248, a, 24, of
a remark of Eudemus, all of
which seem to refer to the Second
Analytic. We know as to Theo-
phrastus, not only from the form
of the title of the’AvaA. xpérepa,
but also from express testimony
(v. D10G. v.42; GALEN, Hippocr.
et Pl ii. 2, vol. v. 213, and
ALEX. Qu. Nat. i. 26) that he did
write a Second Analytie, and it
is probable that in that, as in
the text, he followed Aristotle.
Aristotle himself cites both
Analytics under that name : Zop.
viii. 11, 13, 162, a, 11, b, 32;
Soph. El. 2, 166, b, 8; Rhet. i.
2, 1356, b, 9, 1367, a, 29, b, 24,
ii. 26, 1403, a, 5, 12; Metaph. vii.
12 init.; Eth. N. vi. 3, 1139, b,
26, 32; also De Interpr. 10, 19, b,
31; M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201, b, 25;
Eth. Eud. i. 6, 1217, a, 17, ii. 6,
1222, b, 38, c. 10, 1227, a, 10;

ARISTOTLE

on fallacies and their dis-

(cf. other references ap. BoNITZ,
Ind. Arist. 102, a, 80 5q). It is
therefore the original title, and
has always remained in common
use, notwithstanding that Ari-
stotle cites certain es of
the First Analytic with the word
év Tois wepl ovAAoyiopod (Anal.
post. i. 3, 11, 73, a, 14, 77, a, 33),
or that Alexander (Metaph. 437,
12, 488, 11, 718, 4) and Pt. 28
call the Second Analytic é&wo-
Sewcruch, or that Galen (De Puls.
iv, fin., vol. viii. 765; De Libr.
Propr. vol. xix. 41) chooses to
substitute, as he says, for the
common titles, the names II.
ovAdoyiopod and II. érodeffews ;
nor have we any right to name
them on internal grounds (with
GUMPOSCH, Log. Ar. 115) m.
ogvAAoyiouot and Mefodikd. Bran-
dis justly remarks (Ue. d. Ar.
Org. 261 8q.; Gr.-rom. Phil. ii.
b, 1, 224, 275) that the First
Analytic is far more carefully
and evenly worked out than the
Second (which Aristotle can
hardly have considered as com-
plete), and that the two books of
the Flirst Analytic do not appear
to have been written together,
but with an interval.

! Aristotle dealt with this
subject in several books, no
doubt in connection with his
rhetorical teaching. We still
have the Topica in eight books,
of which, however, the last, and
perhaps the third and seventh
also, seem to have been worked
out long after the others (v.
BRANDIS, Ue. d. Ar. Org. 255 ;
G@r.rom. Phil. ii. b, 330). The
genuineness of the work and of
its name is established by cita-
tions in Aristotle himself (De
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Besides these, which are the component parts

of our Organon, we have also the names of a great

Interpr. 11, 20, b, 26 ; Anal. pr.
i. 11, 24, b. 12; ii. 15, 17, 64, a,
37, 66, b, 16 ; Rhet. i. 1, 1355, a,
28, c. 2, 1856, b, 11, 1358, a, 29;
ii. 22, 1396, b, 4, c. 23, 1398, a,
28, 1399, a, 6, c. 25, 1402, a, 36,
c. 26, 1403, a, 32 ; iii. 18, 1419, a,
24). For the art of proof by
probabilities Aristotle uses the
term ¢ Dialectic’ (Zop. init., Rhet.
init., etc.), and he refers to the
Topics in a similar way as wpay-
parela x. THy Siahextuchy (Anal.
pri. i. 30, 46, a, 30). It is pro-
bable, therefore, that by uefodixd
(Rhet. i. 2, 1356, b, 19) he meant
the Topics, which in the opening
words announce as their object,
uélodoy edpeiv, ete., and in which
(. 12, 105, a, 16; viii. 2 init.)
the relative passage is to be
found, rather than, as Heitz
(p. 81 sq., Fr. Hz. 117) sug-
gests, a lost work; cf. ROSE,
Ar. Libr. Ord. 120; VAHLEN,
Wien. Akad.xxxviii. 99 ; BONITZ,
Ztschr. Oesterr. Gymn. 1866,
11, 774. It seems, also, that
in several MSS. the Topics were
headed with the title Mefoducd,
so that an idea arose that
they were distinct works. This
idea hasbeenattributed to Dionys.
(Ep. 1. ad Amm. 6, p. 729, on
Rbhet. i. 2), but he speaks only of
dvadvruch kal uefoduch wpayuarefa,
and does not specially include the
Topios in the latter. But D. 52
inserts Mefodikd in eight books,
and AN. 49, the like title in-
cluding seven books, although
both know the Zopics as well.
So Diog. (v. 29) distinguishes rd
Te TNk Kal uebodixd ; and Simpl.
(Cat. 16 a, Sokol. 47, b, 40), after

Porphyry, appears to regard the
latter as belonging, and the
former as not belonging, to the
‘Hypomnematic’ writings. In
D. 81 we even find a second
entry of Mefo3:xdv a'.—The theory
of Spengel (Abkh. d. Miinchn.
Akad. vi, 497) that our text of
the Topics contains grave lacune
does not seem to be proved by
the passages he quotes (Rket. i.
2, 1356, b, 10; ii. 25, 1402, a,
34). As to the former, which
refers to the Zopics only for the
difference between guAAoyiouds
and éxaryawy) (cf. BRANDIS, ¢ Ue. d.
Rhet. Ar.’ ap. Philologus, iv. 13),
it is satisfied by Zop. i. 1, 12,
As to the second, which does not
apply to Top. viii. 10, 161, a,
9 8q., the words xafdwep xal &v
Tois Tomwois, etc., need not be
taken as referring to a particular
passage, but may be taken as
meaning ‘ of objections there are
in Rhetoric, as in Topics, many
kinds,’ i.e. in oratorical use as
opposed todisputation,—aremark
that might well be made even if
these distinctions were not taken
in the earlier book. For similar
uses of &owep v 70is Tomikols,
etc., cf. BONITZ, Ind. Ar. 101 b,
44 sq., 52 sq., and VAHLEN, wt¢
supra, 140 (where the phrase in
Rhet. ii. 25 is explained as mean-
ing ¢ Instances are here used in
the same way as in Topies, and
those of four kinds,’ etc.).

! The II. gopioTikiy éAéyxwy,
or (as ALEX. Schol. 296, a, 12,
21, 29, and Boeth. in his transla-
tion have it) Zogpior. ¥Aeyxo
Waitz (4r. Oryg. ii. 528), followed
by Bonitz (Ind. Ar. 102, a, 49),
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number of kindred writings: treatises on Knowledge
and Opinion,! on Definition,2 on Classification by
Genera and Species,® on Opposition and Difference,*
on Particular Kinds of Conceptions,® on Expression

in Speech,® on Affirmation

shows that Aristotle in the De
Interpr. ¢. 11, 20, b, 26, and
Anal. pri. ii. 117, 65, b, 16, refers
to passages of this work (i.e.
c. 17, 175, b, 89, c. 30, and c. 5,
167, b, 21), under the name év
Tols Tomixois; that he reckons
knowledge of fallacies as part of
¢ Dialectic’ (Soph. El. c. 9 fin.,
ch. 11 fin.; cf. Top. i. 1, 100, b,
23); and that c. 34 is the epi-
logue not only for these but for
the whole science of ¢Topics.
Again, however, Aristotle seems
(inc. 2, 165 b, 8; cf. Rhket. i. 3,
13569, b, 11; cf. BRANDIS, &7.-
rom. Phil. ii. b, 148) to distin-
guish the two, in a way, however,
which proves, not that the two
were not meant to form a whole,
but that the treatise on fallacies
was composed later than the
rest of the ZTopics. The lists of
D. and An. do not name the
Zo¢. A, (for that reading in AN.
125 is, as Rose shows, wrong),
and yet give the Mefodika only
eight books, whereas PT. 29,
separates them from the ZTopics
(26 b); possibly, however, in
D. 27, . épiorwdy two books,
and AN. 27, L éporikdy Abywy
two books, are the same as our
Sog. ¥A.

! M. émorhuns, D. 40; II. émi-
orquav, D. 26, AN, 25; II. 3é¢ns,
AN. App. 162. The genuineness
of the work is doubtful, because
it is nowhere else referred to.

? Tothis subject refer several

and Negation,” on Syllog-

titles in Pr.: i.e. No. 60, ‘Opiarixa,
four books (cf. D10@. v. 50, for the
same title in thelist of Theophras-
tus’ works) ; 63, on the objects of
Definition, two books; 63 b, .De
Contradictione Definitionum ; 63 c,
De Arte Definiendi ; 64, Tlpds Tods
épiopods, two books (cf. the same
from Theophr., DioG. v. 45),
translated D¢ Tabula Definiendi.
As to the collections of defini-
tions and divisions, cf. infra.

® II. e@wy kal yeviv, D. 31; I
€lddv, AN, 28, otherwise unknown.

¢ As to the opposition of
concepts there was a book I
7@y &vrTikeuévwy, doubtless the
same as II. évarriwr (D. 30, AN,
32). Simplicius, in his comment-
ary on the Catég. (v. Ar. Fr. 115
121, p. 1497, sq.; F'r. Hz. 119),
gives us some further informa-
tion as to this book and its
casuistical discussions. Rose (4.
Ps. 130) refers it to the age
of Theophrastus. Pt.12 has II.
Siagpopis, four books.

5 De Relato (II. Tov wpds ),
six books (PT. 84).

8 De Significatione, PT. 178 ;
its Greek title is given as ¢ Garam-
kum,’ i.e. Tpapparicdy or -dv. As
to another related title, II.
Aékews, cf.infra. PT. 64, Partitio
Conditionum que statuuntur in
voce et ponuntur, four books, may
also have been a grammatical
treatise.

7 ALEX. Metaph. 286, 23, 680,
a, 26, cites this simply as &
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isms,! and on subjects belonging to the sphere of

Topics and Eristics.?

7¢ *, karapdoews; probably, how-
ever, it should be (like the corre-
sponding, or possibly identical,
work of Theophrastus, named by
D10G. v. 44) M. karapdoews xal
éxopdoews.

1 SuAroyiouav o' B/ (D. 56, AN.
54); SvAroyioTucdy kal Bpor (D. 57 ;
AN. 55 : -kdv 8pwr) ; ZuAloyiouol
o' (D, 48).

2 To this category belong in
the first place the treatises placed
next to the Mefodikd in the lists:
Ta xpd 7@y Téxwy (D. 69, AN. 57);
“Opot wpd Tdv Tomikdv, 7 books
(D. 65); Tomudy wpds Tobs Zpovs
o B’ (D. 60, AN. 59, PT. 62 as
three books named Tabula defini-
tionum  quae adhibentur in
Topica, i.e. Tpds Bpovs Tomudv);
De Definiendo Topico (i.e. ¢ On
Definition in Topics,” Pr. 61);
1. #lwy (D. 32); IL épwrhoews
kal édwoxploews (D. 44, AN. 44).
Brandis, however, believes (ut
supra) that these names indicate
only particular parts of our
Topica, He takes Ta wpd Tav
Térwy (elsewhere used for the
Categ. ; cf. p. 64, n.1) to be the
first book, which in fact we know
to have been so called by some
(AXON. Schol. in Ar. 262, a, 46) ;
the “Opos 7&» Téxwy [as Br. reads
it] to be books 2-8; Tow. wpds
Tobs 8pous, books 6-7; II. idlwy,
book 5; and II. épwr. k. &woxp.
book 8, as to which we learn from
ALEX. Schol. 292, a, 14, that many
named it so, and others again,
with a reference to its first words,
II, rdfews . &wokploews. These
suggestions seem to commend
themselves: except that it is
easier to suppose a8 to the seven

Probably, however, the most

books of “Opot xpd r&v Téwwy that
the text of D. is wrong. The
AN. gives instead two titles: 51,
“Opwv PiBAlov a'; B2, Tomkdv ('.
Here it is natural to refer the
“Opot to book 1, the first half of
which (c. 1-11) consists in de-
finitions and their explanation,
and the seven Topica to books
2-8. We conjecture, therefore, in
view of the fact that both lists
have the number seven, that in
D. also the “Opo: was originally
distinct from the Zopica, and that
his text read: “Opot wpd 1@V To-
mikdv @’ : Towwkdy a’-’. D. 65 and
AN. 62 name also 'Ewtxeipnudroy
o' g’ (Pr. 55, 39, B, 83,1, B); D,
33 ; AN. 33, ‘Trourfuara éwixepn-
patikd, 3 B; D. 70, AN. 65, ®éqets
erixepnuarical ke'; cf. also THEON,
Progymn. p. 165 W. (Rhet. ed.
Sp. II, 69), who ascribes to Ari-
stotle and Theophrastus woAAd
BiBAla Oégewv émvypapdueva, de-
scribed by ALEX. Zop. 16, Schol.
254, b, 10, as containing 7H» €is &
&vrikelpeva 8¢ &vddtwy émxeipnow.
(Mpds Géowv émixepetv means *to
develop the pro and con of a
given proposition,” v. Ind. Ar.
282, b, 57, 283, a, 6: Oécess
émixeipnuarical are  therefore
themes for dialectic development
or dialectical exercises with an
introduction to the way of work-
ing them out.)—The ’Emixepfipara
are no doubt identical with the
Aoy émixep. the secord book
of which is quoted by PHILOP.
Schol. 227, a, 46, and the “Trourhu.
émixep, with that which is cited
simply as “Crouvfipare by DEXIPP.,
Cat. 40, Schol. 48, a, 4, and SIMPL,
Sohol. 47, b, 89 following Por-
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ancient of these tracts were in reality productions of
the Peripatetic school at dates subsequent to Aristotle’s

death.
Next to the Topics in
Rhetorical Works.!

order of subjects come the

Some of these were written

before the Topics in order of time; others only after-
wards and at a long interval. Of the many books
of Aristotelian or alleged Aristotelian origin which
dealt with the theory of skilled speaking,? or treated

phyry. PrT. gives three entries of
‘amusmata’ or ‘ifumsmata’(=
Smouvhpara), i.6. No. 69, 2 books;
82, 16 books ; and 82, b, 1 book.
The references in ATHEN. iv. 173,
and xiv. 654 to 'Ap. % @edppacTos
év 7ols wouvfuact are not to a
defined book so named, but are
vague and not to be identi-
fied. What relation the Hpordaeis
named in PT. (No. 79=33[?23

books, and No. 80=31 [17

books) bear to the @égeis éwiy.
we cannot say, but we also find
two entries in D. (46 and 47),
and onein AN.(38) of Ipordoes o',
The ’Ewixetpnuaricol Adyos, cited
by Aristotle in the opening of
c. 2. II. uwmu, is not a separate
work (cf. THEM. 97, a,p. 241), but
the first chapter of the work
itself (449, b, 13 sq., 450, a,
30 sq., 450, b, 11 sq. ; cf. BONITZ,
Ind. Ar. 99, a, 38). Under the
head of Zopics fall also the ’Ev-
ordoes, D. 35, AN. 36, PT. 55, b;
the Ipordoeis épiorical &', D, 47,
AN. 44 ; Aloes éporixal ¥, D. 28,
AN. 29 ; and Awpéoes copioTixal,
¥, D. 29, Ax. 31.—As to the
’Epiorinol Adyou, cf. p. 68,n. 1 fin.
A tract Mapd Thv Aékww, named by
SiMpPL. Sckol. 47, b, 40, was
doubted, as he says, even by the

ancients (cf. A». Fr.113,p.1496 ;
ROSE, Ar. Ps.128; Fr. Hz. 116).
It dealt probably (cf. Sophk. El. 4)
with the fallacies wapd Thr Aéw.
AN. 196 names among the Pseud-
epigrapha a work ITepl uefédov.

! Cf. Rhet. i, 1 init. c. 2,
1356, a, 26 ; Soph. ET. 34,184, a, 8.

2 Besides the two extant
works, this class includes pri-
marily the Theodectean Rhetoric:
i.e. D. 82 and AN. 74, Téxwys Tiis
Ocodéxrov ovvaywyh [? eloaywyh]
in one or three books. The ex-
tant Rhetoric alludes (iii. 9 fin.)
to an enumeration év Tois GeoSex-
tefois, which must mean a work of
Aristotle, and proves, even if
Rhet. iii. be spurious, the exis-
tence of this book in early times.
The compiler of the Rhet. ad
Alex. 1. 1421, b, 1 makes Aristo-
tle speak of rals Ox° éuod Téxvaus
O@codéxTp ypageloais ; and this re-
ference also must be at least
anterior to Andronicus. The
words leave it doubtful whether
the writer meant a Rhetorio de-
dicated to Theodectes, or one
written by Aristotle but published
by Theodectes in his own name.
Later classical writers several
times attribute to the name
‘Rhetoric of Theodectes’ the




ARISTOTLE’S WRITINGS

73

of the history of rhetoric,'! or set out rhetorical

atter meaning, in itself most im-
probable (cf. @codexrical réxva,
ANON, in Ar. Fr. 125, p. 1499,
Fr. Hz. 126; QUINTILIAN, ii.
15, 10, gives this explana-
tion with an ‘u¢ ereditum est’:
VALER. MAX. viii. 14, 3 gives it
more distinctly); or else they
name Theodectes directly as the
author (Cic. Orat. 51, 172, 57,
194 ; QUINTIL.iv. 2, 63 : and later
writers ap. ROSE, Ar. Ps. 141,
A7r. Fr. 123 ; Pr. Hz.124 sq. ; com-

the similar treatment of
the title Nicomachean Ethics by
Cicero and others, de quo p. 97
inf.; or else they ascribe to Ari-
stotle and Theodectes the opin-
fons they find in this book
(D10NYS. Comp. Verb.2, p. 8, De
Vi Demos. 48, p. 1101 ; QUINTIL.
i. 4. 18; A». Fr. 126). If itis
genuine, which the Fr. at least
give no reason to doubt, we
should consider it certainly not
as a work written by Theodectes
and published by Aristotle after
his death, but as a work of Ari-
stotle dedicated zo Theodectes, in
which view, since that orator did
not survive the date of Alex-
ander’s Eastern expedition, and
had become known to Alexander
through Aristotle (PLUT. Alea.
17 fin.), it would have been com-
posed during the years of Ari-
stotle’s residence in Macedonia.
The name Téxva: (in the Rhet. ad
Alex.; cf. RosE, Ar. Ps. 139)
seems to indicate that it had
more than one book, though the
plural ©codéxreia (Rhet. iii. 9)
would not necessarily do so. For
further details v. ROsE, Ar. Ps.
136 sq., and HEITZ, 85 8q.—
As to the remaining titles in our
lists which relate to Rhetoric,

the Téxmm[s] « of D. 79, AN. 73
probably meant the extant Rhet.
ad Alsw. In D. 80 the MSS,
vary between ¥AAn Téxrm and
&AAn Texy@dv ouvayeyh. If the
former is right it would mean a
second recension of our Rhetorio:
if the latter, a recension of the
Texvdv ovvaywyh : in neither case
would it imply separate works.—
Of the special tracts, the I'pdAnos
has been mentioned p. 58, n. 1,
supra : probably AN. App. 153,
IL. pnropuciis is merely a duplicate
of it. In the title, IT. Aéfews o’ B’
(D. 87, AN. 79, I1. Aé§. kafapas : cf.
on a similar book by Eudemus,
p. 698, n. 3) Brandis in the
@r.-rom. Phil. ii. b, 1. 79 detects
book 8 of our Rhetoric, whose
first twelve chapters deal with
that subject. This is the more
probable that D. 78 gives the
Rhetoric only two books, al-
though AN. 72 has three books.
The others, i.e. D. 85, AN. 77,
I, peyébous a’ (de quo cf. Rhet. i.
3, 1359, a, 16, ii. 18 sq. 1391, b,
31, 1393, a, 3); D. 88, AN. 80,
IL. ovpBovAlas [-5is] &' (v. Ar. Fr.
136, p. 1501, Ar. Ps, 148, Fr. Hz.
126) : AN. App. 177, 1. phropos
} mohiTicod : AN. App. 178, Téxm
&yxwpiaorixy), were doubtless all
spurious, as was also the Mwnuo-
vucdy (D. 117, AN. 109) which
would be dealt with as an aid to
Rhetoric. PT. 68, Mapayyéruara
seems to be the same as the
Mapayy. pnropuciis attributed to
Theophrastus by DI10G. v. 47, but
was in any case not by Aristotle.

' An exposition of all the
rhetorical theories (réxva:) down
to Aristotle’s own time was given
in the Texvav owaywyh (D. 77,
as two hooks: AN. 71, and Pr,
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examples,! we have only one preserved to us,? in which,
however, we possess without doubt the most mature state-
ment of his rhetorical doctrine. The Rhetoric addressed to
Alexander is now universally admitted to be spurious.?

24, as one book), D. 89, Zvvayw-
~is « B, and D. 80, "AAAn Texvav
ovvaywyh (if that is the right
reading) seem to be duplicates
only. We hear of it in C1c. De
Invent. ii. 2, 6, De Orat. ii. 38,
160, Brut. 12, 48, etc. : v. Ar, Fr.
130-185, p. 1500; Ar. Ps. 145;
Fy. Hz. 122. The same work or
an abstract of it seems to be
meant by Demetr. Magn. (ap.
D10G. ii. 104) by the title 'Exirous
purépwv.

1 ’Evuufipara pnropicd a’, D.
84, AN. 76; and ’Evluunudrwy
Siatpéoeis o’ (D. 84; AN. 88, mis-
written ’Ev. xal alpéosewv). To
the same class belonged AN. 127,
Tpooiulwy o ; but . Mapoiuidy, as
in D. 138. With these should be
reckoned the Xpetai—a collection
of striking remarks, like Plu-
tarch’s Apophthegms, quoted by
Stos. Floril. 5, 83,7, 30, 31, 29,70,
90, 43, 140, 57, 12, 93, 38, 116, 47,
118, 29. But as a saying of Zeno
the Stoic is quoted from it (57,
12), and as we can hardly credit
Aristotle with such a collection
of anecdotes, it must either be a
forgery or else the work of a
later writer of the same name,
like the grammarian mentioned
ap. D1oG. v. 35. Rose believes
(Ar. Ps. 611) that ’Apigrorérovs
is a misreading for ’Aplorwwos.
The same book seems to be what
is meant in Stob. (38, 37, 46, 21)
by the citation: é rdv xowav
*ApioroTéAovs SiaTpiBv. See its
Pr. ap. ROSE, Ar. Ps, 611, and
Fr, Hy. 335,—The two orations,

’Eyxdutov Adyov and ’Eyrduiov
wAovTov, are counted as pseudepi-
grapha in AN. 190, 194, The
various proverbs and apoph-
thegms quoted from Aristotle
(ROSE, Ar. Ps. 606 sq.; F'r. Hz.
337 sq.) are collected from dif-
ferent sources.

2 Ie. the three books of the
Rhetoric. The date of its com-
position must be the last resi-
dence of Aristotle at Athens;
cf. BRANDIS in ¢ Ar. Rhet.” Philol.
iv. 8. That it has suffered inter-
polations and transpositions (e.g.
in book ii. c. 18-26 ought to pre-
cede c. 1-17) was proved by
SPENGEL, Abk. d. Miinchn. Akad.
vi. 483, followed by VAHLEN,
¢ Z. Krit. Ar. Schr. Wien. Akad.
xxxviii. 92, 121. The genuineness
of book iii. has been questioned
by SAUPPE, Dionys. u. Ar., Gott.
1863, p. 32; ROSE, A». Ps. 137
n.; HEITZ, p. 85, 89; SCHAAR-
SCHMIDT, Samml.Plat. Schr. 108,
whose view has been followed in
ZELLER, Plato, p. 55.

3 This work was known to
the author of our earliest list
(v. D. 79, but its authenticity

is not to be thought of.
SPENGEL (3wvay. Texr. 182,
ANAXIM., Ars Rhet. Proleg.

ix. sq., cf. 99 s8q.) attributes
it, excepting the first and last
chapters, to Aristotle’s contem-
porary Anaximenesof Lampsacus.
This suggestion, however, is very
questionable; cf. ROSE, 4». Lib.
Ord. 100; KAMPE, in the Philol.
ix. 106 sq. 279 sq. For, apart
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Of the writings devoted to the development of his
philosophic system, the first place is given to collections
of Definitions!' and Divisions *—regarded as aids to

from the arbitrariness of the
separation of the part attributed
to Anaximenes from the rest, the
influence of the school of Ari-
stotle betrays itself throughout,
not only in the persistence of a
method of didactic definitions
and divisions, but also in the
tenor of particular passages. Cf.,
eg., ¢. 2 init. (with Rhet. 1. 3);
c. 3, 1424, a, 12-19 (Polit. vi. 4,
1318, b, 27-38); c. 5, 1427, a, 30
(Eth. N. v. 10, 1135, b, 11 sqq.,
Rhet.i.18,1374,b, 6); c. 8,1428,
a, 19 sqq. (Rhket. ii. 26, 1402, b,
12 8qq.); c. 8, 1428, a, 25 (4nal.
pr. ii. 27 init.); c. 9 init. (Rhet.
© 1. 2,1367,b, 28); c. 12 init. (Rhet.
ii. 21, 1394, a, 22); and the dis-
tinction of év0lunua and yrdun in
c. 11 sq., though differently put,
is of Aristotelian origin (cf. Rhet.
ii. 91, 1394, 8, 26) ; c. 17 (Rhet. i.
15, 1376, b, 31 8q.); c. 28 init.
29 init. (Rhet. iii. 9, 1410, a, 23),

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

2 Besides the ¢ Platonic Divi-
sions’ mentioned p. 63, n. 2, the
lists name the following of this
class: D. 42, Awpéoes ' [AN.
41, I1. Siatpéoewv]; D. 43, AN. 42,
Awapercav o’ [Rose leg. -xd, as
in the duplicate title D, 62]; Pr.
52 gives the Awpéoes (which
might extend to any length ac-
cording to the subjects chosen),
26 books. Whether the work was
different from or identical (as

seems more probable) with the
Platonic Awapéoes, it cannot be
genuine. The quotation in ALEX.
Top. 126, Schol. 274, a, 42, from
Aristotle, & 7§ Tav dyaddy Siai-
péoer (Ar. Fr. 110, p. 1496 ; F'r.
Hz.119), is satisfied by M. Mor. i,
2, 1183, b, 20 sq., cf. Eth. N.i.12,
1101, b, 11, but may have found
its way from that source into the
Auwatpéoes also.— Aristotle himself
names an 'ExAoyh Tav dvavriwy, in
Ham])h. iv. 2, 1004, a, 1, where,
after the remark that all oppo-
sitions finally go back to that
of the & or b» and its oppo-
site, he adds: Tebewpficbw & Huiv
Tavra &v T éxAovii TaY dvavriwy :
in the parallel passage, xi. 38,
1061. a, 15, it is only ¥rrwoay yap
adras Tebewpnuéva:r: cf. 1004, b,
33, xdvra 8¢ kal TdAAa dvaydueva
dalveras eis 75 & xal 70 wARfos -
eiMPOw yap % dvaywyh Auiv. To
the same refers also x. 3, 1064, a,
29: ot 3¢ Toi uév &ds, Gowep
xal & T Sapéoer Tav dvavriwy
Sieypdyauey, 0 Tadrd xal Fuoioy
xal Yooy, etc.; and the radrdy and
8uoov were themselves given in
Metaph. iv. 2, 1003, b, 35, as
examples of the eldn Tob évds
treated of in the ’ExAoyh 7. év.:
cf. also x, c. 4 ad fin. But in
Met. xii, 7, 1072, b, 2 the words
% dialpeois Snaoi refer, not to a
treatise, but to the division of
two kinds of o) &évexa given just
before. Whether the reference
to the ’ExAoyh 7. év. indicates a
separate treatise or a section of
the work ¢‘On the Good,” even
Alexander did not know (cf. p.
61, n. 1); but since the subject
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correct appreciation of the subject—but none of these

appear to have been genuine.

Most important, there-

fore, is the treatise On the First Philosophy'—a torso
which is now arbitrarily bound up? with a number of
other fragments, some genuine, some spurious, to form

our Metaphysics.?

on which Aristotle cites the
'ExAoyh seems to have been dealt
with in the second book II.
Téyafov, it is probable that
Aristotle had only that book in
view.

! This is the name by which
the work was originally cited ;
v. De Motu Anim. 6, 700, b, 8.
That Aristotle himself so named
it, is probable from Metaph. vi. 1,
1026, a, 15, 24, 30, xi. 4, 1061, b,
19; Phys. i. 9, 192. a, 35,ii. 2
Jfin.; De Celo, i.8,277,b,10; Gen.
et Corr. i. 8, 318, a, 6; De An. i.
1, 403, b, 16 ; for xpdrn Pirooodia
we also find ¢irogopia alone
(Metaph. xi. 3, 4, 1061, b, 5, 25),
Beoroyich (Metaph. vi. 1, 1026, a,
19, xi. 7, 1064, b, 3), 7 wepl &
8cia ¢pirogopla (Part. An. i. 5,
645, a, 4), copla (Metaph. i. 1, 2),
and uéBodos wepl Tiis &pxfis Tis
wxpdrys (Phys. viii. 1, 261, a, 7),
as Aristotle’s expression for the
subject of the book; and accord-
ingly the book itself is also
spoken of as gopla, ¢irocodla,
8coroyfa (ASCLEP. Schol. in Ar.
519, b, 19, 31). Cf BoONITZ, v. b,
Arist. Metaph. ii. 3 sq.

? We first find the name
perd 1d ¢uowcd in Nicolaus of
Damascus, who (acc. to the
Schol. to THEOPH. Metaph. p.
323, Brand.) wrote a @ewpla Tav
’Ap. perd Td ¢uoid : afterwards
in PLUT. Alex. 7, and since then
constantly. As this Nicolaus was

Probably, however, the genuine

a younger contemporary of An-
dronicus, the title (which never
appears before, and is permanent
after that date) may safely be
referred to Andronicus himself,
whose collection of Aristotle’s
writings alone explains it; for it
means, not as SIMPL. Phys. 1,
and the Neoplatonist HERENNIUS
(ap. BONITZ, Ar. Metaph. ii. )
supposed, the Supernatural, but
that which in the order of doc-
trinal development, and of the
works as collected, followed after
the books on the Natural Sciences
(cf. ALEX. Metaph. 127, 21; As-
CLEP. Schol. 519, b, 19). It is
named in the lists by AN. 111,
AN. App. 154, and PT. 49. The
latter has the usual Greek reckon-
ing of thirteen books; the former
has at 111 «/, at 164 ¢; which
leaves it uncertain whether the
editions referred to were incom-
plete, the one having only A-K,
and the other A-I, or whether
K and I are corruptions of N,
i.6. A-N.

? The question of the arrange-
ment of our Metaphysics has
been so far established by Bran-
dis in ¢Ar. Met., 4bh. d. Berl.
Akad. 1834, Hist. Phil. K1, p.
63-87, Gr.-rom. Phil. ii. b. 1,
541 sq., and by Bonitz (4. Met.
ii, 3-35), that it is sufficient to
refer the reader for earlier
theories to the comprehensive
account given by Bonitz at p- 30,
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portions were brought into this connection immediately

The main body of the work,
begun but not finished by Ari-
stotle, is made up of books i., iii.
(B), iv., vi-ix. In these, after
the critical and historical intro-
duction in book i., one and the
same inquiry, that as to Being as
such, is methodically carried on,
although it is neither brought to
a conclusion, nor in parts sub-
mitted to final revision. Book x.
seems to have been intended for
a somewhat further advanced
section of the same inquiry (cf.
x. 2 init. with iii. 4, 1001, a,
4 sq., and x. 2, 1063, b, 16 with
vii, 13), but as it is not brought
by Aristotle into any express
connection with book ix., it has
almost the appearance of a
separate treatise. Between these
connected books there is in-
serted, in book v., an inquiry
into the different meanings of
thirty philosophical conceptions
and terms, which stands in no
connection with either the pre-
ceding or the following book.
The Aristotelian authorship of this
section is beyond doubt. Ari-
stotle himself quotes it (in
Metaph. vil. 1 init, x. 1; cf.
Gen. et Corr. ii. 10, 336, b, 29,
Phys. i. 8, 191, b 29), with the
words év 7ols wepl Tob wogaxds or
x. 10D woa. Aéyerai Ekagrov. The
view of Susemihl (Genet. Entmw.
d. Plat. Phil. ii. 536) that these
citations are not satisfied by our
book v., and that it is an un-
Aristotelian tract which hastaken
the place of a genuine book with
similar contents, is as decisively
disproved as that of Rose (4r.
Libr. Ord. 164) that the book is
entirely unworthy of Aristotle.
The book is alluded to in other

passages of the Metaph. (e.g. x. 4,
10556, a, 23, with which cf. v. 10,
1018, a, 25, and x. 6, 1054, b. 34,
cf. v. 15, 1021, a. 25); and a dis-
cussion reserved in v. 7 ad fin.
for another place is to be found
in ix, c¢. 7. The tract M. 7od
wooax®s, however, cannot have
originally formed part of the
work ¢On the First Philosophy.’
It must have been written much
earlier—as is shown by the cita-
tions in the Phys. and in the
Gen. et Corr—and as an aid to
the exact use and understanding
of philosophic terms; and as
such it appears in D. 36, and in
AN. 37 with the special addition
IL. . ®oo. Aéy. § Tdv Kard wplo-
Beawv. Nevertheless, Ar. Met.
vi. 2 init., alludes unmistakably
tov.7,1017, a, 7, 22 sq., 31, in the
words: &AX’ éwel Td by amAGs
Aeybuevov Aéyerar moAAaxds, dv
& udv v 70 katd oupBeBnnds, etc.,
in a way which indicates, by the
word #v, that the discussion had
already come under the reader’s
notice. It appears, therefore,
that Aristotle actually intended
to incorporate our book v. or the
contents of it in this part of his
work, but never was able to finish
the literary connection. As to
book xi., the second half (c. 8,
1065, a, 26 sq.), is a compilation
from the Physics, obviously not
genuine. The first half exactly
corresponds in content with
books iii.,, iv.,, and vi.; and is
therefore either an early sketch
of the argument afterwards ex-
panded in them, or else, as Rose
(4r. Libr. Ord. 156) supposes, a
later abstract of them. A point
in favour of the latter view is
the objectionable recurrence,
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seven times, of the particle ¢
" why, which is otherwise unknown
in Aristotle’s writing (EUCKEN,
De Ar. Diec. Rat. i. 10; Ind.
dr. 147, a, 44 sq.) In view,
however, of-the arguments from
the contents of the book them-
selves adduced in support of the
other view by Bonitz (4r. Met.
ii. 15, 451), this peculiarity is not
decisive, especially as the general
style of the book has Aristotle’s
characteristics, and as similar
phenomena as to particles are
found elsewhere. [Thus r¢ . . 7¢
occurs in Aristotle almost exclu-
sively in the Ethics and Politics
(EUCKEN, 16); 3¢ ye almost ex-
clusively in the Physics (ibid. 33),
in which also wévros, kalror, and
Tolyuy are much commoner than
in the other works (ibid. 35, 51):
%pa recurs oftener in the later
books of the Metaph. than in the
earlier (ébid. 50): and among
the ten books of the KHthics,
there are many variants as be-
tween the three last and the sec-
tions i.—iv. or v.-vii., which again
vary from one another in diction
(ibid. 75 sq.). In this first half
of book xi. five of the seven cases
of & uhw occurin c. 2. Besides,
y¢ is so often inserted by the
copyists that it is always possible
some early scribe is partly re-
sponsible.] - Book xii. appears as
an independent treatise, which
refers to none of the preceding
books, but seems to allude to the
Phys. viii. 10 (esp. 267, b, 17 sq.)
in c¢. 7, 1073, a, 5, and in c. 8,
1073, a, 32, to Phys. viii. 8 sq.,
and also to the De Celo ii. 3 sq.
It is remarkable that while c.
6-10 develop in some detail the
views of Aristotle as to the God-
head and other eternal Essences,
c. 1-6 on the contrary give us

ARISTOTLE

the doctrine of changeable sub-
stances and their causes only in
narrow compass, and in a style
condensed often to the point of
obscurity. This, with the fact
that in these chapters the for-
mula perd rabra [s0. Aexréov] ¥r:
occurs twice (¢.e. 3 init., and 1070,
a. 4) indicates that it was not a
book published by Aristotle, but
a set of notes intended as a basis
for lectures, in which many
points were only hinted at in the
the briefest way, with the know-
ledge that they would be made
plain by oral development. The
main theme of the lectures con-
sisted of the points which in the
second half of book xi. are
treated with special care; while
the more general metaphysical
inquiries which were to serve as
an introduction or basis for them
were only lightly sketched. The
matter the lectures dealt with
was no doubt intended to be
included in the work on the
First Philosophy; and c. 6-10
are, as far as matter is con-
cerned, exactly fitted to be the
conclusion of it. C. 1-5, on the
other hand, include nothing
which is not contained in the
earlier books. The polemic of
Rose (4. Libr. Ord. 160) against
this book—which, as will be seen
in the next note, is specially well
fortified with external evidence
—has no value as against its
Aristotelian authorship, but only
as to its connection with our
Metaph. The relation of the
remaining two books to the rest
is not clear; but there is no
reason to hold with Rose (p. 1567)
that only xiv. is genuine. Ari-

. stotle must have originally meant

to include them in the same
book, for xiii. 2, 1076, a, 39, refers
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after Aristotle’s death.!

Of the other writings men-

tioned which would have stood in close relation with

to iii. 2, 998, a, 7 sq., xiii. 2, 1076,
b, 39, to iii. 2, 997, b, 12 sq.,
xiii. 10, 1086, b, 14 to iii. 6.
1003, a, 6 sq., and in viii. i. 1062,
a, 22 he contemplates a treat-
ment of Mathematics and the
Ideas, which, as appears by xiii.
init., was intended to serve as an
introduction to Theology (cf.
BRANDIS, 542, 413 a). On the
other hand, in xiv. 1, the obvious
reference to x. 1 is not noticed,
and vii. and viii. are not referred
to at all in xiii. and xiv. (BONITZ,
p- 26). It is inconceivable that
Aristotle would have repeated a
considerable section almost word
for word, as is the case with the
present text of i. 6,9, and xiii.
4, 5. But book i.,, as a whole,
must, as well as book iii., which
cites it (iii. 2, 996, b, 8, cf. i. 2,
982, a, 16, b, 4, and 997, b, 3,
cf. i. 6 8q.) be older than book
xiii. It seems to me, therefore,
the most probable conjecture
that the argument in i. 9, which
is apparently more mature than
that in book xiii.,, was inserted
on a second revision of book i,
after Aristotle had decided to
exclude books xiii. and xiv. from
the scope of his main work on
Metaphysics. Book ii. (a), a
collection of three small essays,
written asan introduction to Phy-
sics rather than to Metaphysics
(v. c. 8 Schol.), is certainly not by
Aristotle. The majority of the
ancient commentators (ol wAelous)
attributed it to a nepbew of
Eudemus, Pasicles of Rhodes
(Schol. ap. 4. Opp. 993, a, 29 ;
Schol. in Ar. 589, a. 41; the so-
called Philoponus [BEKKER'S

Anon. Urbin.] in the Introd. to
a, where the name is Pasicrates ;
and Asclep. Schol. 520 a, 6, ex-
cept that he has erroneously
transferred the story from a to
A). That it was inserted after
the other books were collected is
clear, not only from its designa-
tion, but from the way in which
it breaks the connection of the
closely consecutive books A and
B, for which reason many of the
ancients wished to make it a
preface to the Physios, or at least
to book i. of the Metaph. (Schol.
589, b, 1 sq.) SYRIAN (ap.
ScHOL. 849, a, 3) mentions that
some critics proposed to reject A.
These, like Asclepius, probably
confused it with a: if not, Syrian
was right in thinking their sog-
gestion laughable.

! This scems probable (cf.
ZELLER, Abh. d. Berl. Akad.
1877, Hist. Phil. K1. 145) because
of the circumstance that most of
the genuine books of our Meta-
physics were in use at the date
of the oldest peripatetic books or
fragments which we possess, and
that they seem to have been
gathered together in the same
series of books with the rest at a
very early date. Book i, as
above stated, was not only the
model for Theophrastus in book
i. of his History of Physics, but
has also left clear traces in what
we know of Eudemus, and is the
source of the point of view taken
by the author of the treatise on
Melissus, &c. Books iii. (B) and
iv. are referred to by Eudemus,
the fourth by Theophrastus also ;
book 'vi. by Theophrastus ; book
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the Metaphysics, only a fow can be considered to be

vii. by Eudemus; book ix. by
Theophrastus ; book xii. by Theo-
phrastus, Eudemus, the writer of
the Magna Moralia, and the
writer of the II. {(fwv rufioews;
book xiii. by Eudemus; book xiv.
apparently by Theophrastus ; and
the fifth, the tract TI. Tob
wocaxds Aeyduevov, by Strato ; cf.
the following: (1) Metaph. 1,
981, a, 12 sq., EUDEM. Fr. 2,
Speng.; (2) i. 3, 983, b, 20,
THEOPHR. Fr. 40; (3) ibid. 1.
30, Eup. Fr. 117; (4) 1. 5, 986,
b, 18; De Melisso, Xenoph.
etc., see vol. i. 468, 484; (b) ibid.
1. 21 sq., THEOPHR. F7r. 45; (6)
ibid. 1. 27, THEOPHR. Fr. 43,
44, Eup. Fr.11,8. 21, 7; (1), 6,
THEOPHR. Fr. 48; (8) i. 6, 987,
b, 32, Eub. Fr. 11, S. 22, 7, Sp.;
(9) i. 8, 989, a, 30, THEOPHR.
Fr. 46 ; (10) iii. 2, 996, b, 26, iv.
3, 1005, a, 19, EUD. Fr. 4; (11)
iii. 3, 999, a, 6, Eth. Bud. i. 8,
1218, a, 1; (12) iv. 2,1009, b, 12,
21, THEOPHR. Fr. 42; (13) iv.
6, 1011, a, 12, c. 7, 1012, a, 20,
THEOPHR. Fr. 12, 26; (14)v.11,
Strato apud SIMPL. Categ. Schol.
in Arist. 90, &, 12-46 ; (15) vi. 1,
1026, a, 13-16, THREOPHR. Fr. 12,
1; (16) vii. 1, 1028, a, 10, 20,
Evup. Fr. 5; (17) ix. 9, 1051, b,
24, THEOPHR. Fr. 12, 25; (18)
xii. 7 init., cf. c. 8, 1073, a, 22,
De Motu An. 6, 700, b, 7; (19)
xii. 7, 1072, a, 20, THEOPHR. F'r,
12, 5; (20) xii. 7, 1072, b, 24, c.
9, 1074, b, 21, 33, Eth. Eud. vii.
12, 1245, b, 16, M. Mor. ii. 15,
1213, a, 1; (21) xii. 10, 1075, b,
34, THEOPHR, Fr. 12, 2; (22)
xiii. 1, 1076, a, 28, Eth. Eud. i. 8,
1217, b, 22; (23) xiv. 3, 1090,
b, 13, THEOPHR. F. 12,2. Since,
therefore, the parts of our

Metaph., like book xii., which
did not in fact belong to the
main treatise, are in use as com-
monly and at as early a date as
those parts which did, it must be
conjectured that the whole was
put together in the period imme-
diately following Aristotle’s
death. This theory receives re-
markable confirmation from the
fact that already in the II. (gfwr
kwhoews (c. 6, 700, b, 8), which
belongs undoubtedly to the third
century B.C., book xii. itself is
quoted by the title reserved by
Aristotle for his main treatise on
Metaph.: ie. & Tois wepl Tijs
wpdrns pirocoplas (cf. BONITZ,
Ind. Ar. 100, a, 47 sq.; the sus-
picion thrown on the passage by
KRISCHE, Forsch. 267, 3, and
HE1TZ, V. 8. 182, is groundless).
‘We may assume, then, with some
probability thatimmediately after
Aristotle’s death the finished
sections of the work on First
Philosophy (i.e. books i., iii., iv.,
vi.—x.) were bound up with the
other sketches and notes of a
like character left by him (i.e.
xi. first part, xii., xiii., and xiv.),
and that at the same time book v.
was inserted between iv. and vi. ;
but that book a, and the second
balf of xi., were first attached by
Andronicus to this work, with
which they were not connected
either by origin or contents.
Naturally, we cannot with cer-
tainty affirm by whom the first
redaction was undertaken. But
the statement of ALEX. (ap.
Metaph. 760, b, 11 sq.), that it
was Eudemus, deserves all con-
sideration ; while the different
story told by ASCLEP. (Schel. in
Ar. 519, b, 38 8q.) is open to the
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genuine, and these must have belonged to Aristotle’s
earlier period.!

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

phenomena. These are the Phystcs, * the two con-

gravest doubts. Cf. further, p.
155 sqq.

! Besides the Books on Philo-
sophy (p. 55, n. 5, and 57), on the
Good, and on the Ideas (p. 61, n.
1, 62, n. 1), the Mepi edxiis was
probably genuine (». p. 58, n. 1,
fin.). The three books IL. Toxns
(AN. App. 152) and the Mayixds
were not. The latter is named by
Diog. (i. 1. 8, ii. 45), and was also
evidently used by Plin. (H. N.
xxx. 1, 2) as Aristotle's, but it is
reckoned by AN. (191) among
the Psendepigrapha,and we know
from Suidas (CAvric6.) that it was
attributed sometimes to the So-
cratic Antisthenes, sometimes to
the Antisthenes who was a Peri-
patetic of Rhodes circa 180 B.C.
(lege, by Bernhardy’s happy con-
jecture, ‘Podlw for ‘Pédwri). On
this book, vide Ar. Fr. 27-30, p.
1479; Fr. H». 66 ; HEITZ, V. S.
294,8 ; RosE, A7. Ps. 50, who con-
siders it to be a Dialogue.— Of
the @eoroyolueva, which was as-
cribed to Aristotle by Macrob.
(8at. i.18), the ¢ Theogony ' men-
tioned by Schol. Eur. Rhes. (28),
and the tereral spoken of by
Schol. Laur. in APOLL. RHOD. iv.
973 (v. these and other quotations

VOL. I.

ap. ROSE, Ar. Ps. 616; Fr. Hz.
347) seem to have formed part.
It is referred by Rose to the
hand of Aristocles of Rhodes, a
contemporary of Strato; but this
seems unlikely: cf. Heitz, V. S.
294. It cannot, however, have
been a genuine work of Aristotle,
and itseems tohave contained, not
philosophical inquiries as to the
Godhead, but collections and pro-
bably explanations of myths and
religious usages.—The II. &pxis,
from its position in the list of
D. 41, seems rather to have been
a metaphysical or physical tract
than a political one, but we know
nothing of it.—As to a ‘Theo-
logy of Aristotle,’ which ori-
ginated in the Neoplatonic
School and is preserved to
us in an Arabic translation,
v. DIETERCI, Abh. d. D.
morgenl. Gesellsch. 1877, 1,
117.

2 yokd) axpbasis in 8 books
(in AN. 148, leg. o’ for '), as its
own MSS, and those of SiMPL.
Phys. init., AN. 148, Pr. 34, &c.,
name the treatise. Aristotle him-
self commonly calls only the first
books ¢uowd or Td wepl ploews
(Phys. viil. 1, 261, a, 8, cf. iii. 1,

G
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nected works On the Heavens and On Growth and

viii. 8, 258, b, 7, cf.ii. 1,192, b,
20, viii. 10, 267, b, 20, cf. iii. 4;
Metaph. i. 3, 983, a, 33, c, 4, 985,
a, 13, ¢, 7, 988, a, 22, ¢, 10, xi. 1,
1069, a, 34, cf. Phys. ii. 3, 7;
Metaph. i. 5, 986, b, 30, cf. Phys.
i. 2; xiii. 1, ¢, 9, 1086, a, 23, cf.
DPhys. i.). The later books he
usually calls 73 wepl kwfoews
(Metaph. ix. 8,1049, b, 36, cf.
DPhys. viii., vi. 6; De Ceeloi. 5,7,
272, a, 30, 275, b, 21, cf. Phys. vi.
7, 238, a, 20, c, 2. 233, a, 31, viii.
10; De Celo iii. 1, 299, a, 10, cf.
Phys. vi. 2, 233, b, 16; Gen. et
Corr. i. 8, 318, a, 3, cf. Phys.
viii.; De Sensu c, 6, 445, b, 19, cf,
Phys. vi. 1; Anal. post. ii. 12, 95,
b, 10). But in Phys. viii. 5, 257,
a, 34 & Tols kaBbrov wepl Pploews
refers to B. vi. 1, 4, Metaph. viii.
1, and ¢vowd to B. v. 1; in
Metaph. i. 8, 989, a, 24, xii. 8,
1073, 32, the phrase & . ¢ploeas
refers not merely to the whole of
the Physica, but also to other
works on Natural Science (cf.
BoNITZ and SCHWEGLER ad loc.).
For more general references see
B, iii. 4, De Celo i. 6, 274, a, 21,
& Tois wepl Tas &pxas, B. iv. 12,
vi. 1, De Celo iii. 4, 303, a, 23,
wepl xpbvov kal xwfgews, and see
IND. ARIST. 102, b, 18 sqq.—
D. 90, 45 (115) names a II,
¢voews and a I1. kurfoews, but the
former with three books only,and
the latter with one (cf. p. 50,n. 1).
SimpL. ( Phys. 190, a, 216, a, 258,
b, and 320, a) says that Aristotle
and his éraipot (.. Theophrastus
and Eudemus) spoke of the first
5 books as Pvawkd or II. &pxdv
¢voicav and of books vii. and
viii. as II. skwfioews. No doubt
Porphyry, however, was right
(ap. SIMPL. 190, a) when he in-

cluded book v. with book vi.,
with which it is so closely con-
nected, under the name II. xivf-
oews, For though in the time of
Adrastus (ap. SiMPL. 16, 2, a)
many may have named i-v. IL
dpxav [puowav], as others named
the whole, while vi.-viii. bore the
title II. xwfoews under which
Andronicus (SIMPL. 216, a) also
cited them, yet it cannot be
shown that this was so in the
earliest period. When Theophr.
cited book v. as & Tav Puowdy
he may easily have meant not
only this whole treatise but
others also (ut supra: and cf.
SIMPL. 216, a). When Damasus
the biographer and follower of
Eudemus (ap. SIiMPL. 216, a,
where it is impossible to read
Damascius the Neoplatonist)
speaks of ¢k 7Tiis wepl ¢loews
wpayuatelas Tis "Ap. Tév wepl kivf-
oews 7pla, it does not follow that
he means vi., vii., viii., and not
rather v, vi, viii. (cf. RosE,
Ar. Libr. Ord. 198 ; BRANDIS, ii.
b, 782). Indeed book vii. gave
even ancient critics the impres-
sion of a section not properly
fittedinto the general connection,
and SIMPL. (Phys. 242, a) tells
us that Eudemus passed it over
in his revision of the whole work.
It need not on that account te
classed as spurious (with ROSE,
199), but rather (with BRANDIS,
ii. b, 893 sq.) as a collection of
preliminary notes which do not
belong to the Treatise on Physics.
The text has taken on many in-
terpolations and alterations from
a paraphrase, known even in the
time of Alexander and Simplicius
(v. SIMPL, 245, a, b, 253, b, and
cf. SPENGEL, Abhk. d. Miinchn.
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Decay ! and the Meteorology.?

Connected with these

leading works (so far as they are not to be classed
as sections of them under special names, or as spurious),

Akad. iii. 313 sq.), but the
original text is to be found in the
smaller edition of Bekker and in
that of Prantl, The Aristotelian
origin of B. vi. ¢, 9, 10 is rightly
maintained by Brandis (ii. b, 889)
against Weisse.

! The II. odpavod in 4, and the
I, vyevéoews kal ¢Bopas in two
books. The current division of
these books, however, can hardly
be derived from Aristotle, for
books iii.and iv. of the II. ovpavod
are more nearly connected with
the other treatise than are the
earlier books. Aristotle recog-
nises both by a short reference
to their contentsin the beginning
of the Meteorol., and by citing
De Celo ii. T in Meteorol. i. 3
... wepl 7Oy v TéwOV . . . &
Tois wepl Tob wmoiely kal wdoxew
Swwptopuévois; to the Gen. et Corr.
i. 10 (not Meteor. iv.) De Sensu
c, 3, 440, b, 3, 12 (é Tois wepi
pléews) ; to the Gen. et Corr. ii.
2, De An. ii. 11, 423, b, 29, De
Sensu, c, 4, 441, b, 12 (év Tois wepl
oroixelwy). A work II. obpavob is
ascribed by SIMP.(De Caelo, Schol.
in Ar. 468, a, 11, 498, b, 9, 42,
502, a, 43) also to Theophrastus,
who is said to have followed the
lines of Aristotle’s book. With
this exception the earliest wit-
nesses to the existence of the
work are Xenarchus and Nicolaus
of Damascus (». BRANDIS, Gr.-
rom. Phil. ii. b, 9562), but there is
no doubt of the authenticity
either of these books or of the
II. yevéoews. From STOB. Ecl. i.
486, 536 we cannot, with IDELER

Ar. Meteorol. i. 415, ii. 199 (nor
from C1c. N. D. ii. 16,and PLUT.
Plac. v. 20) infer that the II,
olpavot was originally more com-
plete or existed in a recension
different from ours.

2 AN. App. 1560, Merewpodro-
yixd ; Pr. 37, 1. peredpwy &' 4 pe-
Tewpookomd ; PT. 76 do. with two
books only. This work, as above
observed, places itself, in its
opening chapter, in immediate
connection with the works last
discussed ; and its genuineness is
beyond doubt. Aristotle himself
does not name it (for D¢ Plant.
ii. 2, 822, b, 32 is a spurious
book), but he frequently recalls
its doctrines; cf. BONITZ, Ind.
Ar. 102, b, 49. According to
ALEX. Meteor. 91 and Olympiod.
ap. IDELER, Ar. Meteor. i.137,
222, 286, Theophrastus in his
uerapaioroyikd (DI10G. v, 44) seems
to have imitated it. Ideler (ibid.
i. vii. sq.) shows that it was
known to Aratus, Philochorus,
Agathemerus, Polybius, and Posi-
donius. Kratosthenes, however,
seems not to have known it; cf.
ibid. i. 462. Of the four books,
the last seems from its contents
not to have originally belonged
to the same treatise. ALEX.
(Meteor. 126, a) and AMMON.
(ap. Olympiod. in IDELER, A4r.
Meteor. i. 133) prefer to connect
it with the II. yevéoews; but it
is not adapted to that work
either. Since it has all the ap-
pearance of being Aristotelian,
and is cited by Aristotle (Part.
4n. ii. 2, 649, a, 33; ct. Meteor.

a2
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are a variety of other treatises on natural philosophy.!

iv. 10, Gen. An. ii. 6, 7438, a, 6;
cf. Meteor. iv. 6, 383, b, 9, 384, a,
33), it must be taken to be an
isolated section, which was not
contemplated, in this form, when
the Meteoro was begun (v.
Meteor. i. 1 ad fin.), but which
in the end took the place of the
further matter that remained
to be dealt with at the end of
book iii., which obviously does
not itself bring the treatise to a
close. As Bonitz (Ind. Ar. 98,
b, 53) notices in criticising Heitz,
this book (c. 8, 384, b, 33) cites
Meteor. iii. 677, 378, a, 15 (cf. on
this subject IDELER, ibid. ii. 347—
360 ; SPENGEL, ¢ Ueb. d. Reihen-
folge d. naturwissensch. Schriften
d. Arist., Abhkandl. d. Miinchn.
Akad. v. 160 sq. ; BRANDIS, G7.-
rom. Phil. ii. b, 1073, 1076;
Rose, A»ist. Libr. Ord. 197).
The doubts alluded to by Olym-
piod. bid. i. 131, as to book i.
are unsupported; the reasons
given by Ideler (i. xii. sq.) for
holding that two recensions of
the Meteor. existed in antiquity
are not convincing. The points
which he supposed to have been
found in another edition of this,
are for the most part referable to
other works, and where that is
not so (SEN. Qu. Nat. vii. 28, 1;
cf. Meteor. i. 7, 344, b, 18) our
informant may be in error. But it
is possible that these points may
have come from an edition that
had been expanded by a later
hand or largely added to; cf.
BRANDIS, p. 1075.

' The Physics have the fol-
lowing titles: II. &pxd»v % ¢pboews
a’ (AN, 21), & Tois . Tdv dpx@v
7iis SAns ¢pboews (THEMIST. De
An. ii. 71, 76), & Tois x. Tav

&pxav (ibid. 93), II. xwhoews (D.
45, 116; AN. 102, 1 B; Pr. 17,
8 B; the same again as Awuscul-
tatio physica, at No. 84; and
perhaps also as I1. &pxiis at D. 41).
In what relation the same work
stands to the titles: II. ¢pdoews
(D. 90 as three books, AN. 81, as
one) ; dvowdy o’ (D. 91); or II.
¢pvoikdy o (AN. 82) is not clear.
AN. App. 170, Pt. 85: 1L xpérov
might also be only an extract
including Phys. iv. 10-14, though
it is preferable to think of it as
a special treatise by some of the
Peripatetics. Aristotle himself
refers with the words év Tots .
oroixelwy in the De An. ii. 11,
423, b, 28, and the De Sensu, 4,
441, a, 12, to the Gen. et Corr.
ii. 2 sqq. Whether in D. 39,
AN, 35, the title II. oroixefwy o
only refers to this work (possibly
in connection with De Calo iii.
and iv., cf. p. 50, n. 1; or with
Meteor. iv., cf. Fr. Hz. 156), or
whether it means a special collec-
tion of several Aristotelian tracts
relating to the elements, or
whether there was a separate
treatise (which could not be con-
sidered genuine) must remain an
open question.—So, again, as to
the book II. 70 wdoxew 3 wewoy-
6évar (D. 26): Aristotle in De An.
ii. 5, 417,a, 1, and in Gen. Anim.
iv. 3, 768, b, 23 refers by the
formula, é» Tols x. ToU woieiv xal
wxdoxew, to Gen. et Corv.i. 7 sq.,
a reference doubted by Trende-
lenburg (De An. ibid.) and by
Heitz (V. 8. 80), but which it
seems impossible, on compari-
son of the passages, to reject
(cf. with Gen. An. p. 324, a, 30
8q.; with De 4n. 416, b, 35, and
323, a, 10 8q.; with De An. 417



ARISTOTLE’S WRITINGS

Another class of writings,

a, 1, Tovro 3¢ was Svvatdy ¥ &d30-
varoy, elphkauer, etc., and 3285,
b, 26, x&s 3¢ évdéxerar TovTO TUK-
Balvew, xdAw Aéywuev, etc.). It
suggests itself, therefore, either
to apply the title in Droa.
to this section only or to the
whole of book i. If, however, a
separate treatise is meant, then
it seems more likely that it was
analogous to the Gen. et Corr.
than that (as TREND. Gesch.
d. Kategor., 130, supposes) it
treated generally of the cate-
gories of Action and Passion.—
With Physics also was connected
the tract De questionibus hylicis,
Pr. 50, and perhaps also PT. 75,
De accidentibus wniversis, both
without doubt spurious. So must
be also AN. App. 184, I kéopov
yevéocews, which cannot have
been written by Aristotle, who
so decisively combats the idea
of a beginning of the world.
The book II. kéouov (which is not
even known to our three lists) was
written at the earliest 50-1 B.0C.;
cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. G.iii. a, 558.
The so-called quotation from a
work IT. ul¢ews, given by Minoides
Mynas, in his edition of Genna-
dius against Pletho (#. Hz. 157),
belongs perhaps to the Siaipéoeis
spoken of p. 75, n. 2.—Many
of the books we hear of as re-
lated to the subject of the Meteor.
seem to have been spurious.
A work M. é&véuwy (ACHILL.
TAT. in Ar. c. 83, 1568 A; Fr.
Hz. 350 ; ROSE, A». Ps. 622) was
ascribed to Aristotle, probably
by a confusion between him and
Theophrastus (de g. ». D1oG. v.
42; ALEX. Meteor. 101, b, 106, a,
etc.); and so with the Znueia
xepdywy (D. 112, or ap. AN. 99,
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less directly akin, are the

Inpaclalt] xepdvwr, or in the
title ap. 4». Opp. ii. 973, I,
anueloy), for the Fr. of which v.
Ar. Fr, 237 sq. 1621; Fr. Hs.
1567; Ar. Ps. 243 83q. The IL. wo-
Taudv (P8.-PLUT. De Fluv. c. 26
ad fin.; HEITZ, V. S. 297; F'r.
Hz. 349) seems to have been a
late compilation. Of much ear-
lier date (according to Rose,
either by Theophrastus or of his
time) is AN. App. 189; PT. 22,
II. T4s Tob NefAov dvaBdoews, de
¢-v. ROBE, Ar. Ps.2398q.; Ar. F'r.
p. 1620; Fr. Hz. 211. The
treatises De Hwmoridus and De
Siceitate, ap. PT. 73, 74, cannot
be genuine, as they are men-
tioned nowhere else. As to the
I, xpwpdrwy, well founded objec-
tions have been raised by Prantl
(Ar. 4. d: Farben, Miinch., 1849,
p. 82; cf. 107, 115, 142, etc.).—
Alex. in Meteor. 98, b, and Olym-
piod. in Meteor. 36,a (ap.IDELER,
Ar. Meteor. i. 287 8q.) allege that
Aristotle wrote a book II. xvudv,
but neither seems to have known
it. So Michael of Ephesus, De
Vita et M, 176, b, remarks that
Aristotle’s TI. ¢vrdr xal xvAdv
was lost, so that it was necessary
to rely on Theophrastus. Ari-
stotle himself alludes in Meteor.
ii. 3, 3569, b, 20, to some more
extended inquiry into the quali-
ties of things relating to the
sense of taste; and since in the
late De Sensu, c. iv. ad fin., fur-
ther inquiries on the same sub-
ject are projected as part of the
work on Plants, it is a question
whether we should refer the
allusion in Meteor. ii. to a sepa-
rate book II. xuvudv, and not
consider it rather as a later in-
terpolation referring to D¢ Sensu¢
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mathematical, mechanical,
tracts.!

c. 4, and De An. ii. 10.—Aristotle
contemplates at the end of Me-
teor. iii. a work on Metals, and
the commentators mention a
uovéPiBros w. puperdAAwyv. See
SiMpPL. Phys. 1, a; De Calo,
Schol. in Ar. 468, b, 25 ; DAMASC.
De Ceelo,ibid. 454, a, 22; PHILOP.
Phys. a, 1, m. (who, however, on
the Meteorologia,i. 135 id.,speaks
as if he did not know such a
tract) ; OLYMPIOD. in JMeteor. i.
133 id. Some, with more reason,
attribute the book to Theophras-
tus (POLLUX, Onomast. vii. 99,
x.149; cf. D10@. v.44; THEOPHR.
De Lapid. init.; ALEX. Meteor.
126, a, ii. 161 Id.; and see
RoOSE, Arist. Ps. 254 sq., 261
8q.; Ar. Fr. 242 sq. S. 1523;
Fr. Hz.161). Against the idea
that Meteor. iii. 7, 878, b, 5 ; iv.
8, 384, b, 34, refers to the II. uer,
(on which see HEITZ, p. 68), see
BoNITZ, Ind. Ar. 98, b, 53. We
know nothing of the D¢ metalli
fodinis (Hadschi Khalfa, ap.
WENRICH, De Auct. Gr. Vers.
Arab. 160). The tract on the
Magnet (II. T#s Affov, D. 125;
AN. 117; ROSE, Adr. Ps. 242;
Fr, H. 215) was probably spuri-
ous. That Ds lapidibus, which
was much used by the Arabs
(HADSCHI KH. loc. oit. 159; see
MEYER, Nicol. Damasc. De plan-
tis, praef. p. xi.; ROSE, Ar, Libr.
Ord. 181 sq., Ar. Ps. 2565 sq.),
was certainly so.

! MaOmmnxbv a' (D 63; AN.
83), I. Tis év Tois yaMmaa‘w
ovalas (AN. App. 160), I1. wovddos
(D. 111; AN. 100), II. peyéfous
(D. 85; AN 77, unless this was
a Rhetorical tract; see p. 72, 2

ARISTOTLE

optical, -and astronomical

ad fin.). The IL &réuwy Tpauudy
(Ar. Opp. ii. 968 sq.), which in
our lists is only named by PT.
10, and never cited by Aristotle
himself, was also ascribed with
much likelihood to Theophrastus
by SiMPL. De Celo, Schol. in
Ar. 510, b,10, and PHILOP. Gen. et
Corr. 8 b, whereas PHILOP. ad
Gen. et Corr. 37, a, and ad Phys.
m. 8, treats it simply as by Ari-
stotle. Its genuineness isdoubted
also by Rose (Ar. Libr. Ord.193).
The reference in EuToc. ad Ar-
chim. de Cire. Dimens. m.
does not mean that Aristotle
wrote a book on squaring the
circle; the allusion is merely to
Soph. El. 11,174, b, 14 or Phys. i.
2, 185, a, 16. Without further
explanation Simpl. (Categ. 1 )
names Aristotle’s yewperpind Te xal
pnxavied BitBAfa; but the extant
Mnxavikd (in D, 123; AN. 114,
called unxavicdy [-@v], but more
correctly ap. PT. 18, Mnx. wpo-
BAuara) are certainly not from
the hand of Aristotle; cf. ROSE,
Ar. Libr. Ord. 192.—D. 114,
’OxTikdy o [-&v, sc. mpoBAnudTwr] ;
AN. 103, ’Owticd BipAla; ck.
DAVID in Categ. Schol. 25, a, 36 ;
ANON. Proleg. in -Metaph. ap.
ROSE, A7, P3.377,and Fr. I12.215 ;
’OxTikd wpoPAfu., V. Mare. p.2 and
p- 8. It is clear from a reference
in a Latin translation of Hero’s
katoxtpied (oirc. 230 B.C.) ap.
Rosk, Ar. Ps, 378; Ar. Fr. 1534 ;
Fr. Hz. 216, and from the Pseud.
Ar. Problems, xvi. 1 ad fin., that
such a book had currency under
Aristotle’s name at an early date,
Its genuineness is not, however,
assured, though it is very pro-
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Next to the Physics and the related treatises come
the numerous and important works dealing with life.
Some of these are descriptive,othersare inquiries. Tothe
former class belong the History of Animals' and the

bable that among Aristotle’s
genuine Problems there were
some in Optics. The De Speculo,
attributed by Arabic and Chris-
tian Middle-Age writers to Ari-
stotle, appears to be only Euclid’s
KaTowrpixa (ROSE, Ar. Ps. 376).—
D. 113; AN. 101, report an
*AdTpovouixdy ; and Aristotle him-
self refers to such a work in
Meteor. i. 3, 339, b, 7 (481 yap
drras Bk T&v doTpoloyikiy Bewpn-
pdroy Huiv), ibid. c. 8,345, b, 1
(xabdwep delxvvrar év Tois wepl
&arporoylay Bewphipacw), and De
Celo, ii. 10, 291, a, 29 (wepl 3¢
Tiis 7dfews adTdv etc. €k TEY
wepl doTporoylay Oewpelrlw: Aé-
yerai ydp ixavas) ; SIMPL, on the
De Cexlo, Schol. 497, a, 8, ap-
pears to have the same in his
mind. The existence of the
book is accepted, of modern
scholars, by Bonitz (Ind. Ar.
104, a, 17 sq.) and Prantl (ad
IL. op. p. 303); while Heitz (S. V.
p. 117) thinks it probable, though
in Fr. Hz. 160 he refuses to de-
cide. Blass (Rhein. Mus. xxx.
504) applies the references to
writings by other hands. Ideler
(Ar. Metaph. i. 415) assumes a
varying recension of the De Celo,
which has no probability. It
does not seem probable that
this Astronomical—or as Ari-
stotle would have called it (9.
HEI1TZ, ibid.) Astrological—work
took the form of Problems, since
Aristotle repeatedly speaks of
bewpfipara. Not to it, but to
late interpolated tracts, are the

titles to be referred which are
mentioned by Hadschi Khalfa
(p.169-161): De siderum arcanis,
De sideribus eorumque arcamis,
De stellis labentibus, and Mille
verba de astrologia judiciaria.
As to the accuracy of the other
mathematical and related writ-
ings, we can decide nothing. The
attempt of Rose (Ar. Libr. Ord.
192) to prove that none of them
can be Aristotle’s does not
succeed.

UL 7& {§a {oropla (TI. ($wv
loroplas , AN. App. 166; the
same is meant by D. 102 and
AN. 91, 1. (J$wv, nine books, and
by Pr. 42). The Arabic writers
count ten, fifteen, or nineteen
books, and had no doubt ex-
panded the extant text by
various added tracts; cf. WEN-
RICH, De Auct. Grae. Vers. 148.
Aristotle quotes it by various
names: loropla: [-fa] . 7& ($a
(Part. Anim. iii. 14, 674, b, 16;
iv. 5, 680, a, 1; iv. 8 ad fin.; iv.
10, 689, a, 18 ; iv. 13, 696, b, 14 ;
Gen. An. i. 4, 711, a, 33; i. 20,
728, b, 13; Respir. c. 16, init.);
ioroplar . Tdv ($wv (Part. Anim.
ii. 1, iniz. c. 17, 660, b, 2; Gen.
Anim. i. 3, 716, b, 31 ; Respir. c.
12, 477, a, 6), {wir} lotopla (Part.
Anim. iii. 5, fin.), ioropla Puauch
(Part.. Anim. ii. 3, 650, a, 31;
Ingr. An. c. 1, fin.), and simply
loroplas or {oropla (De Respir. 16,
478,b,1; @en. Anim.i. 11, 719,
a, 10; ii. 4, 740, a, 23 ; c. 7, 746,
a, 14 ; iii. 1, 760, b, 31 ; c. 2, 763,
b, 17; c. 8 fin.; c. 10 fin.; ©. 11 fin.
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In its contents, however, it is
rather a Comparative Anatomy
and Physiology than a descrip-
tion of animals. As to the plan
of it, cf. J. B. MEYER, Ar.
Thierk. 114 sq. Its genuineness
is beyond question, though as to
the tenth book, it must be taken
to be, not merely with Spengel
(De Ar. Libro X Hist. Anim.
Heidelb. 1842), a retranslation of
a Latin translation of a section
written by Aristotle to follow
book vii., but wholly spurious;
with Schneider (iv. 262, i. xiii.),
Rose (Ar. Libr. Ord. 171), and
Brandis (G@r.-rom. Phil. ii. 6,
1257). Apart from anything else
the un-Aristotelian assumption
of a female semen would prove
this of itself. No doubt this
book is the same as that in
D. 107, AN. 90, ixdp [wepl] Tob
ph yewvgyv. As to Alexander’s re-
ported assistance for the whole
work, cf. p. 29 sq. supra; and as
to the sources used by Aristotle,
cf. RosE, Ar. Libr. Ord. 206 sq.—
Besides this History of Animals,
there were known to the ancients
various similar works. Athenzus,
for example, uses one work dif-
ferent (as is clear from his own
words) from our Hist. An.,under
the names év ¢ x. Zgwy, év Tois
x. Z. (RosE, Ar. Ps. 277, and
HEITZ, 224, unnecessarily read
Zoikdv), &v T %, Zyikdv, & 1§
exvypapopévy Zyixg, &v 1§ %. Zwy
B [xal] ’Ix0lwy, & 16 *. Zgixdy
xal "Ix80wy, &v 1@ =, 'Ix0bwy ; but
at the same time he curiously
cites our Hist. An. v., as xéuwtov
x. ($ov poplwy (see the notes of
Schweighduser on the

in question; e.g. ii. 63, b ; iii. 88;
c. vii. 281 sq., 286, b; and the
Index, and see ROSE, Ar. Ps.
276 sq.; Ar. Fr. Nr. 277 sq.;
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HEITZ, 224 8q.; F7. Hz.172). So
CLEMENS, Pedayg. ii. 160, C (cf.
ATHEN. vii. 315, e) seems to
refer to the same lost work, and
Apollonius (Mirabil. c. 27) men-
tions it, distinguishing it ex-
pressly from the extant Hist. An.
(11 {wr). Parts of this lost work
are probably indicated by the
names: II. @nplwv (ERATOSTH.
Catasterismi, c. 41, and there-
from the Scholion in GERMAN-
ICU8, Aratea Phenom. v. 427,
Arat. ed. BUHLE, ii. 88); ‘Txdp
76y pvloroyovpévay (fwv (D.106;
AN. 96); iwtp Téy curbérwy (Fov
(D. 106; AN. 92); IL Tdv ¢w-
Aevdyrwy (PTOL. 23, ‘fari tufu-
lin’). DI10G. v. 44 attributes a
treatise of that name, doubtless
the same, to Theophrastus, from
which come the Fragm. 176-178,
Wimm. ‘apud ATHEN. ii. 68;
c. iii. 105 d; vii. 314, b. To it
also refers the notice in PLUT.
Qu. Conv. 8, 9, 3, which RosE,
Ar. Fr. 38, refers to the
Dialogue ¢ Eudemus,’ and HEITZ,
Fragm. Ar. 217, to the iarpuca.
The citations from this and simi-
lar works, sometimes under the
name of Aristotle, sometimes of
Theophrastus, will be found in
RoOSE, Ar. Ps. 276-372; Ar. Fr.
257-334, p. 1625 sq.; Fr. Hz.
171 sq. PLIN. (H. Nat. viii. 16,
44) says Aristotle wrote about
fifty, and ANTIGONUS (Mirad. c.
60 [66]) says about seventy books
on Animals. Of all these it is
clear that none but the first nine
of our Hist. An. were genuine.
The work which Athen. used
(which is not Aristotle’s style, to
judge by the F¥.) seems to have
been a compilation from them
and other sources, belonging, in
view of the passage quoted from
Antigonus,to thethird centurys.c.
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Anatomical Descriptions.!
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The latter class begin with

the three books On the Soul? on which several other

anthropological tracts follow.?

! The *Avaroual (seven books,
in D. 103, AN. 93) are very often
cited by Aristotle (cf. BONITZ,
Ind. Ar. 104, a, 4, and Fr. Hz.
160), and it is not possible with
Rose (A7. Libr. Ord. 188) to ex-
plain these references away. We
know from H. An.i.17,497, a, 31,
iv. 1, 525, a, 8, vi. 11, 566, a, 15;
Gen. An. ii. 7, 746,.a, 14; Part.
An.iv. 5,680, a, 1; and DeRespir.
16, 478, a, 36, that the ’Avaroual
were furnished with drawings,
which were perhaps the principal
point of the work. The Schol. on
Ingr. An. 178, b (after Simpl. De
Amnima), can hardly have cited
the work from his own know-
ledge. Apuleius (De May. c. 36,
40) talks of a work of Aristotle,
I {($wv &varoutis, as universally
known; but it is seldom men-
tioned elsewhere, and Apuleius
himself possibly meant the II.
($wv popiwv. The extract from
the work—éxAoyh évaropwv, D,
104, AN. 94, APOLLON. Mirab. c.
39—was certainly not by Ari-
stotle. Heitz (#r. 171) rightly
rejects Rose’s opinion (4r. Ps.
276) that the &varomal were one
work with the (ixa. AN. 187
gives an &varou) dvbpdwov among
the Pseudepigr. Aristotle did
no human anatomy (cf. H. An.
iii. 8, 513, a, 12, i. 16 init. and
see LEWES, Aristotle).

2 The M. Yuxds is often cited
by Aristotle in the lesser trea-
tises presently to be mentioned
(BoNITZ, Ind. Ar. 102, b, 60 sq.),
- and in the Gen. An.ii. 8,v. 1, 7,
736, a. 37, 779, b, 23, 786, b, 25,
288, b, 1, Part. An. iii."10, 673,

The further investi-

a, 30, De Interpr.i. 16, a, 8, De
Motu An. c. 6 init. and c. 11 ad
fin., and must therefore be earlier
than these books. Ideler (Ar.
Meteor. ii. 360) is not correct in
saying that the reverse follows
from the end of Meteor.i.1. The
words in the Ingr. An. c. 19 ad
Jfin. whichname this book as only
projected and the IT. ($wv uoplwy
as in existence, are (with Brandis
ii. 6, 1078) to be considered as a
glossonly. Of itsthree books the
first two seem in a more com-
plete state than the third. Tor-
strik, in the preface to his edition
of 1862, has shown that there are
preserved traces of a second re-
cension of book ii., and that
confusing repetitions have crept
into the present text of book iii..
through a combination of two
recensions made before the date
of Alezander of Aphrodisias; and
the same appears to be true of
book i. also. Singularly enough
D. and AN. do not mention the
work ; but PT. 38 has it ; whereas
D. 73 and AN. 68 give @éoses
x. Yuxiis «/. The Eudemus ought
also to be reckoned with Ari-
stotle’s psychology : see the
accounts of it at pp. 55, n. 4, 66,
n. 2, supra.

3 To this class belong the fol-
lowing extant treatises, which all
relate to the xowd odpatos ral
Yuxdis &pya (De An. iii. 10, 433,
20) :— (1) II. algbfioews kal alobn-
T&v. Its proper name probably
was II. algbfioews only (cf.
IDELER, Ar. Meteor. i. 650, ii.
368); and it is cited by Aristotle
in the M. { wopfwy and the II. (.
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yevéoews (BONITZ, Ind. Ar. 103,
a, 8 sq.), De Memor. c. 1, init.,
De Somno 2, 4566, a, 2 (De Motu
Anim. c. 11 fin.), and announced
as coming in the Meteor. i. 3, 341,
a, 14.—TRENDELENBURG, De An,
118 (106) sq. (contra ROSE, Ar.
Libr. Ord. 219, 226 ; BRANDIS,
@r.-rom. Phil. ii. b, 2, 1191,
284 ; BoNITZ, Ind. Ar. 99, b, 54,
100, b, 30, 40) believes that the
1. aigf. is mutilated, and that it
is a separated section of it which
is preserved as the éx To¥ =epl
&xovariv, Ar. Opp. ii. 800 sq. It
is certain that some of the re-
ferences in later writings cannot
be satisfactorily verified in our
present text. According to the
Gen. An. v. 2, 781, a, 20, and
Part. An.ii. 10, 656, a, 27, it was
explained é&v 70is wepl aiobfioews
that the canals of the organs of
sense started from the heart;
but, on the contrary, in the only
applicable passage of the extant
treatise (c. 2, 438, b, 25) we are
told that the organs of smell and
sight are seated near the brain,
out of which they are formed,
but those of taste and touch in
the heart. It is not until the De
Vita et M. c. 3, 469, a, 10 that he
adds that the heart is the
seat of perception for the other
senses also (only not ¢avepds as
for these); and here 1. 22 sq.
refers to the passage of the I
algd. just cited (for it is only
there, and not in the Part. 4n. ii.
10, as cited Ird. Ar. 99, b, 5, that
the different positions are as-
signed to the organs of sense).
From these factsit does not follow
that a section dealing with this
point is omitted in our text, but
rather that the words &v Tois .
aiof. in Gen. An. v. 2 and Part.
An. ii. 10 are to be taken in a
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wide sense, as including all the
anthropolagical treatises which
are introaticed by II. aigd. 1 init.,
as by a common preface.—The
same explanation will account
for the statement in Part. A=n.
ii. 7, 663, a, 19 that Aristocle
would speak & e Tols ¥. alobforews
xal . Jxvov Swwpiopévais of the
causes and effects of sleep. The
subject is to be found only De
Somno, 2, 3, 458, a, 13 8q, and no
fitting place for its introduction
can be found in our II. «lo®.
Probably it did not occur in the
original text either ; and we are
to understand the refereuce as
indicating by II. alo6. the general,
and by M. #xvov the particular
description of one and the same
treatise (in which view re should
perhaps be dropped).—So finally
in Gen. An.v. 7, 786, b, 23, 788,
8, 34 there are allusions to inves-
tigations as to the voice év Tols
. Yuxiis and x. aig0fhoews. These
are to be referred chiefly to De
An. ii. 8, and secondarily to c. 1,
437,a,3sq.,446,b,28q.,and 12sq.,
whereas the beginning of c. 4 of
the DeAn.itself tellsus that it was
beyond the plan of that treatise
to give any detailed account of
voice and tone, such as we find
in the extant fragment T1I.
éxovordy. The last-named work
is never cited by Aristotle, and
contains no express references to
any of his books. In factits own
broad and sketchy methods of
exposition show it to be the work
not of the founder, but of a later
scholar of the Peripatetic school,
probably however of one of its
earliest generations. (2) IT. urh-
pns xal dvapvficews, PT. 40, is
quoted in the De Motu An.c.11,
ad fin. and by the Commentators.
The book of Mnemonics noticed
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P- 72, n. 2 fin. supra, has nothing
to do with it. (3) IL Bwvov xal
éypnybpaews cited De Longit. V.,
Part. An., Gen. An., Motu An.,
and announced as in contempla-
tion (Ind. Ar. 103, 4,16 8q) by De
An. iii. 9, 482, b, 11, De Sensu,
c. 1, 436, a, 12 sq. It is fre-
quently connected with (2) (but
clearly for external reasons only)
as if they were one treatise, II.
whuns kal Fxvov (GELL. vi. 6,
ALEX. Top. 279, Schol 296, b, 1,
copied SUID. uvfun, Alex. De
Sensu, 125, b, MICHARL, in Arist
De Mem. 127, a, Ptol. 4). It is,
however, clear from Arist. Divin.
in Somn. c. 2, fin., that it was in
fact bracketed with (4) II. ’Evux-
viov and (5) M. 7iis xaf’ “Yrvoy
pavrikiis. (4) is also in the De
Somno, 2, 456, a, 27, announced
as in preparation. (6) IT. uaxpo-
Bibtnros xal BpaxvBidryTos, cited,
not by name, Part. An. iii. 10,
673, a, 30, and by name ATHEN.
vili. 353, a, Pr. 46, and perhaps
also AN. App. 141. (7) I (wijs
xal Gavdrov: to which (8) II
dvaxvois, is in Aristotle’s view so
closely related that they form
one whole (De Vita et M. c. 1,
init. 467, b, 11, De Respir. c. 21,
486, b, 21). There was a third
tract, I1. vedrnTos Kal yhpws, spoken
of by Aristotle (467, b, 6, 10), to
which our editors ascribe the
first two chapters of the IT. (wiis
xal Bavdrov, but clearly without
Teason, for it seems more probable
either that Aristotle never wrote
the tract or that it was lost at a
very early date (cf. BRANDIS,
1191, BowiTZ, Ind. Ar. 103, a,
26 sq, HEITZ, p. 58).—Inasmuch
as the De Vita et Morte, c. 3, 468,
b, 31 (cf. De Respir. c. T, 473, a,
27) mentions the Essay on the
Parts of Animals as already exist-
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ing (cf. Rose, Ar. Libr. Ord.,
who wrongly refers to Hist. An.
iii. 3,513, a, 21), and as the Essay
on Life and Death is spoken of
in the De Longit. V. c. 6, 467,
b, 6 as the conclusion of the
inquiries concerning animals,
Brandis (1192 sq.) suggests that
only the first half of the so-called
¢ Parva Naturalia’ (Nos. 1.5) was
composed immediately after the
De Anima; and that the rest of
these (which in Ptolemy’s cata-
logue stand at No. 46 sq. divided
from the books on Sense, Sle=p,
and Memory by the books on
Zoology) were not written until
after the works on the Parts, the
Movement, and the Generation
of Animals, though projected
earlier. And it is true that in
the De Generat. Anim. iv. 10,
7117, b, 8, we hear that inquiries
into the reason of the varying
duration of life are projected,
and these are not further dealt
with in that work. But on the
other hand the Part. An. iii. 6,
669, a, 4 refers to De Respir. c.
10, 16, and the same iv. 13, 696,
b, 1, and 697, a, 22, to .De Respir.
c. 10, 13; and Gen. An. v. 2, 781,
a, 20, as already observed, to De
Vita et Morte, 3, 469, a, 10, sq.
(cf. Ind. Ar. 103, a, 23, 84, &q.,
where the other references are
more problematical). If Brandis
is right, these references must
have been added, as does some-
times happen, toworks previously
completed. Asto the genuineness
of the writings already named, it
is guaranteed not only by inter-
nal evidence, but by the re-
ferences referred to.—Another
projected tract, IL. »éoov kal dy:-
elas (De Sensu c. 1, 436, a, 17,
Long.Vit. c. 1, 464, b, 32, Respir.
c. 21, 480, b, 22, Part. An. ii. 7,
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gations On the Parts of Animals,' with the connected
essays on the Generation? andythe Movement of

653, a, 8), was probably never
written (though Heitz, p. 58 and
Fr. Ar. 169, thinks otherwise). It
is unknown to ALEXANDER, De
Sensu, 94, and therefore it is likely
that the De Sanitate et Morbo
known by the Arabic writers
(Hadschi Khalfa apud WENRICH,
160) was a forgery. Two books IT.
Syews (AN. App. 173) and one II.
pwvijs (ibid. 164) could hardly
be genuine (cf. p. 86, n. 1).—A
book II. Tpogiis seems to be re-
ferred to as existing in the De
Somno, c. 8, 466, b, 5 (the re-
ference in Meteor. iv. 3, 381, b,
13 being too uncertain), and it is
spoken of as a project in De An.
ii. 4 fin., Gen. An. v. 4, 784, b, 2,
Part. An. ii. 3, 660, b, 10, and c.
7, 668, b, 14, and c. 14, 674 a, 20,
and iv. 4, 678, a, 19. The re-
ference in De Motu An. 10,703,
a,10 (cf. MICHAEL EPHES. ad loc.
p. 166, a) is not to a II. Tpogis,
but to the II. wveluaros: for the
words tis udv odv  cwrnpla Tob
ouppirov wvelparos elpnrac v BA-
Aats clearly relate to the words
Tls %) ToU dudpdrov mvedpatos Siapovh ;
(L. ®vev, init.). (So BONITZ, Ind.
Ar. 100,a, 52 ; but ROSE, A7. Libr.
Ord.. 167 makes them refer to the
. (. xwfo. itself, and HEITZ,
Fr. Ar. 168 to the I rpodijs.) The
- work is named in Pr. No. 20,
where it is wrongly given three
books. It dealt withfood and other
matters in an aphoristic style;
and that it is later than Aristotle
is clear from the fact that it
recognised the distinction of
veins and arteries, which was
unkpown to him (cf. Ind. Ar.
109, b, 22, 8q.). In any case it is

Peripatetic ; cf. further ap. ROSE,
Ar. Libr. Ord. 167, sq., and
Brandis, p. 1203, who both with
Bonitz reject the book.

! 11 {$wv poplwy four books—
(in AN. App. 167, three books) :
cited in the De Gen. An., Ingr.
An., Motu An. (cf. Ind. Ar. 103,
a, 55 sq), and the De Vita et M.
and De Respir. (de g. v. p. 91,
supra)—but the De Somno, 3, 457,
b, 28 might be referred to De
Sensu, 2, 438, b, 28, though De
Sommno, c. 2, 455, b, 34 may be
better paralleled by Part. An.
iii. 3, 665, a, 10 sq., than by De
Sensu, 2, 438, b, 25 sq. It is
spoken of as projected in Meteor.
i. 1, 339, a, 7, and Hist. An. ii.
17, 507, a, 26. The first book is
a kind of introduction to the
zoological works, including the
treatises on the 8oul, and the
activities and conditions of life,
and it cannot well have been
originally meant for this place
(cf. SPENGEL, ¢ On the order of
Aristotle’s books on Natural Phi-
losophy,” Abk. d. Miinch. Akad.
iv. 169, and the others there
cited).

2 1. ($wr yevéoews, five books
(in AN. App. 158, three books,
Pr. No. 44, five books, ibid.
No. 77, the same work in two
books ; the errors are of no signi-
ficance). It is often referred to
by Aristotle, but only in the
future (cf. Ind. Ar. 103, b, 8 8q.).
DI10G. omits it ; but its genuine-
ness is beyond doubt. Book v.,
however, seems not to belong to
it, but to be an appendix to the
works on the Parts and Genera-
tion of Animals, just as the
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Animals,! complete his zoological system.
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Later in

date, but earlier in fheir place in his teaching, were the

lost books On Plants.?

¢ Parva Naturalia’are to the De
Anima. For summaries of the
contents of the Part. An. and
the Generat. Anim, see MEYER,
Arist. Thierk.128 sq.,and LEWES,
Ar. c. 16 sq. The tract De Coitu
(Hadschi Khalfa, ap. Wenrich,
p. 159) was spurious: for it
cannot be referred, as Wenrich
refers it, to the title IT. ultews in
De Sensu, c. 3 (cf. p. 83, n. 1,
supra). As to the book II. Toi
wh yervgy, v. p. 88, supra.
' 1. (fwv wopelas, cited by
that name in Part. An. iv. 11,
690, b, 16 and 692, a, 17, as the
IL wopelas xal kifioews Tdv (Gwv
in Part. An. iv. 13, 696, a, 12,
and as I. 7dv (Ywv xficews in
the De Ceelo, ii. 2, 284, b, 13, cf.
Ingr, An. c. 4, 5, c. 2, 704, b, 18;
yet it itself cites (c. 5, 706, b, 2)
the Part. An. iv. 9, 684,a, 14, 34,
as an earlier work. According
to its concluding words in c. 19
(which, as already suggested at
p. 89, n.’2, may be spurious) it is
later than the II. {¢wv poplwr, to
which also itsintroductory words
seem to refer back; and yet it is
frequently cited in that work,
and at its close (Part. An. 697,
b, 29) there is no hint of an
essay on Movement as still to
come, Probably it was, in fact,
composed while the larger work
was in progress.—The tract IT,
($wv xwfioews can hardly be
authentic ; among other reasons,
because it cites the II. wveduaros
(cf. p. 89, n. 38 fin.). Rose (47,
Libr. Ord. 163 sq.) and Brandis
(ii. b, 1, p. 1271, 482) declare it
spurious : Barthélemy St. Hilaire

Other treatises touching this

(Psych. & Arist. 237) accepts it
as genunine. Of the Indices, AN,
App. No. 156, and Pr. No. 41,
have the II. {gwv xufoews, and
Pr. No. 45, I1. {(Jwr wopelas.

? I ¢vrav B’ (D. 108, AN. 96,
Pr. 48). Promised by Aristotle
in Meteor. 1. 1, 339, a, 7, De Sensu
c. 4, 442, b, 25, Long. Vite, 6,
467, b, 4, De Vita 2, 468, a, 31,
Part. An. ii. 10, 666, a, 3, Gen.
An.i. 1, 716, a, 1, v. 3, 783, b, 20,
and cited in H. 4An.v. 1, 539, a,
20, Gen. An. i. 23, 731, a, 29 (in
the last, it is wrong to change
the perfect tense into the future
in the words of citation). Though
both these references must
have been inserted after the
books were complete, it is possi-
ble that Aristotle may have
inserted them. ALEX.p. 183, on
De Sensu, l.e., remarks that a
book on Plants by Theophrastus
was extant, but none by Ari-
stotle. So MICHAEL EPHES. on
De Vita et M.175 b, SIMPLICIUS
PHILOP. &c. (apud ROSE, Ar. Ps.
261, HE1TZ, Fr. Ar. 163) say the
contrary, but we need not sup-
pose they spoke from personal
knowledge of the II. ¢uvraw.
Quintil. (xii. 11, 22) proves no-
thing for, and Cic. (Fin. v. 4, 10)
nothing against, their genuine-
ness. What ATHEN. (xiv. 652 a,
653 d, &c.) cites from them (A~
Fr, 2560-4) may as probably be
taken from a false as from a
genuine book. The two Aristo-
telian references mentioned make
it, however, overwhelmingly pro-
bable that Aristotle did write
two books on Plants, which were
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still extant in the time of
Hermippus, though they were
afterwards displaced by the more
elaborate work of Theophrastus
(so HEITZ, Ar. Fr. 250, and
Verl. Schrift. 61, though RoOsE,
Ar, Ps, 261, thinks the books by
Theophrastus were ascribed to
Aristotle). According to ANTI-
GONUS (Mirabil. c. 169, cf. 129,
ap. Ar. Fr. 253, Fr. Hz. 223)
Callimachus as well as Theo-
phrastus seems to have borrowed
from these two books. So did
the compiler of the ®vruwka, as to
which POLLUX, x.170 (ap. Ar. F'r.
252, Fr. Hz. 22¢) could not say
whether they belonged to Theo-
phrastus or to Aristotle, but
which no doubt, like the (wixa
mentioned at p. 88, supra, were
compiled by a later disciple for
lexicographical purposes. Inlike
manner, Athensus and other
similar collectors also used these
books (cf. RosE and HEITZ,
ibid.) ; and they sometimes dis-
tingoish between the phrases
used by Aristotle and by Theo-
phrastus (4dr. Fr. 264, Fr.
Hy. 225).—The two' extant
books II. ¢vrav are emphatically
un-Aristotelian. In the older
Latin text they have passed
already through the hands of
two or three translators. Meyer
(Pref. to N1coL. DAM. De Plan-
tis, ii. ed. 1841) ascribes them in
their original form to Nicolaus of
Damascus, though possibly they
are only an extractfrom his book,
worked over by a later hand.
Jessen's suggestion (Rhein. Mus.
1859, vol. xiv. 88) that Aristotle’s
genuine work is contained in the
work of Theophrastus is in no
way supported by the fact that
the latter closely agrees with

ARISTOTLE

what Aristotle elsewhere says, or
promises to discuss in his II.
PuT@w : dq]r we know how con-
stantly the earlier Peripatetics
adopted the teaching and the
very words of Aristotle. On
the other hand, the only passage
cited verbally from Aristotle’s
books (ATHEN. xiv. 6562 a, ap.
Ar. Fr. 250) is not in those of
Theophrastus, so far as we have
them ; and the latter contain no
direct reference to any of the
Aristotelian writings—a circum-
stance which would be incredible
in a work so extensive which
touched at so many points the
earlier Aristotelian treatises. The
very passage (Caus. Pl. vi. 4, 1)
in which Jessen finds one main
proof of his theory points to
several later modifications of an
Aristotelian doctrine which had
arisen in the School after his
death. Theophrastus, in con-
trast with Aristotle's view, speaks
of male and female plants (cf.
Caus, Pl. i. 22,1, Hist. iii. 9, 2,
&c.). But a decisive argument is
to be found in the fact that not
only does the text of Theo-
phrastus speak of Alexander and
his Indian expedition in a way
(Hist. iv. 4, 1, b, 9, Caus. viii. 4,
5) which would be hardly possi-
ble in Aristotle’s lifetime, but it
also refers to what happened in
the time of King Antigonus
(Hist. iv. 8, 4) and the Archons
Archippus, B.C. 321 or 318 (Hist.
iv. 14, 11) and Nicodorus, B.C.
314 (Caus. i. 19, 5). It would
likewise be clear on a full com-
parison that the diction and
manner of statement in the Theo-
phrastic books makes it impossi-
ble to attribute them to Ari-
stotle,
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field of work, such as the Anthropology,! the Physiogno-
mics,* the works oy Medicine,® Agriculture,* and Hunt-

1 1. ’Avlpdwov ¢loews, only
named in AN. App. 183. There
are a few items which seem to
have belonged to this tract, apud
ROSE, Ar». Ps. 379, Ar. Fr. 267
264, p. 1625, F'r. Hz: 189 sq.

2 puatoyvwpovixd (Bekker, 805),
[-xdv & in D. 109, but -ka g’ in
AN, 97]. An extended recen-
sion of this work is indicated by
the numerous references to
physiognomic theories not to be
found in our text, which occur in
a treatise on Physiognomy writ-
ten probably by Apuleius (apud
ROSE, Aneed. Gr. 61 sq.; cf. Fr.
Hz.191,and ROSE, A 7. Ps.696sq.).

3 D, mentions two books of
larpird : the ANON. two books II.
larpiciis: ibid. APP. 167, seven
books M. larpikiis: Pr. 70 five
books of TpoBAfuara iatpwa (from
which it appears that the laTpixa
in the list of Diog. were also
problems, book i. of our extant
Problems being made up of such
medical questions and answers):
Vita Maro. p. 2 R, TpoBAfuara
latpicd : PT. 71 L. Swalrys: ibid.
74 b, De Pulsu: ibid. 92, one
book larpwds: Hadschi Khalfa
ap. WENRICH, p. 169, De San-
guinis Profusione : COEL. AURELL.
Celer. Pass. ii. 13, one book De
Adjutoriis (perhaps a mistake
in the name). Galen in HIPPOCR.
De Nat. Hom. i. 1, vol. xv. 256 K,
knows of an ’larpich cuvaywy) in
several books, bearing Aristotle’s
name, which was nevertheless
recognised as being the work of
his pupil, Meno; and this is pos-
sibly identical with the Svvaywy)
in two books named by Diog. 89
(as WENRICH, p. 158, suggests).

For the little that remains of it,
see ROSE, Ar. Ps. 384 sq,, Ar. Fr.
335-341, p. 1634; ¥, Hz. 216,
but on F'r. 362 cf. p. 88, supra.
The genuineness of these wri-
tings, or at least of some of them,
cannot be maintained. That Ari-
stotle held that medical subjects
should be treated in a technical
way, and not from the point of
view of natural science, is evi-
dent from his own declaration
which he makes, p. 9, 1 fin. (cf.
De Sensu, i. 1, 436, a, 17 ; Longit.
V. 464, b, 32; De Respir. c. 21,
fin.; Part. An. ii. 7, 653, a, 8),
and such an indefinite statement
as that of Alian (V. H. ix. 22)
cannot prove the contrary. As
to the composition II. vdgov Kal
dyielas see p. 91 fin.—Galen (as
Heitz ibid. justly remarks) can
have known no composition of
Aristotle on medical science,
since he never mentions any
such, although he quotes the
philosopher more than six hun-
dred times.

¢ AN. 189 mentions the I'ewpyind
amongst the Pseudepigrapha.
Pr. 72, on the otherhand, gives 15
(or 10) books De Agricultura as
genuine, and the statement in
GEOPON. iii. 3, 4 (4». Fr. 255
8q. p. 1625) on the manuring
of almond-trees seems to have
been taken from this, and not
from the treatise on plants.
Rose (Ar. Ps. 268 sq.; Hz. FY.
165 sq.) mentions other things
which may perhaps have come
from this source. That Aristotle
did not write about agriculture
or similar subjects is clear
from Polit. i. 11, 1268, a, 33, 39.
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ing,! are,without exception, spurious. The Problems?
are no doubt based on Aristotelian ¥'9terials; ® but our
extant collection under that name can only be described
as a set of gradually gathered and unequally developed
productions of the Peripatetic school, which must
have existed in many other forms parallel to our own.*

! In the Index of Ptolemy,
No. 23, Hadschi Khalfa gives
(1. 1év ¢wAevbvrov): De Ani-
malium Captwra, nec non de
Loois, quibus deversantur atque
delitesount, i.

* With regard to this treatise
see the exhaustive article by
Prantl ‘Ueb. d. Probl. d. Arist.
among the Abk. d. Minch.
Akad. vi. 341-377; ROSE, Arist.
Libr. Ord. 199 8qq.; Ar. Ps. 215
sqq.; HEITZ, Verl. Schr. 103
sqq., Fr. Ar. 194sqq.

3 Aristotle refers in seven
places to the IlpoBAfuara or
TIpoPAnuaricd (PRANTL, bid. 364
sq.; Ind. Ar. 103, b, 17 sqq.),
but only one of these quotations
suits to a certain extent the
extant ¢ Problems ; ’and the same
is true (PR. ibid. 367 sqq.) of the
majority of the later references.

4 PRANTL, ibid. hasabundantly
proved this, and he has also
shown (Miinoch. Gel. Anz. 1858,
No. 25) that among the 262 fur-
ther problems which are given by
Bussemaker in vol. iv. of the
Didot edition of Aristotle, and
some of which were at one
time erroneously ascribed to
Alexander of Aphrodisias (cf.
USENER, Alez. Aphr. Probl., Lib.
iii., iv., Berl. 1859, p. ix. s_qq.),
there is probably nothing written
by Aristotle. The same is true
of those which Rose (4r. Ps.
666 sqq.) takes from a Latin MS.

of the 10th century. The cha-
racter ascribed in the text to the
collection of ¢Problems’ may
also explain the many varying
statements as to its title and the
number of books it "included.
In the MSS. they are sometimes
called TMpoBAfuara, sometimes
dvoicd wpoPAfuara, and some-
times with the addition xar’
eldos ovvaywyfis (‘arranged in
accordance with the matter’).
Gellius generally says, Proble-
mata (xix. 4), Prob. physica (xx.
4, quoting Probl. xxx. 10): Mpo-
BAuata éykbrAe; Apul. (De
Magia, c. 51) has Problemata;
Athenzus and Apollonius (vid.
Indices and Prantl, 390 sq.) al-
ways MpoBAfipara puaikd; Macrob,
(Sat. vii. 12) Physice gquestiones.
To collections of problems are
also referable the titles: dvoicdy
A’ kerd oroixeiov (D. 120, AN.
110 ; asto the words . oroix., the
explanation of which in Rose,
Ar. Ps, 215, is not clear, they are
to be understood of the arrange-
ment of the different books in
the alphabetical order of their
headings); IpoBAfuara (68 or 28
B, PT. 65); 'Emirefcanévwr =po-
BAnudrwy B’ (D. 121, AN. 112);
’EyxviAlor 8 (D. 122, AN. 113,
TpoBAfuara &yxixA. 4 bks., PrT.
67) ; Physica Problemata, Adspec-
tiva Probl. (AMMON. LATIN,
p. 58); "Araxra 8 (D. 127,
[&]diardsrwy 18 AN, 119). Pre-
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Turning to Ethics and Politics, we have on the
former subject three comprehensive works,' of which,

missa Questionibus (PT. 66, says
the Greek title is ¢ brbimatu brua-
grawa,” i.e. TpoBAnudrwy wpo-
Yypaddh, or Mpoavaypadh)); Zvuplix-
Twv (proudTov of’ (AN. 66 with
theadditional clause: &s ¢pnow Eb-
Katpos 6 &xovards adrov); David
(8chol. in Ar. 24, b, 8) also speaks

. of 70 books II. svuulkrwy (rroud-
Twv, and the Vita Maro. p. 2, Rof
Pvaike xpoPAfuara in 70 books ;
Etnynuéva (or ’Einracuéva) xatd
yévos &' (D. 128, AN. 121). With
regard tothe IpoBAfiuara unxavika,
owTind, iatpike, cf. p. 86, n. 1, and
95, n. 3. The spurious composi-
tion IT. xpoBAnudrwy, to which be-
sides D, 51 (and also AN. 48,
although the mepl is here wanting)
Alex. Top. 34, Schol. in Ar. 258, a,
16, also refers, seems to have con-
tained a theory as to setting and
answering problems. See ROSE,
Ar. Ps, 126, Fragm. 109, p. 1496,
Fr. Hz. 116. On the other hand,
book xxx. of our Problems cannot
well be meant (as Heitz, 122, be-
lieves) by the éyxixria, Eth. N. 1,
3, 1096, a, 3. Aristotle seems
rather to indicate what he calls
in other places éfwrepikol Adyor,
and De Celo, i 9, 279, a, 30 Ta
éyxixiia pirooopfpara. Cf. BER-
NAYS, Dial. of Arist. 85, 93 sqq.
171; BoNi1Tz, Ind. Ar. 105, a, 27
8qq. More on this infra.

! "Héwca Nixopdyew 10 B.,
"HOued Eddfyuia 7 B., "HOukd peydra
2 B. Of our catalogues D. 38
only names 'HOudv € al. ' ; (al-
though DiIoa. elsewhere (Vita,
21) cites the seventh book of the
Ethics in connection with Eth.
Fud. vii. 12, 1245, b, 20); AN.
39 has 'HOwav « (eg. the Eth.
Nie., the last book of which is ),

VOL. I.

and then again in the Appendix
174 : T %8sy (-ixdv) Nicopaxelwy
iwobfikas (which seems to be an
extract from the same work) ; PT.
30 sq. the Great Ethics in two
books, the Eudemian Ethics in
eight. Aristotle himself quotes
(Metaph. i. 1, 981, b, 25, and
in six passages of the [Politics)
the #0ixd, meaning doubtless the
Nicomachean Ethics (cf. BEN-
DIXEN in Philolugus x. 203,
290 s8q.; Ind. Ar. 103, b. 46
sqq., and 101, b, 19 sqq.). Cic.
(Fin. v. 5, 12) believes that the
Libri de Moribus of Nicomachus
are ascribed to Aristotle, inas-
much as the son would write
very much like his father. Dio-
genes also (viii. 88) quotes Eth.
N, x. 2 with the words: ¢nol 3¢
Nixdpaxos 6 *ApiagroréAovs. On the
other hand Atticus (apud Eus.
Pr. Ev. xv. 4, 6) gives all three
Ethics with their present names
as Aristotelian; likewise Simpl.
in Cat. 1, ¢, 43, € and Schol. Por-
phyr. Schol. in Ar. 9, b, 22, who
says the Eudemian Ethics were
addressed to Eudemus, the MeydAa
Nucoudxia (M. Mor.) to Nico-
machus the father, and the Mikpa
Nucoudyia (Eth. N.) to Nicoma-
chus, the son of Aristotle. The
same story is told by DAVID,
Schol.in Ar. 25,a,40. EUSTRAT.
(in Eth. N. 141, a ; cf. Arist. Eth.
EBud. vii. 4 init. c. 10, 1242, b, 2)
speaks of the Eudemian Ethics
as the work of Eudemus, that is
to say, he repeats this statement
after one of the earlier writers
whom he used (cf. p. 72, b), and
who was, it would seem, not alto-
gether unlearned : on the other
hand, on his own suppesition, or

H
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however, only one—the Nicomachean Kthics—is of

directly Aristotelian authorship.!

following an equally worthless
authority (1, b, m), he represents
Eth. N, as dedicated to a certain
Nicomachus, and Fth. Fud. to a
certain Eudemus. A Scholion also
which is attributed to ASPASIUS
(vid.Spengel‘ On the Ethical Wri~
tings under the name of Aristotle,’
in the Adk. d. Miinch. Akad. iii.
439-551, p. 520, cf. ¢ Schol. in Ar.
Eth. Class. Journal, vol. xxix,
117) must suppose Eudemus to
be the author of the Eudemian
Ethics, since on this supposition
alone can he attribute the trea-
tise on Pleasure to him, Eth. N,
vii. 12 sqq. The Commentaries
known to us (by Aspasius, Alex-
ander, Porphyry, Eustratius) are
concerned only with the Nico-
machean Ethics. For further
materials, cf. SPENGEL, ibid. 445

9 Schleiermacher (*On the
Ethical Works of Aristotle,’ for
1817, W. W. Z. Philos. iii. h3£6

.) gave it as his opinion that,
(s;%qt%]ga three ethical works, the
so-called Great Ethics is the
oldest, and the Nicomachean
Ethics the latest, but the treatise
of Spengel already cited makes
the opposite view clear, viz. that
the genuine work of Aristotle
is the Nicomachean Ethics, that
the Eudemian Ethics is a supple-
mentary work by Eudemus, and
that the Great Ethics is an ex-
tract taken directly from the Eu-
demian. But the position of
the three books which are
common to the Nicomachean and
Eudemian Ethics (Nie. v.-vii,
Eud. iv.-vi) is still a moot
point. Spengel (480 sgq.) be-
lieves that they belong originally
to the Nicomachean KEth, but

A mass of smaller

that, after the corresponding sec-
tions of the Eudemian Eth. were
lost at an early period, they were
employed to fill up the blanks in
the Eudemian KEth.; he is in-
clined to look upon the treatise
on pleasure, Nic. vii. 12 sqq.,
which Aspasius also attributes to
Eudemus (see p! ing note,
Jfin.), as a fragment of the Eude-
mian Ethics (p. 518 sqq.), but
without wishing to exclude the
possibility of its being a sketch
intended by Aristotle for the
Nicomachean Eth., and later on
replaced by x.18qq. In his 4eist.
Stud. i. 20 (against which Walter
argues in Die Lekre v. d. prakt.
Vernunft, 88 sqq.) Nic. vi. 13 is
also attributed to Eudemus. On
the other hand Fischer (De Ethicis
PBudem. et Nicom. Bonn, 1847),
and with him also Fritzsche
(Arist. Eth. Fud. 1851, Prolegg.
xxxiv.) refer only Nie.v. 1-14 to
the Nicomachean, and Nie. v. 15,
vi., vii., to the Eudemian Ethics.
Grant (Ethics of Aristot. i. 49
8qq.) refers the whole of these
three books to the Eudemian;
whilst Bendixen ( Philologus, x.199
8qq., 263 sqq.) on the contrary, for
reasons worthy of note, defends
the Aristotelian origin of the
whole, including vii. 12-16.
Brandis (Gr.-rom. Philii. b, 1656
8q.), Prantl (D. dianoét. Tugenden
d. Ar. Miinch. 1852, p. 5 sqq.),
and in the main also Ueberweg
(Gesch.d. Phil.i. 177 sq. 6th ed.),
and Rassow (Forsch. iib. d. nikom.
Ethik, 26 sqq. cf. 16 sqq.) agree
with the conclusions of Spengel;
the last-named with this modi-
fication, which has much to
support it, that MNe. v.-vii,
though essentially Aristotelian,
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tracts is also named,! but probably few of them were

genuine.

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

! Such are (besides the Dia-
logues mentioned on p. 56, n. 1,
59 sq., I. dwaioovwrys, *Epwrixds,
II. xAobrov, II. eryevelas and II.
#orijs), the following : the small
composition, still extant, II
dperayv kal xaxidy (Arist. Opp.
1249-1261), which is the work of
a half-Academic, half-Peripatetic
Eclectic, hardly earlier than the
first century before Christ ; Ilpo-
rdoeas . &periis (D. 84, AN. 842);
11 &perijs (AN. App.163); I1. Sixaiwy
B’ (D. 76, AN. 64—Pt. 11,4 B.);
II. Tob BeAriovos o’ (D. 63, AN.
50) ; II. éxovoiov (-fwv) o’ (D. 68,
AN. 58); II. 7oV aiperob ral Tob
avuBeBniébros o’ (D. 58 ; I1. alperoi
xal gvuBalvovros, AN. 56). It is
not probable that Aristotle com-
posed a treatise II. dmbuulas:
In the beginning of the De Sensu,
he proposes future researches into
the faculty of desire, but we do
not hear that they were carried
out; what we find in Seneca (De
Ira, i. 8.9, 2, 17, 1, iii. 3, 1) may
more probably have been con-
tained in the writing II. wafdy
(or -ous) dpviis (D. 87, AN. 30),
the supposed remnants of which
Rose (Ar. Ps. 109 sqq., Ar. Fr.
9497, No. 1492) and Heitz
(Fr. 151 sq.) have put together.
‘Whether it was a dialogue (Rose)
or a treatise (Heitz) cannot with
certainty be determined; the
latter seems the more probable
opinion. Its genuineness is, to
say the least, undemonstrable,

Of the sociological writings only one—the

and the title does not sound
Aristotelian. D. 61, AN. 60 have
also TIdén o', Further (besides
the Epwrwcds mentioned on p. 59),
’Epwrwcd (AN. App.181; Pr. 18, 3
‘B.) and 4 B. of 8éoes ¢pwrixal
(D. 71, AN. 66; Pr. 56,1 B.) are
mentioned, both of them doubt-
less equally spurious. AN. 162
reckone I1. cwdpooiyns among the
Pseudepigrapha. I ¢wmias o
(D. 24, AN. 24, Pr. 25) is sup-
Pposed not to be a copy from Eth.
. viii, ix., but a special treatise,
which can hardly be genuine,
8till less can Aristotle bhave
been the author of @éreis piawal
B (D. 72, AN. 67). Of the
two writings I1. suuBidoews dv3pds
kal ywaixds (AN, App. 165)
and Néuovs (-0t) &vpds xal yapue-
7is (ibid. 166), the former is men-
tioned by other writers several
times (¢.g. by Clemens, Olympio-
dor., and David in the passages
given by RosE, A». Ps. 180 sq.,
Ar. Fr. 178 sq., p. 1607). Rose (De
Ar, Libr.Ord. 60 8qq.) has pointed
outtwo Latin translations of these
Néuo:t (or the writing II. ovuBide.,
if both are not merely different
titles of the same book) which
profess to be the second book
of the Eoonomics: see Ar. Pscud,
644 sqq.; Fr. Hz. 158 sqq. PLU-
TARCH, ATHENZEUS, and others
quote from a writing II. uédys,
perhaps a dialogue; cf. ROSE,
Ar. Ps. 116 8qq., Ar. Fr. 98-106,
p. 1493 8q.; F'r. Hz. 64 8q. It was
certainly not genuine; it may
have been identical with the
writing of the same name by
Theophrastus (HEITZ, ibid.), only
in that case Athensus, who,
H2
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eight books of the Politics'—is preserved ; but though
it contains some of his most mature and admirable

work it is unhappily left,
&' conomics
Of all the rest we have lost everything

finished.? The

genuine.?

in addition to these two, quotes
a third by Chamwsleon, must
have been indebted for his quota-
tions to various writers, to whom
it was known by different names
—anot very probable supposition.
What is quoted from it is con-
cerned, partly with historical,
parily with physiological discus-
gions ; whether drunkenness was
regarded also from a moral point
of view we donot know. Nordo we
know any more as {o the contents
of the Néuot ovoaiticel (in the
MSS., of D. 139, Néuos cvorarixds,
of AN. 130 Népwy overarikav o,
for the circumstance of the
Platonicrepublicbeingmentioned
in it (PROCL. in Remp. 350, Ar.
Fr. 177, p. 15607) gives us no
indication; hence we cannot
determine whether Rose (Ar.
Ps. 179) is right in supposing
that there was a discussion in it
on the arrangement of, and good
behaviour at symposia, or Heitz
(Ar. Fr. 307), in believing that
it contained a collection of
the customs relating to them.
II. ocvoairior § ovuwoofwy (AN.
App. 161) is identical with it;
not so, however, the three books
SvooiricdyrpoBAnudrer(AN.136),
the title of which makes us think
not so much of questions with
regard to meals, as of questions
such as are proposed at a meal,
like Plutarch’s Zvuwociakd wpo-
BAfuara. For the MapayyéAuara
cf. p. 72, n. 2 fin.

like the Metaphysics, un-
cannot be considered

! Aristotle puts this work in
the closest connection with the
Ethics, by treating the latter as
auxiliary to politics (Eth, N.
i. 1, 1094 a, 26 sqq., 1095, a,
2, c. 2 init. c. 13, 1102, a, b, vii.
12 init.; Rhet. i. 2, 1356, a, 26).
He expects from politics the
realisation of the principles laid
down by Ethics (ibid. x. 10). But
he does not mean both to be
merely two parts of one composi-
tion (cf. Polit. vii. 1, 1323, b,
39, c. 13,1332, a, 7, 21, ii. 1, 1261,
a, 30, iii. 9, 1280, a, 18. c. 12,
1282, b, 19). Even apart from
the citation Rket.i. 8 fin.,and the
mention of it in the catalogue (D.
75, AN. 70), its genuineness can-
not be doubted, however seldom
it is named by ancient writers
(see the remarks of SPENGEL,
¢Ueb. d. Politik d. Arist., Abk.
d. Miinchn. Akad. v. 44 tnfra).

2 For further information, see
the section on the political philo-
sophy of Aristotle, ch. xiii., infra.

* Of the second book (as to
the beginning of which see ROSE,
Arist. Libr. Ord. 59 sq.) this has
long been admitted, but Gottling
(Arist. (Eeon. p. vii. xvii.) con-
siders the first to be a section of
a genuine Aristotelian writing ;
it seems more probable that it is
the work of a later writer based
on Polit. i. (See end of ch. xxi,
infra.) D. 23, AN. 17 name Oixovo-
pikds (or -ov) ’. Cf.p. 99 supra on
another pretended second book.




ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS

except a few fragments.!

! Thepolitical writings named,
besides those quoted, are the
following: (1) IoAsreia:, a col-
lection of facts with regard to 1568
states (D. 145, AN. 135, the text
of which BERNAYS, Rh. Mus.
vii. 289, with the approval of
ROSE, Ar. Ps. 394, has evidently
improved), which, according to
the fragments and the statements
of C10. Fin.v. 4, 11, and PLUT.
N. P, Su. V.10, 4 (who names
the work «rices xkal wolireiar)
not only treated of the consti-
tution, but also of the usages,
castoms, situation of the towns,
the history of their foundation,
their local traditions, &c. PT. 81
gives the number of cities as 171
(or 191, according to the view
of HERBELOT, Bibl. Or. 971,2a):
AMMON, V. Ar. 48 gives 255:
Ammon. Lat. p. 56, Ps.-Porphyr.
Schol. in Ar. 9, b, 26, and
David, ibid. 24, a, 34, say 250,
and Philop. bid. 35, b, 19, about
250, but the increase does not
seem to be founded on any later
extension of the collection, but
merely on clerical mistakes (cf.
ROSE, A». Ps.394). Simpl. ( Categ.
2,7. Schol. 27, a, 43) seems by the
words év rals ywnolas abrot wols-
Telats to point to the existence of
spurious Polities; pvn’ (158) in-
stead of yvnolais may be the true
reading (HBITZ, Ar. Fr. 219),
though IDELER, Ar. Meteor. i.,
xii. 40 can hardly be right in sub-
stituting éwiororals for moairelais).
The numerous fragments of
the large collection are found
in MUOLLER, Fragm. Hist. ii. 102
8qq. (cf. BOURNOT, in Philolvg.iv.
266 8qq.) ; ROSE, A7, Ps. 402sqq.;
Ar. Fr. 343-560, p. 1636 sqq.;
Fr. Hz. 218 sqq. The genuine-
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Among them the loss of

ness of the work, which Rose
(Ar. Libr. Ord. 56 sq., Ar. Ps.
396 sq.) disputes, has no weighty
arguments against it (as HEITZ,
p. 246 sqq. shows); and even if
the external evidence, of which
that of TIMZEUS (apud POLYB.
xii. 5, 11) is the oldest produc-
ible, did not utterly exclude
Rose's supposition that the work
was published and circulated in
his name soon after Aristotle’s
death, nevertheless the internal
improbability of that theory
would bemuch strengthened by it.
The declarations of DAVID, tbid.,
and the Schol. to Porphyry’s Zsa-
goge (vid. ROSE, Ar. Ps. 399, Ar.
Fr. 1635) favour the supposition
that the different states in the
Polities are taken in alphabetical
order; and this explains why the
Athenians (according to F'r, 378,
where, however, the reading is
uncertain) are treated in the 1st
book, and the Ithacans in the
42nd (Fr. 466). The circum-
stance that the numerous frag-
ments all contain merely isolated
notes, without reference to a
uniform complete treatise, will
not (as RoOsSE, A». Ps. 395
holds) serve as a proof of the
spuriousness of the work; but,
in conjunction with the fact that
the Aristotelian writings nowhere
refer to the work in question
(for even Eth. N.x.10,1181,b, 17,
refers to the Politics; cf. HEITZ,
231 sq.), it supports the view
(HEITZ, 233 8q.) that the Poli-
ties was not a literary com-
pleted whole, but a collection by
Aristotle, for his own use, of
facts which he had gathered
partly by personal observation
and inquiries, and partly from
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Aristotle’s collection of forms of government in various
cities, is simply irreparable.!
Our Poetics? is only a fragment; but not even so

writings. If this be so, copies
would only be circulated after
his death. A chapter out of the
ToAirela ’Abyvalwy may have given
rise to the title II. r&» ZéAwvos
&tbévwr (AN. App.140: cf. MUL-
LER, ibid., 109, 12).—A similar
collection was (2) the Néuipa
BapBapwd, whichare quoted under
this title by APPOLLON. Mirabil.
11; VARRO, 1. 1, vii. 70; AN. App.
186 (vouluwy BapB. ocvvaywyh);
from this title also the designa-
tions Nduo: a' B’ o' &' (D. 140),
voutuwy 8' (AN.131), seem to have
been wrongly transcribed. To
them the »uua ‘Popalwv (AN.
App. 185) and the véuiua Tuppyriv
(ATHEN. i. 23, d) probably be-
longed. Among the few fragments
(apud MULLER, ibid. 178 sqq.,
ROSE, Ar. Ps. 537 sqq., Ar. Fr.
561-568, p. 1670, Fr. Hz. 297 sq.),
Nos. 562, 563 and 564 can onlybe
attributed to Aristotle under the
supposition that he did not give
their contents in his own name,
but as traditions somewhere
current. — (3) The Awaiduara
7oy woewv (AMMON. Differ.
Vocab., Nijes) or Aw. ‘EAAnvidwy
wérewv (V. Mare. p. 2, R) seem
to have dealt with quarrels
between the Hellenic states and
their settlement; they are also
named more brieﬂy Awcasdpara
(D. 129, AN. 120, HARPOCRAT,
Apupds).—(4) The @éoeiswoAirical
B’ (AN. 69 ; the same is the right
reading in D. 74) were in any case
spurious. The ANON. 5 applies
the name I1. woAirinds to the Gryl-
los, but that must be a mistake
(see above, p. 59).— On the

MoAurikds cf. p.57; on I1. BaciAeias
and “Isép dwolxwy, p. 60, subd fin. ;
on II, phropos # woAiricod, p. 72,
n. 2, towardsthe end ; on IT. &pxiis,
p. 81, n. 1, fin.; on a bungling
forgery of the Middle Ages, Se-
oretum secretorum (or, Aristotelis
ad Alewandrum regem de moribus
rege dignis), cf. GEIER, Arist.
und Alex. 234 sq; ROSE, Arist.
Libr. Ora. 183 sq, Ar. Ps. 583 sq.

! Since this was written the
Athenian ToAwrela has been re-
covered.

2This writing,in our editions,
is entitled : IT. wotnTexsjs. Aristot.
himself mentions it in the Politics
(viii. 7, 1341, b, 38), as a future
work ; in the RAetorio (i. 11 fin.,
iii. 1, 1404, a, 38, c. 2, 1404, b, 7,
28, 1406, a, 5, c. 18, 1419, b, &,
with which cf. p. 74, n. 1), as al-
ready existing, with these words :
& Tois wepl womricis, or (1404, b,
28) &v 1. 7. mofjoews. The Indices
name: THpayuarelas Téxrns woin-
ruciis B’ (D. 83), Téxrms wornr. B’
(AN. 75), De arte poética secum-
dum disciplinam Pythagore, Pr.
Fr. (this addition is caused by
the combination of two different
titles: cf. ROSE, Ar. Ps. 194).
Ps.-ALEX. Soph. El. Schol. in
Ar. 299, b, 44,has & 7§ x. TonT.;
likewise HERM. in Phedr. 111,
and AST, & 7¢ . x.; SIMPL. Cat.
Schol. 43, a, 13, 27: & 1¢ x. =.;
DAvID, ibid. 25, b, 19, 70 =. =.;
on the other hand AMMON. De
interpr. 8chol. 99, a, 12, & Tois
x. woi.; BOETH. Do interpr. 290,
in lUibris quos de arte
soripsit. The more ancient au-
thorities are acquainted with two



ARISTOTLE’'S WRITINGS 103

much as this remains of Aristotle’s other contributions
to the theory and history of Art or of his dissertations

on the poets.!

books on Poetry (a third is men-
tioned only in the quotations
given on p. 68, n. 1, with regard
to the writing II. womrav), the
more modern only with one;
except in so far as they copy
more ancient writers, as we must
suppose was the case with Am-
monius and Boéthins. From
this alone we might suppose that
the writing in question originally
had a greater extension than it
now has, but this becomes certain
from the references to such
parts of it as are missing in our
recension, as for instance the
discussion on the Catharsis pro-
mised in Poliz. viii. 7, 1341, b, 38,
which would naturally have come
in the section on Tragedy, and,
as we learn from sure traces,
actually did occur there (cf.
BERNAYS, ‘Grundz. d. Abh. d.
Arist. iib. d. Wirkung d. Trag.
Abh. d. hist.-phil. Ges. in Breslau,
160 sqq., 197 sq. ; SUSEMIHL, p.
12; VAHLEN, p. 81 sq. of his
edition, and others); the exam-
ination of Comedy, promised
Poet. c. 6 init., and quoted
Rhet. i. 11 fin., of which Bernays
(Rh. Mus. viii. 561 sqq.) has
pointed out valuable remnants in
Cramer’s Anecd. Paris., vol.i. app.
(now in Susemihl, p. 208 sq., Vah-
len, 76 8q.); and the discussion on
Synonyms, which Simpl. men-
tions, Categ. Schol. 43, a, 13, 27.
In other places also our text
shows many greater or smaller
gaps, as also interpolations (as c.
12 and many smaller ones), and
inversions (the most considerable
that of chap. 15, which ought to

Nor is there much left of the other

come after chap. 18), which suf-
ficiently prove that we only pos-
sess Aristotle’s work in a muti-
lated and hopelessly corrupt con-
dition. We cannot here inquire
how its present condition may be
explained (SUSEMIHL, tbid., p. 3
8q., gives an enumeration of the
different, and in part widely di-
verging attempts at explanation).
It may be true, as SUSEMIHL
concludes, that the carelessness
of the writing, the caprice of
the copyists, and the freaks of
accident account for most of the
mischief ; but we cannot make
these factors responsible for the
interpolations, except in so far as
they may have rendered possible
the introduction of some mar-
ginal notes into the text.

! Of the Dialogue II. woprdy
¥ we have already spoken on p.
58. Besides this AN. 115 gives
KékAov =, mommrdv, likewise in
three books. This title may have
arisen, by duplication and cor-
ruption, from that of the Dia-
logue, or it may (according to
HEITz, 178) designate a work
distinct from it : but the ¢ kdxror ’
may also have sprung from the
¢ &ybkAoy’ (or -lwv) which is
found in No. 113.—Allied to it, it
would seem, are II. Tpaypdidv a’
(D. 136, AN. 128) and Kwpirol
(EROTIAN, Eap. Voc. Hippocr. s.
v. ‘HpakA. véoov). Miiller (Hist.
Gr. ii. 82), though not rightly,
takes .the Adackarlas (D. 137;
AN. 129 ; RosE, Ar. Ps. 650 sq.,
Ar. Fr. 575-587, p. 1672 sq.;
HEeirz, 266, Fr. Hz. 302 sq.),
—seemingly a chronological cata-

-
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books named to us, which dealt with subjects outside
the main lines of the Aristotelian system ;' and among

logue based on the existing in-
scriptions of the tragedies per-
formed in Athens—as a part of
the book on tragedies. — Fur-
ther, a series of writings relating
to poets is named, which took
the form of problems: 'Awopnud-
Twy womrikiov o (AN. App. 145);
Alrfa: womrikai (ibid. 146, where
airia:s seems to indicate the form
of treatment which is proper to
the &wopfipata or wpoPAfiuara, viz.
that the 3:& f is sought, and the
reply consists in giving the 3:ér:
or the airia); 'AxopnudTay ‘Oun-
pwdv ¢’ (D. 118; AN. 106 (';
Heirz, 268 sq., Fr. Hz. 129;
Rose, Ar. Ps. 148 sq., Ar. F'r.
137-175, p. 1601 sq.) or, as the
Vita Marc. p. 2. names it, ‘Ou.
(nrhpara ; TpoBAnudrwy ‘Opnp:-
xiov ¢ (AN. App. 147; ProL.
91; AMMON. V. Ar. 44; AMM.
LAT. 54, probably a duplication
of the é&wopfiuara); ’Awopfiuara
‘Howbdov o (AN. App. 143);
’Awop. ’ApxiAdéxov, EbpixiSous,
Xouwplrov o (ibid. 144). To these
the ’Awophpara Oeia (AN. 107)
seem also to belong. The trea-
tise : Ei 3¢ wore “Ounpos éwoinoey
ra&s ‘HAlov Bois ; (AN. App. 142),
is no doubt only one of the Hom-
eric problems.—Of these writings
the ones which are more likely
to have an Aristotelian origin
are the Queries on Homer ; but
even these may have had later
additions made to them. Onthe
other hand the genuineness of
the Iéxros (AN. 106; AN. App.
169 ; Rosg, Ar. Ps. 563 sqq., Ar.
Fr. 594-600, p. 1674 sq.; Fr.
Hz. 309 sqq.; cf. BERGK, Lyr.
@r. 505 8qq.; MULLER, Fragm.

Hist. ii. 188 sqq.) cannot be
maintained. More ancient seems
to be the book II. povocs, which
both Dio@. (116, 132) and AN.
(104, 124) give us in two places,
and which is identical with the
musical problems noticed by
LABBEUS, Bibl. nova, 116 (see
BRANDIS, ii. b, 94); but it is no
more genuine than the TII
xarot (D. 69, AN. 63, II. xdA-
Aovs).

! Tothesebelong certain minor,
mostly historical works, ‘'OAvuwio-
vikar o (D. 130, AN. 122); Mv-
Oioviciov EAeyxor o' (D. 134 and
probably also AN. 126) ; MvBiovixar
o« (D. 131, AN. 123, with the
strange title, IuB:ovixas BiBAloy
é&v § Mévarxuoy dvixnoev) ; Mvlucds
a’ (D. 133), possibly only a dif-
ferent title for the same writing ;
Nikat Atovvoraxal o’ (D. 135, AN.
126, Nik@y Awy. &oTikdy xal An-
vafwy o). About these writings
cf. Rosg, Ar. Ps. 545 sqq., Ar.
Fr. 572-574, p. 18R7; HRITZ, 254
8q., £r. Hz. 300 sq.; MULLER,
Hist. Gr. ii. 182 sq.—Further
. edpnudrwy (CLEMENS, Strom.
i. 308, A, where, however, an Ari-
stotelian work with this title
which could not be genuine
seems to be designated : notes
which may have come from the
work are given by MULLER, ¢bid.
1818q.).—I1. 8avpaciwyéxovoudroy
quoted by ATHEN. (xii. 541; cf.
Oauvp, éx. 0. 96) and, with the title
¢y bavuaciows, perhaps also by AN-
TIGON. Mirabil. c. 26 (cf. @avp.
dxovop. ¢. 30), a ‘collection of
strange phenomena,’ the genuine-
ness of which cannot be admitted.
For further information on this
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these also there is no doubt that many‘ spurious titles
have crept in.

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

work see WESTERMANN, Hapa-
Sotdypador, p. XXV, 8qq., and espe-
cially RosE, Ar. Libr. Ord. 64
8q., Ar. Pseud. 279 sq., who
refers the main body of the
work, consisting of chaps. 1-114,
130-137, 115-129, 138-181, to
the middle of the third century.
An enlarged treatment of this, or
a more extensive specimen of the
same sort of work, is perhaps the
Tapddotaq, from the second book of
which Plut. (Parall. Gr. et Rom.
c. 29, p. 312) quotes something
which is not found in our @avpu.
éx.—TMapoplas o’ (D. 138; cf. AN.
127), a collection of proverbs, the
existence of which seems to be
proved, inter alia, by ATHEN. ii.
60 d, although Heitz (Verl.

Schr. 163 sq.; Fragm. 219) is
doubtful whether there was an
Aristotelian work on this subject.
We cannot prove whether the
references in Eustath. in Od.
N 408 and SYNES. Ere. Calrvit.
c. 22 (Ar. F'r. No. 454, No. 2)
belong to this or to other works.
In addition to these there
are two titles which are so
indefinite that they furnish no
safe clue to the contents of the
writings to which they corre-
spond: IMapaBoAal(D.126); "Arax-
7a (to which wpoBAfuara or imo-
pvhpara may be supplied) 8’ (D.
127 ; cf. p. 96, foot).

! The¢ wonderful stories’ are
perhaps the only exceptions, but
they are not Aristotelian.
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Aristotle merely for his own use, and therefore not
thrown by him into any such literary form and unity
as the works designed for publication.! None of the
extant works which are genuine is of this class,® but
several of those which are lost seem to have belonged
toit2 From these two classes of works, however, there
is to be distinguished a third. Cicero, Quintilian, and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus praise Aristotle not only for
scientific greatness, but equally for the grace and rich-
ness of his exposition—‘the golden stream of his

speech.’* This must have

1 8impl. (in Categ. Schol. in
Ar. 24, a, 42): iwouwrnuarixd Soa
wpds iwburmow oixelay xal wAelova
Bdoavoy curératey & Pirdoogos:
these writings cannot, however,
be taken as wdwrrp owovdis lua,
and hence we may not draw from
them any proofs for the Ari-
stotelian doctrine: é uérros "AAéE-
av3pos T& TwoprnuaTikg cuurepup-
pnéva ¢moly elvar xal uh wpds &va
aroxdy &vapépesfa:, and for this
very teason the others are dis-
tinguished from them as swwray-
paricd. David (Schol. 24, a, 38):
wopynuaricd udv Aéyovrar év ols
péva 1& xepdAaia &weypdpnoar
dixa wpooyulwy xal éwiAdywr xal
T7is wpewobons xdboeowy awayye-
AMas. Cf. HEITZ, Verl. Schr. 24

8q.

2 The Problems, which might
occur as an instance, cannot have
been written down for his own use
alone, since Aristotle often quotes
them (see above, p. 96), thereby
implying that they are known to
his readers. Other instances, such
a8 the Melissus, etc., cannot be
supposed genuine. Even if it be
true that particular portions of

referred to works designed

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

8 Eg., those mentioned on
p. 62, n. 4, 5, and perhaps also the
Polities (p. 101); whether the
Tepl Téyabov is also one (as al-
ready noted on p. 61, n. 2 fin.),
seems doubtful.

4 C1c. Top. 1, 3: the works
of Aristotle are not only recom-
mended by their contents, sed
dicendi quoque incredibili qua-
dam cum copia tum etiam suavi-
tate. De Invent. ii. 2, 6 (on the
Svvayoryh rexvav): Aristotle bas
left the old orators suavitate et
brevitate dicendi far behind. De
Orat.i. 11, 49: si item Aristoteles,
8i Theophrastus, si Carneades . . .
eloquentes et in dicendo suaves
atque ornati fuere. De Fin.i. 5,
14 (on Epicurus) : quod ista Pla-
tonis Aristotclis  Theophrasti
orationis ornamenta neglexerit.
Acad. ii. 38, 119: veniet flumen
orationis aurewm jfundens Ari-
stoteles. QUINTIL. Inst. xi. 83:
quid Aristotelem ? Quem dubito
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by him for publication. It is not applicable to any of
those which are now extant ; and of these, indeed, the
two Latin writers probably knew but a small part.!
We are driven to suppose, therefore, that it was to other
works, lost to us, that they ascribed this kind of excel-
Jence. The critic who judges of literary form by purely
scientific criteria will find, it is true, much to praise in
our extant Aristotle. He will acknowledge the apt dis-
crimination of all his ideas, the inimitable precision
and compactness of his diction, and his masterly
handling of an established terminology. But of the
qualities which Cicero emphasises, or any graceful move-
ment of a rich and rolling eloquence, he will find even
in the most popular of-the extant books but little trace ;
while in other parts the dry methods of treatment, the
rough brevity of statement, the involved construction
of long sentences, often broken by anacolutha and
parentheses, stand in plain contradiction to Cicero’s
description. We can, however, gather for ourselves,
even from the scanty fragments of the lost books, that
some of these were written in a style far more rich and
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scientia rerum an Sscriptorum books. Of the others, however,

copia am eloquendi suavitate . . .
clariorem putem. DIONYS. De
Verb. Cop. 24: of the philoso-
phers, Democritus, Plato, and
Aristotle are the best as to style.
De Cens. Vet. Script. 4: wapa-
Anxréoy B¢ xal ’ApirroréAn eis
wlunow Tis Te wepl THy Epunvelay
Sewwérnros xal Tis capnreias xal
Tov Hd¢éos xal moAvuabois,

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

Cicero used several of the writ-
ings mentioned on p. 65 sqq., the
books on Philosophy, the Eude-
mus, the Protrepticus, perhaps
also the ToAitikds, II. BaciAelas
and II. wAobrov; cf. Fim. ii. 13,
40; Acad. ii. 38, 119; N. D. ii.
15, 42, 16, 44, 37, 95, 49, 125;
Divin. i. 26, 53; Fragm. Hort.
apud Augustine o. Jul. iv. 78;
Fin.v. 4,11; Ad Quint. Fr. iii.
b6; Ad Att. xii. 40, 2, xiii. 28, 2;
Of. ii. 16, 66 : and above, p. 60,
n. 1.
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ornate, and approached far more closely to the literary
graces of the Platonic Dialogues, than any of the
scientific treatises now contained in our Corpus.!
This difference is to be explained, not merely by the
earlier date of the writings in question, but also by the
fact that they were not intended to serve the same.
purpose as the others, nor designed for the same
audiences.?

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

the same sense given to the public.?

! On this point see what is pre-
served in Nos, 12-14, 17 sq.,
32, 36, 40, 48, 49, 71, 72 of the
Fragments (Academy edition)
from the Eudemus, Protrepticus,
11. pirocodias, I1. dikatootyns, and
above, p, 56, n. 2.

2 We shall discuss this im-
mediately.

3 Poet. 15, 1454, b, 17: elpnras
3¢ wepl abrdy év Tois éndedouévois
Adyous ixavis. De An. i. 4 init.:
kal ¥AAn 8¢ Tis ddta mapadédoras
wepl Yuxis, milbavh uév woAAois . . .
Adyous Bamep 8 ebBbvas (for which
Bernays, Dial. d. Ar. 16 sqq,
erasing Adyous, reads: &owep
€b0bvas 3¢) dedwkvia kal Tois &y
Kow§ yryvopévois Abyois® &puoviay
ydp Twa adrhv Aéyovar, &c. In
the first of these places, Bernays
says (ibid. 13) that *pub-
lished’ here means the same as
‘already published’ (the same
explanation of the words is given
by ROSE, Ar. Ps. 79), yet one

And from his

may well doubt whether this gloss
is allowable. The predicate éx-
dedouévor would certainly not be
there without a purpose, but is
meant to distinguish the Adyo:
éxdedouévor from certain other
Adyoi. Neither can we translate
éudedouévor in such a way as
to make ¢ the writings published
by me* a mere periphrasis for ‘my
writings ;* partly because such a
turn of phrase is not found in
Aristotle. When he refers, with-
out indicating a particular work,
to something that has gone
before, he is accustomed to say
merely, év &AAoss, év érépots or
wpérepov. Again the fact that he
does not say t«’ éuot xdedouévor
shows that the emphasis falls on
éxdedouéyou, as such, and that the
Adyoe éxdedouévor are meant as an
antithesis to u% éxdedouévoi. Only
we have no right to assume
that things ud érxdedouévor mean
things published later. The anti-
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commentators we further learn that one of the points

thesisto ¢ published’ is not ¢ later
published,’ but ‘not published ;’
and from the perfect éndedouévos
to read ‘such as had already been
published at the time of the
writingof the Poeties, and so were
earlier than that work,’ is shown
to be impossible by the reflection
of UEBERWEG on this passage
(Arist. ©b. d. Dichtk., p. 75) that
every author puts himself, in
regard to the reader, in the time
at which his work will be in the
reader's hands. Hence, if the
Poetics were to be laid before the
whole reading world, .. pub-
lished, just like the Adyot towhich
they referred, they would not be
designated in contradistinction to
the latter, by the predicate éxde-
Souévas, since each of them would
be, in relation to their reader,
equally a Adyos éxdedouévos. Rose
wished to refer the Adyo: éxded.,
first to former passages in the
Poctics (Ar. Libr. Ord. 130),
and later (4». Pseud. 79) to the
Rhetorio, but he was subsequently
(Ar. Ps. 714) right in withdraw-
ing both, since the discussion for
which the Poetics refer to the
Adyor nBed. is found peither in
the Rhetoric nor in the Poetios
(cf. BERNAYS, ibid. 138): and,
even apart from this, the lat-
ter could never have been so
indicated. Nor can we on the
other hand (as RosE, Ar. Ps. 717,
maintains) refer the expression
to writings on Poetry by the Pla-
tonic school, for we clearly must
confine it to Aristotelian writings:
and inthe second passage, De An.
i. 4, the Adyos év Kow@ yryvépevor
cannot be understood (as TOR-
STRIK, Arist. de An.123 supposes,
he being perhaps preceded by the

authors of the variant Aeyouévois
instead of vyryvon.) of conversa-
tions, such as would occur in
educated circles, or (as Rose, Ar.
Ps, 717, thinks) of expressions of
opinion coming from the Platonic
school ; for the et0tvas dedwrvia re-
fers to some criticism, known to
the reader, of the supposition that
the soul is the harmony of its
body, and cannot mean vague
conversations of third persons
(cf. also BERNAYS, ibid., 18 sq.).
Neither can one refer them to
oral statements made by Ari-
stotle to his pupils (PHILOP. : see
following note), partly because
Aristotle never elsewhere refers
to such statements, and in a
treatise which, though perhaps
primarily intended as a text-
book for his school, yet gives
no indication anywhere of being
meant only for his personal
pupils, he could not well appeal
to them; partly because the
Philosopher had really inserted
the criticism referred to in
one of his own writings (cf. fol-
lowing note). The latter fact
indicates that it is wrong (as
SiMPL. does; see following note)
to refer the Adyos é&v kowg yiy. to
the Platonic Phedo, for which
this expression would not be a
sufficient indication, nor would
it correspond (cf. BERNAYS, p.20)
with the maunner in which it is
in other places mentioned (cf.
Meteorol. ii. 2, 3565, b, 32).
Finally, though Ueberweg ( Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 173, 6th ed.) under-
stands by the Adyot & x. vy,
(extending the explanation of
Philoponus) discussions which
occurred in actual conversations,
or in writings arranged in the
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to which he so refers was to be found in the Budemus.!
We find other and more frequent references of his to
the ¢ Exoteric Discourses’ as the place where he had

dealt with such and such a subject.?

Opinions, how-

ever, differ as to the meaning of that name and the

form of dialogues, it seems clear
that the latter could not be so
named, and that there was here
no reason for mentioning the
dialogue form of such discussions.
From the point of view of gram-
mar, owing to the present tense of
yvyvouévois (to which BONITZ, Ind.
Arist. 105, a, 46, rightly calls
attention), they cannot be ex-
plained as: ‘the speeches sub-
mitted (i.s. which have been
submitted) to publication,’ for in
that case it would have been
yevopévars. It can only mean, as
Bernays translates it in his
Dial. d. Arist. 29, °‘the dis-
courses existing in a state of
publication, available for the use
of all,’ taking the év kow$ here in
the same sense as in the expres-
sions: év kowd kararlfecbai, év
rxowg adiévar (in medio relin-
quere, Metaph. i. 6, 987, b, 14).
A similar meaning to that of the
Adyor &v kow@ yryvéuevos seems to
be attached to éykixAia or éyni-
kAa  ¢irogodfipara, of which
mention is made in Eth.i. 8, 1096,
a, 2 (xal wepl pdv Tobrwy &\is
Ixavis yap kal év Tois &yxvkAlos
elpnras wepl abrdv) and De Ceelo, i.
9, 279, a, 30 (kal ydp kabdwep &
T0is dyxvrAlois Pidocodhiuact wepl
78 Ocla woAAdxis wpodalverar Tois
Abyois 311 70 Ociov auerdBAnToy
&varyxaiov elvai, &c.). ’EyxixAios
can, just as well as & xowg
yiyvépevos, mean in medio positus
—Bernays’ rendering, J/Yal. d.

Ar. 124, ¢ writingsin the common
strain,’ is not so appropriate. The
phrase is so explained by Simpli-
cius (in De Celo, Schol. 487, a, 3:
where he says that Aristotle uses
éykikA. P, to signify T4 xard
v rdkw éf &pxiis Tols woAAois
wporibépeva, t.e. the éfwrepucad).
We also seefrom Ar. Fir. 77, 1488,
b, 36 sqq., and F7r. 15,1476, b, 21,
that the matter for which Ari-
stotle refers to the éyxdxAia, was
actually treated in two of his
Dialogues. Cf. BERNAYS, tbid.
84 sqq., 93 sq., 110 sqq.

! It is shown by the passages
quoted in Rose, A». Fr. 41, p.
1481 sq., and Heitz, Ar. Fr. 78,
p. 61, from Philoponus, Simpli-
cius, Themistius, and Olympio-
dorus (the common source for
whom may have been Alexander),
that Arist. in the Fudemus, after
following the Phedo, devoted
a searching examination to the
theory that the soul is the har-
mony of its body, the principal
heads of which examination are
given by them, Hence the pas-
sages in question must refer to
this dialogue, although Philopo-
nus (De An. E, 2) leaves us the
choice between it and the ¥ypa-
¢ot ovvovglar wpds Tods éralpous,

and Simplicius (De An. 14,
a) comnnects it with the
Phedo.

2 All the passages are quoted
below. *
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relation of these ¢ Exoteric Discourses’ to our ex-
tant Corpus. 'The ancients who mentioned them
always referred to them as a separate class of Aristotle’s
works, distinguished from the technical scientific
treatises by a less strict method of treatment.! But
they differ among themselves as to details, Cicero ?
and Strabo? speak of the exoteric works in general
terms as popular statements.! The former, however,
is unmistakeably thinking only of the Dialogues,’
which we also find described as ¢ exoteric’ in Plutarch.®
According to Gellius, the treatises which dealt with

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

2 Fin. v. 6, 12: about the
highest good, Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus bave written dwo ge-
nera librorum, wnum populariter
soriptum, quod &wrepidy appel-
labant, alterum limatius [&xpiBe-
orépws, in a more severe style],
quod in commentariis reliquerunt,
but in essentials they both

agree.

3 XTII1. 1, 54, p. 609: because
the Peripatetics, after Theo-
phrastus, had not his works and
those of Aristotle, mAdy SAlywy
xal udhiore Ty wrepwcdyv, they
happened undtr ¥xeww dirocogeiv
wpayuarieds [going deeply into
the subject, scientific] &Ard 6éoess
Anrview.

* Likewise SIMPL, Phys. 2, b:

the Aristotelian writings are
divided into acroamatic and
exoteric, ola 7& loTopucd xal 7&
Siahoyixe xal SAws Ta u Hxpas
éxpiBelas pporriforra, —PHILOP.
De An. E, 2 (ap. STAHR, Arist.
il. 261): r& éwrepixd ovyypdu-
pata, &v eios xal of Sudhoyos . . .
dmep 31& TobTo Efwrepd KéxAnTar
311 ob wpds Tobs ywnolovs &xpoaras
yeypauuéva.

8 Cf. Ad Att. iv. 16, 2: quo-
niam in singulis libris [of the
discourse on the State] wior
proemiis, uwt Aristoteles in iis

ue éEwrepikods vocat. In contra-

istinction to the Dialogues, the
strictly scientific works are called
(see preceding note) commentaris,
continuous expositions, corre-
sponding to the abrompéowwxa or
dxpoarwed. of the Greek interpre-
ters (see p. 112, n.1,and 113, n. 2).

¢ Adv. Col. 14, 4, p. 1115:
Aristotle everywhere attacks the
Ideas: &v Tois #0:ixois Swopvhuaoy
(synonymous with Cicero’s com-
mentarii ; see preceding note), év
Tois Quowkois, Sk Tav &wrepicay
SiaAdywy,
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Rhetoric, Topics, and Politics were named ¢exoteric,’
and those which related to Metaphysics, Physics, and
Dialectics ¢ acroatic,’! the reason being that the former,

as Galen explained, were meant for everyone; the
latter only for the philosopher’s scholars.? Alexander,

in a letter which appears in Andronicus,? is supposed to
complain to his master of the publication of the ¢ acroatic’
writings ; but inasmuch as Aristotle is expressly stated
to have published them, the notion that he objected to
their publication cannot have been in the mind of the
writer of that fragment. At a later time we do find this
assumptionalso,* and we find connected with it the further
theory that Aristotle purposely adopted in his ¢ acroatic’

' N. A. xx. b: Aristotle’s
lectures and writings were di-
vided into two classes, the é{w-
Tepcd and the &xpoaricd. Efwre-
pwd dicebantur que ad rhetoricas
meditationes facultatomque argu-
tiarum civiliumgque rerum no-
titiam conducebant, d&xpoaTid
autem vocabantur in quibus phile-
sophia remotior subtiliorque agi-
tabatur queque ad nature con-
templationes  disceptationesque
dialecticas pertinebant. In the
Lyceum the morning was de-
voted to the latter, the evening
to the former (cf. p. 27, n. 3).
Librosquoque suos, earum omnivm
rerum commentarios, seorsum di-
visit, ut alii exoteriet dicerentur,
partim acroatici. .

* De Subst. Fac. Nat. vol. iv.
758 K : *AptaroréAovs ) Becoppdorov
T4 udy TOis WOAAOIs yeypapbrwy,
7ds 8¢ &xpodoes Tols éralpots.

3 Cf. GELL. ibid.; PLUT.
Ale». T; vide supra, p. 22, n. 1.
The wording : obx 3pb@s éxolnoas
exdods Tobs &xpoarikobs T@V Adyw,

shows that the distinction be-
tween the Adyor &xpoarixel and
éwrepucol must have been known
to the anthor of the letter.

* Thus PLuT. Alez. ¢. 7:
fouxe 8 'AAéEardpos ob pdvor TOV
#0ucdy xal woAitixdy waparaBeiv
Adyor, &AAR kal Tdv &woppfirwy xal
Bapurépwy [Babur.] Sidackaridy, &s
ol &»3pes Blws &xpoaparinds xal
éxoxrtixds [as in mysteries] wpoo-
ayopebovres obx éEépepor eis woA-
Aobs, peracxeiv. CLEMENS, Strom.
v. 675, A: not only the Pytha-
goreans and the Platonists, but
all schools have secret doctrines
and secret writings: Aéyovor 3t
kal ol "ApioroTérovs T& utv éowre-
pixd elvas &y cvyypapudrov abrév
[-08] 7@ 3¢ xowd Te xal éfwTepixa
On the same theory, in the Rhet.
ad Alezx.c. 1, 1421, a, 26 sq., Ari-
stotle is requested by Alexander
to observe the strictest secrecy
with regard to this work, while
Aristotle, on his part, lays a reci-
grocal duty of silence on Alexan-

er.
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works a form of exposition which must make them unin-
telligible to any but his scholars;! while at the same
time it is said that it was here only that he disclosed his
views in their full logical connection.? On this theory
the ‘ exoteric ' writings were broadly distinguished from
the ‘acroatic,’ just by the fact that they were intended
for a wider public, and that they were therefore put in
a more popular form, did not cover the more difficult
classes of inquiry, and substituted for a severe and
scientific method of proof one more accommodated to

general comprehension.?

! This idea is expressed in
the answer of Aristotle to Alex-
ander (see GELL. ¢bid.), when he
replies to the reproach of the
latter with regard tothe éxpoarixol
Adyou: Tobu a%y abrovs kal éxdedo-
pévous kal uh éxdedouévous * Euverol
ydp elor pbvois Tois Nudv &koboaowv.
See also THEMIST. Or. xxvi. 319,
A sq., where it is said that Ari-
stotle did not find the same dis-
courses suitable for the masses
as for the philosophers, and there-
fore withdrew the highest secrets
of his teaching (the térea fepd,
the uvorikdy) from the former by
using obscure language. SIMPL.
Phys. 2,b, referring to the letters
just mentioned, says: év Tois
Gxpoapartiois hodpeiay éxerhidevoe,
&c. For thesame view see Categ.
Schol. 27, a, 38, DAvVID, Categ.
Schol. 22, a, 20; 27, a, 18 8q. 1n
the same sense LUCIAN, V. Auct.
¢. 26, calls Aristotle d:wAovs, ¥AAos
puév 6 EkTogley paivbuevos EAros B¢
6 &vroobey, exoteric and esoteric.

2 Alexander remarks, Zop. 52,
that Aristotle speaks at one time
Aoywds in order to unfold the
truth as such, at another SiaAex-

VOL. I.

Ticds xpds 86fav. He instances the
Topics, the pnropuca and the éiw-
Tepied. kal yap év éxelvois wAeioTa
kal wepl Tdv HOikdv xal wepl TGV
pvoikav éddfws Aéyerar’ But the
example of the Zopics and the
Rhetoric shows that this only
refers to the basis of the opinions
laid down in these writings, the
argument from the universally
acknowledged (the &vdofov), and
not to the teachingassuch. The
later writers, as a rule, express
themselves in the same sense;
thus SIMPL. Phys. 164, a: &w-
Tepikd 8¢ éorTi T& KOWE Kal B
éyddtwy meparbueva &AAX uh &mo-
deiTind undt dxpoauaried. As to
AMMON. and DAVID, see follow-
ing note; and cf. PHILOP. Phys.
p- 4. On the other hand DAVID,
Schol, in Ar. 24, b, 33, changes
the statement of Alexander
(which he quotes in order to re-
fute it) into : 87: év uev Tols &rpoa-
patikois T& SokolyTa abTd Adyer kal
T& dAn07, év 8¢ Tols Biahoyikols T
¥ANots Sokovvra, TE Yeuds.

3 Besides the testimony al-
ready adduced, the statements
found in the Neoplatonic com-

I
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The theory just mentioned can be traced as far back
a8 Andronicus, perhaps even farther;' but this does
not put its correctness beyond question. It is, however,
confirmed in the main, even if it requires correction in
oue point or another, by the utterances of Aristotle

himself as to the ¢ Exoteric Discourses.’

It is true that

in a general sense he may describe as ¢ exoteric’ any
topic which does not belong to the inquiry immediately

mentators go to establish this
point. Thus the so-called Ammon.
in Categ. 6,b 8qq. (see also STAHR,
Aristotelia, ii. 256 sqq.), who,

after some other divisions of the -

the Aristotelian writings, among
f syntagmatic ’ ones distinguishes
abroxpbowra xal &xpoaparikd and
diahoyicd kal &wrepixd. The for-
mer are written wpds ynolovs
&xpoaras, the latter wpds Ty rdv
mOAADY dpéAeav; in the former
Aristotle expresses his own
opinion with a strictly scientific
argument, in the latter 7& do-
kovvra abrd, &AN' ob 3 &wodeix-
Ty émixepnudrwv, kal ofs olof Té
elaw of moANol ¢makorovleiv. Simi-
larly, only at greater length,
DAvVID, Schol. 24, a, 20 sqq., who
likewise divides the svrrayuaricd
into adrowpdowwa or &xpoaparikd
and Siahoyikd & xal éfwrepind Aé-
vyovra: and considers the former
to have been written wpds Tobs
émrndelovs Tff Phogoply, the
latter mpds avewirndelovs wpds Piro-
goplav, and hence the former 3.’
&vaykaorikdy Abywy, the latter
81 wibavdy. Cf, p.111, n. 4.

! In proof of this statement
we cannot attach so much im-
portance to the passage just
given from David as Heitz does
(Verl. Schr, 26 sq.). The fact

that David (24, b, 6) expressly
ap, to Ammonius (TI. épun-
velas) and to the commentary on
the Categories passing under Am-
monius’ name (which,although in
its present form it does not
come from Ammonius, yet seems
to have originated in one written
by him),indicates that Ammonius
was David’s proximate authority ;
and though he (Ammonius) cer-
tainly made use of earlier writers
(and principally Alexander, whom
David at 24, b, 33 attacks, and
from whom his quotation of the
Aristotelian Fudemus is probably
taken, like that in PHILOP. De
An. E, 2 8q.; Ar. Fr. p. 1481,
No. 41), still we do not know
how much has been added to
their testimony. On the other
hand we must trace the state-
ments in Cicero, Strabo, and
Gellius (vide supra, p. 111, n. 2-6,
112, n. 1), to Tyrannio and An-
dronicus, and the letters men-
tioned on p.112, n.3 etc., prove
that the latter was aware of the
distinction between exoteric and
acroatic writings, and of the sug-
gestion that the last mentioned
were only intended to be un-
derstood by the pupils of the
philosopher.
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in hand,! or any discussion which does not go very deeply
into the subject.? It is also true that the title does not
always and mnecessarily denmote a distinct class of
writings.® Nevertheless there are passages where we
have every reason to refer it to such a class;* and that

1 Polit.i. 5,1284, &, 33 ; &AAd
rabra pév Tows éfwrepwrépas
dorl oxéfews. Similarly, ibid. ii.
6, 1264, b, 39; ‘in the Republic
Plato has onlyimperfectly treated
of legislation, r& & &AAa Tois
Ewley Adyois mexAfpwne TOv Adyor.
The term * & wev Adyot’ covers in
this case writings of the most
speculative character. In like
manner Eudemus F7r. 6 (SIMPL.
Phys. 18, b), where instead of the
Exe 3’ awoplay . . . . Tows 8¢ ol wpds
Tov Adyov of Aristotle (Phys. i. 2,
185, b, 11) we read : ¥xer d¢ abrd
Tobro &roplay dkwrepuchy.

2 Phys. iv. 10, init.: wpiTov
8¢ kards ¥xe: diawopfioa: wepl abrod
[rob xpévov] kal did Tdv wTepikiv
Adywy. The &wr. Adyor here
mean the discussion which fol-
lows immediately, and which is
called exoteric (in the same way
as Aristotle, in other places, puts
the logical in opposition to the
physical, vid. infra, p. 174, n. 2),
because it does not aim at a
strict and adequate notion of
time (the 7{ éorw & xpévos, 218, a,
31), but only takes into consider-
ation certain preliminary proper-
ties of it. The question is not
here of exoteric mritings; but
Prantl is none the less wrong
(4rist. Physik, 501, 32) in main-
taining that by the exoteric dis-
courses we are to understand, not
only in the present instance, but
everywhere, only those conversa-
tions on interesting subjectswhich

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

8 Thus, besides the passage
given in the preceding note from
the Physics, the Eudemian Eth.
ii. 1, 1218, b, 33, introduces the
division of possessions into the
external and the spiritual with the
remark : kabdwep Simipolueda ral
&v Tois éfwrepixols Adyois. In the
parallel passage, Eth. N. i. 8,
1098, b, 10, Aristotle says: he
wishes to speak about happiness
kal €k T&v Aeyouévwv wepl adris,
by which, according to the con-
text, only the prevailing views
concerning happiness can be
meant. It is to these, therefore,
that the éwr. Adyot of Eudemus
must also refer.

4 This is true especially of
Polit. vii. i. 1323, a, 21 : voploay-
Tas ody ixavds woAAd Aéyesfar Kkal
Tav & Tols ékwrepikois Adyots
mepl 7iis dplorys (wiis xal viv xpn-
gréov abrois. That by this he
does not mean mere oral expres-
sions of opinion in the conversa-
tions of daily life is clearly
shown by what immediately fol-
lows. For Aristotle continues: s
dAnbas yap mpbs ye play Sialpeaiv

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

obd3els dupioBnrhiceier, etc. His
point may be stated thus: ‘from
the arguments in the &wrepucol
Aéyos, it will be univeisally re-
cognised that the conditions of
happiness include not only exter-
naland bodily good things but also
and pre-eminently spiritual good
things : although it istrue that in
common life weare wonttocontent
ourselves with far too small a pro-
portion of such spiritual good.’
This line of reasoning necessarily
implies that the éwrepiol Adyor
inquestion,with which the current
opinion of society is said to be in
partial agreement, are not the
same as any form of expression
of that current opinion (cf. BER-
NAYS, Dial. d. Arist. 40). Then,

in, the words : wpds ye ulay 5i-
iﬁm obBels dudioBnrhiceey point
to definite explanations, set down
in writing, not merely existing
in the intangible medium of oral
conversation. It would be easier
to connect them with oral dis-
courses of Aristotle himself (as
ONCKEN doesin Staatsl. d. Arist.
i. 44-59). We cannot, however,
base this view on the present
Aéyouey (together with the iops-
{bueba, Pol. iii. 6, 1278, b, 32),
since Aristotle not only quotes
the writings of others very fre-
quently in this way, but not un-
frequently even his own; cf.
Pol. vii. 13, 1332, a, 8: ¢auty 8¢
kal &v Tois HOuweois; Phys. viii. 1,
251, a, 9; dauty ¥, etc. (Phys.
iii. 1); De Celo,i. 7, 275, b, 21;
Adyos ¥ év Tois wepl kwfoews
(8oriv) ; Metaph. v. 30 fin.; Adyos
3¢ Totrov &v érépois; Eth. vi. 3,
1139, b, 26; &owep xal & Tois

&vaAvricots Aéyouev; ibid. 32:
8oa EAAa wpoodiopi(bueba &y Tois
araAvrwcoss. And, on the other
hand, the »o» xpnoréor airois is
adverse to this explanation. That
is meant to designate what fol-
lows as something extracted from
the exoteric discourses; but Ari-
stotle would be far more likely to
use such a formula if he was quot-
ingsomething from a former work
than if he was merely repeating
in writing what he bad already
orally delivered. This latter, from
the nature of the case, he must
have had occasion to do as often
as a modern university teacher
does it. The fact, then, that he
expressly mentions that he is
‘making an extract from the éw-
Tepikol Adyos,’ points, as in the
De Celo, ii. 13, 295, a, 2, and
Meteor. iii. 2, 372, b, 10 (where
some of the writings which we
possess are quoted with the same
xpnoréoy) to an existing written
work. And an Aristotelian writ-
ing must be meant, since that
which follows out of the éfwrep-
sxof Adyot sounds perfectly Aristo-
telian, and forms a whole with
what Aristotle gives in his own
name (7uels 3¢ époiuev, 1. 38).
Lastly, although something si-
milar to that which is here quoted
from the éfwr. Adyo:t is found in
some passages of the Ethics (i.
6 sqq. x. 6 sqq.), which Zeller,
in his second edition, brought
into connection with this quo-
tation, yet he now concedes
to Bernays (ibid. 71 sq.; cf.
ONCKEN, ibid. 43, 5; VAHLEN,
Arist. Aufs. ii. 6) that Aristotle
would not by the designation
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both by the express distinction that is drawn between

&wrepicol Adyor have mentioned
the Kthics, which in the Politics
he repeatedly quotes as #0ixa, and
puts in the closest connection
with them (vid. p. 127, n. 2, of
Zeller’s 2nd ed.). Bernays' the-
ory (73 sqq.), that the first chapter
of the seventh book of the Politics
strikingly diverges from the usual
style of his scientific works, and
bears distinct traces of having
been extracted from a dialogue
can scarcely be supposed after
Vahlen's forcible objections
( Arist. Aufs.ii.)to beestablished;
Zeller, however, feels bound to
agree with Bernays that by the
¢ exoteric discourses’ in this pas-
sage is meant a written work of
the philosopher’s which is lost to
us, and which Aristotle here seems
to follow pretty closely, for which
very reason he refers to it, and
not to the FEthics, though the
parallel passages in the latter
were closely connected with it
in meaning. — Less convincing
with regard to this, in spite of
what Bernays says to the con-
trary (ibid. 38, 51 sqq.), appears
to be Polit. iii. 6,1278, b, 30:
GAAG uhy kal Tis &pxfis Tobs
Aeyouévous Tpbmous [the deomorela,
the oixovouxd, and the woAirinh
&pxh] pédiov dieAeiv * kal yop év Tois
eEwrepinois Abyois Siopi{dueba mepl
adr@y woAAdkis. These words,
looked at in themselves, might
refer not only (as ONOKEN, ibid.,
suggests) to oral disquisitions,
but also (by taking the diopi(éueba
as the collective ‘ we ') to conver-
sations not connected with the
School or even with scientific
philosophy. That Aristotle here
¢ refers to the &wr. Adyoe, not for
the existence’ (more correctly

¢ distinction ') ¢ of different kinds
of dominion, but for the ezact
Uimitation of their difference’
(as Bernays, p. 38 asserts), can-
not be inferred from the &iwopi(d-
peba, since this expression desig-
nates not only the evact distinc-
tion, the ¢ carefully-weighed logi-
cal antithesis,” but any kind of
distinction whatever. If we
compare with it the perfectly
analogous use of Aéyouey, Siopi(-
bueba, &c., in the passages given
above (p. 115), we shall be pre-
pared to give the same meaning
to the wopi(éueba here, and when
we have persuaded ourselves,
from other passages, that Aristotle
names certain writings Adyo: éiw-
Tepicol, the passage appears to
fit this interpretation. (And
there are certainly some among
the lost Aristotelian writings in
which the distinction here
touched upon may have been
given; particalarly the woAirikds
and II. Baoirelas : . supra, p. b8,
n. 1, and 60, n. 1).—The like is
true of Eth, vi. 4 init.: &repov
&’ ¢orl wolnais kal mpalis* mioTed.
ouey 8¢ wepl adTdv kal Tols éfwTept-
rois Adyors. The connection here
unquestionably allows us to sup-
pose that the words refer to
discussions in Aristotelian writ-
ings of a character different from
that of the scientific works which
we possess, as for instance the
Dialogue on the Poets or Grylios ;
but that it forbids any other sup-
position Bernays (p. 39, 87 sqq.)
has not made out. If anybody
wished to give to the passage,
instead of the narrow meaning
assumed by Bernays, the broader
one, ‘this has alreadybeen proyved
in my other writings,’ neither the
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meaning of &wrepicds nor the
context would stand in his way,
since the rendering of the former
would be analogous to the ex-
amples quoted on p. 115, n. 1,
and as regards the latter the
question whether Aristotle here
refers to scientific or popular
writings, is indifferent. If, on
the other hand, we wished toun-
derstand the éwr. Adyos of the
Aeydpeva—* what issaid by others’
—we could parallel the expres-
sion by an appeal to Eudemus
(see preceding note). Bernays,
referring to this, finds it impos-
sible to believe that we are to
draw the explanation of such a
corner-stone of the Peripatetic
system as the connection of wof-
nais and wpafis, from the common
conversation of well educated
persons: but if so, he ought to
find it no less absurd to draw
from the very same source an
explanation of the centre of
- gravity of ‘all Ethics, the notion
of Eddaipovia. And yet we find
in Eth. i. 8, init. incontestably :
ogrewréoy 8 wepl albriis . . . kal
éx 1w Aeyouévwy wepl adrijs. This
may not mean that we are to seek
the scientific definition of hap-
piness ¢ in the conversation of the
educated ; ' but neither would this
be affirmed in Eth. vi. 4 dnit.
about that of wofnois and w=pafs,
if we were to understand the
étwr. Adyo: in this passage of the
Aeyéueva. The appeal to uni-
versal conviction would be to
establish a general distinction of
wolnois from wpafis; and this is
Aristotle’s way: 7¢ vdp &Anlel
wdvra guvdde T& Swdpxovra (Eth.
i. 8).—Much more definitely may
we discern in Fth. i. 13,1102, a,
26 an intention of appealing to
some Aristotelian writings in the

words : Aéyera: 8t wepl abrijs [sc.
Tiis Yuxdis] kal év rois éwrepixals
Adyois aprotvras Evia kal xpnaréoy
abrois. olov Td utv BAoyov adriis
elvar 78 8¢ Adyov ¥xov. For
though it is by no means so
incredible as Bernays, p. 36,
believes, that the distinction be-
tween the rational and the irra-
tional in the soul may have made
its way from the Platonic school
into wider circles (Epicharmus,
at a much later period, comes
very near to it with his »ois dpg,
&c.), and though it could scarcely
be said to be an actual impossi-
bility to interpret the words éfwr.
Adyor as referring to opinions
current outside the school, yet the
introductory words here too much
resemble those given above from
Polit. vii. 1, and the Aéyeras
dpkolvrws Evia kal viv xpyoréoy
abrois here points too obviously
to written discussions, for us to
be able to refer this quotation
to mere Aeydueva. If it refers
to an Aristotelian work, this
must be one of the lost writ-
ings—most probably the Fude-
mus; for the quotation does not
agree with I1. Yvxids iii. 9, 432, a,
22 sqq., and this work would not
be cited Ly such a reference, but,
as always in other places, by ¢ &
Tois wepl Yuxdis., — Neither in
Metaph. xiii. 1, 1076, a, 28 (on
the Ideas as such he will only
speak axAds xal oov véuov xdpw —
TeBpiAAITAL Ydp T& WOAAR Kal wd
Tdv &wTepicdv Adywy) can we
understand by the é&wr. Adyo
oral discussions of others. It
must mean the work of Ari-
stotle himself, since this alone
could dispense him from a fuller
criticism of the doctrine of Ideas;
and that we are to look for
such work neither in the philo-
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the exoteric and the scientific treatises,! and by the terms
that are used in describing the former.? Itis not to be

sopher’s doctrinal discussions nor
in his strictly scientific writings
is suggested not only by the de-
signation ¢wr. Adyo, but also
by the xal (xal 5% 7. €é. A.),
by which the ¢wr. Adyo: are dis-
tinguished from other not exo-
teric Adyor. Still more clearly
does this appear from Eudemus,
when the latter, probably remem-
bering this passage, in Eth. i. 8,
1217, b, 22 says likewise of the
Ideas: éxéoxexrTar 8¢ woAAois wepl
abrot Tpéwoss kal év Tois eEwrepwcois
Adyois xal év Tois Kard Ppikogopiave
Cf. following note.

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

solution, in the Dialogue on Phi-
losophy.

2 'Efwrepucds in Aristotle means
(1) that which ewists outside,
the external; and (2) that
which goes out, refers to the
external. The word has the
former meaning when for in-
stance a foreign province is called
an é&wrepich &pxh (Polit. ii. 10,
1272, b, 19), or when hand and
foot are styled é&fwrepixd wuépn
(Gen. An. v. 6, 786, a, 26); to
these uses cf. the éfwrepixd &yala,
Pol. vii. 1, 1323, a, 26. In the
second meaning the expression
is used in the combination:
éwrepical wpdieis (Pol. vii. 3,
1326, b, 22, 29). If now, in the
phrase éwr. Adyo:, we propose to
give it the first meaning, we can-
not, by exoteric discourses, in
those passages where Aristotelian
writings of a particular class or
the inquiries contained in them
are meant, understand such dis-
courses a8 lie outside the dis-
cussion in which they are referred
to as ¢ other discourses’ (like the
dwrepikarépa axéfus and the Hw-
6ev Advyos, p. 115, n. 1 and 3) ; nor
yet (as Bernays thinks in Dial. d.
Ar. 92 sq.) such as do not enter
into the essence of a thing, but
are external to it (as p.115, n.2).
The latter meaning would not
suit, partly because this would
be a strange way of speaking of
¢ popular treatises,’ partly because
it would not fit those cases in
which Aristotle again takes up in
later works, as being suitable and
adequate, what he had said in
the éwrepicol Adyo: (as in the
passages of the Politics, Ethics,
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inferred either from the words £wTepixol Aoyor them-
selves, or from the surrounding facts, that Aristotle’s
Dialogues alone were meant. There may have been, and
in fact there appear to have been, other works also which
were adapted to the understanding of the general public.! -
As to the later theories, the idea that the Master did
not intend his strictly scientific work for publication at all
is refuted by the contemporary record of the complaints
that were made because he published them : 2 and the
idea that he designedly chose for them a style obscure
and unintelligible to the lay mind is disproved by the
visible characteristics of the texts themselves. The
truth is that, except in cases where we ought to con-
sider them as mere sets of notes for his own use, he takes
all manner of trouble to aid the reader, by the use of a
strictly devised scientific terminology, by clear defini-
tions, by explanations and illustrations, by methodical
processes of thought, and by warnings against possible
obscurities, ambiguities or misconceptions. If it be true
nevertheless that there occur many particular points of

and Metaphysics given on p. 115,
n. 4). Such writings could only
be called exoteric, in this use
of the word, in the sense that
they were known and in use even
outside the Aristotelian school.
But it comes to very much the
same thing also if we start (as
Zeller prefers to do), with the
second meaning of éfwrepurds, and
understand the éwr. Adyo: to sig-
nify such works as were intended
for outsiders or for the general
public, the same, in fact, as are
included in the terms Adyo: éxBe-
Bouévor or é&v xow@ yryvéuevor,

That such writ ings were of amore

popular character was implied in
the designation, but not directly
expressed in the adjective éfwre-
pucds as such. When Eudemus
puts the Adyot &wr. in opposi-
tion to those kard ¢irocopiar
(see preceding note), we might
understand the latter to mean
‘such as were intended to serve
for scientific instruction ’; but at
the same time there is nothing
against the translation ‘both in
those intended for the general
public and in the scientific trea-
tises.’

} Cf. p. 60, n, 1.

* Cf. p. 22,n. 1,112, n. 8.
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difficulty, the reasons are to be found anywhere rather
than in the writer’s intention. Besides, it i obvious
that any such theory attributes to the philosopher a
very childish sort of mystification, wholly destitute of
any reasonable motive.

It does seem, however, to be true that it was only a
portion of his writings which Aristotle published, in the
sense of making express provision for their dissemination
to a wide circle of general readers. Others which were
more closely connected with his oral teaching seem to
have been designed primarily for the use of his scholars
as classbooks.! It wasin the case of the former only that
he took pains to cultivate that eloquence and artistic
completeness and that popular style of exposition for
which his ¢ exoteric ’ works were famous. The sole aim
of the second set of texts was scientific investigation for
its own sake, and they were therefore distinguished by a
stricter logic and a less artistic dress. It seems that of
the former class by far the greater part, if not the whole,
consisted of those writings which Aristotle wrote before
the opening of the Peripatetic School at Athens, and
chiefly while he was still one of the Platonic circle: of
all of which nothing remains but a few fragments.2 On

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

2 ¢« In this sense’, says Prof.
Zeller, ‘I had already expressed
myself in the second edition,
P. 98, as to the probable state of
facts with regard to the distinc-
tion between exoteric and eso-
teric writings. On the other
hand, I then believed that,in the
Aristotelian passages which men-

tion the étwrepicol Adyor, I could
everywhere translate that phrase
as meaning such discussions as
do not belong to the sphere of
the inquiry actually under in-
vestigation. (Thus also SCHWEG-
LER, Gesch. d. grieck. Phil. 194.)
I bhave now rejected this opi-
nion, and think that the general
meaning of é&wrepikds, to de-
signate something external, or re-
lating to the external, is more
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such a theory there may have been a great difference in
form between the ¢exoteric’ and the ¢acroatic’ texts,

appropriate. It follows that even
in the combination éfwrepucol Aé-
yos this expression will apply not
only to such discussions as lie
outside a specified subject (as
p- 115, n. 1), or are concerned only
with what is external to it (p.
115, n. 2), but also to such as
are current outside a particular
circle (p. 115, n. 3), or such as
are intended for outsiders (p.115,
n. 4). According as we begin
from this or that passage in
Aristotle, and extend the mean-
ing of the expression in that
particular passage to all the other
cases, we get this or that render-
ing of the &wr. Adyor. This is
the explanation of the fact that
even now there are the most
diverse opinions on the matter.
Of these, the farthest removed
from the explanation which has
prevailed since the time of An-
dronicus, which understands by
this expression a particular class
of Aristotelian writings, is the
supposition of MADVIG (Exc. vii.
on C1cC. De Fin.), PRANTL (Arist.
Physik, p. 501, 32), SPENGEL
(¢ Arist. Studien,” 4bk. d. bayr.
Akad. x.181 8q.), FORCHHAMMER
(Arist. und die exoter. Reden,
cf. particularly pp. 16, 64), and
SUSEMIBL (Philol. Anz. v. 674
8q.), that only the conversations
of non-philosophical circles are
designated by the éfwr. Adyor.
Rather nearer to it are RAVAIS-
8ON (Métaph. & Arist. i. 209 sq.)
and THUROT ( Etudes sur Aristote,
209 sq.), who understand by them
such dialectic discussions (in con-
tradistinction to the strictly scien-
tific), as proceed by arguments
wpds Séfar, occurring either in

Aristotelian writings, or in the
oral disputations of the school.
These, in their view, may be
called exoteric, either because
they always have to deal with
something. foreign to the matter
(cf. the &w and éow Ad-yos, Anal. i.
10, 76, b, 24), or because they
always treat the subject exter-
nally. GROTE (Aristotle, 63 8qq.)
agrees with them, except that,
besides the Aristotelian Dia-
logues and some extracts from
the acroamatic works, he thinks
conversations outside the school
are referred to. In like manner
(though with the exclusion of
conversations outside the school)
UEBERWEG (Gesch.d. Phil. i.
148, 5th ed.). ONCKEN (Staatsl.
d. Arist. i. 43 sq.) refers the term
to oral discussions, allied to the
scientific lectures in which the
étwr. Abyor are mentioned, but
of a different class from them.
On the other hand RITTER ( Gesch.
d. Phil. iii. 21 saq.) holds more
closely to the statements of the
ancient writers about the two
classes of Aristotelian pupils and
writings, in assuming (p. 29)
that all the strictly scientific
works were only written by Ari-
stotle as a help to his lectures
and were only published, at a
later period, by himself or his
pupils, and perhaps at first only
for the latter; whereas the re-
maining writings (which are lost
to us), were designed for the use
of cultured persons and might, to-
gether with any corresponding lec
tures, be called exoteric. A like
position is held, in the main, by
BERNAYS (Dial. d. Arist.), who
by the exoteric discourses under-
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and it may be very true that the matter of the former was
less advanced than the systematic doctrine of the Master,
as we have it from his riper years; but it is entirely
beside the mark to suggest that he sought in either the
one case or the other to conceal his opinions or to with-
draw them from the reader’s eye.

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

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

stands such lectures chiefly. the philosophical writings, such

Hexrz (Verl. Schr. d. Ar. 122
8qq.), though agreeing with him
in substance, prefers to give the
expression (with reference to
Phys. iv. 10 init.) the broader
meaning, and to make it imply a
point of view farther removed
from true science. BoNITZ (Ind.
Arist. 104, b, 44 sqq. ; Zeitschrif-
ten fiir bstr. Gymn. 1866, T76
8q.) takes a similar view. STAHR
(Aristotelia, ii. 239 sqq., cf.
especially 275 sq.), and BRANDIS
(@r.-rim. Phil. ii. b, 101 sqq.)
express themselves less decidedly
—the former believing that by
the exoteric writings are meant
partly those in which something
was treated merely in passing,
partly and principally those
which did not essentially belong
to the systematic connection of

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

' RITTER (iii. 29) and BRAN-
DI8 (ii. b, 113) have already



124 ARISTOTLE

cites that other book itself: or that an earlier treatise
gpeaks of an inquiry as already completed, and yet a
later treatise says it is in contemplation only. These
cages are not rare. The Topics is frequently cited in the
Analytics,! and yet cites the latter four times.2 All four
may belong to a later-written portion of the Topics, but
at any rate they cannot be later than the Analytics, in
which these same books are cited as well as the earlier
ones? When the Physics refers us back to discussions
which, as we know them, exist only in the Metaphysics,
it might be said that the reference is to a section which
existed as a separate treatise before the Metaphysics was
compiled ; 4 but it cannot be doubted that the zoological

noted this and explained in g
similar way,

'Cf. p. 67, n. 1. DBONITZ
(Ind. Arist. 102 sq.) gives the
passages on which the following
explanation is based, so far as
they have not been expressly
cited here.

2 VIL 3, 153, a, 24: & vlvwy
3¢ B¢t karaokevd(ew [SC. guAAoyio-
udy 8pov] didpiorar utv &y érépois
axpiBéorepov' (cf. Anal. Post. ii.
13), viii. 11, 162, a, 11: ¢avepdy
3 ék Tav &varvrikdy (Anal. Pr. ii.
9), viii. 13, 162, b, 32: 7> ¥ &
&pxfi . . . wds aiteirar & tpwrdv,
kat’ dAf0eiay udv v Tois kvarvTikols
[Anal. Pp. ji. 16] elpnrai, xard
3bkav 8¢ viv Aextéov, ix. 2 (Soph.
El), 165, b, 8: wepl udv obv Tav
drodeuctikdy [8C. ouAAoyioudy] &
Tols dvaAvrikois elpyrar.

3 Anal. Pr. ii. 15, 64, a, 36
(¥ar1 B¢ 8 ANy épwTnudTwy ouA-
AoyloacBar Odrepoy A &s é&v Tois
Tomkois éAéxBn AaPeiv) refers to
Top. viii. and Anal. Pr.ii. 17, 65,
b, 16 (8wep elpnrar xal év Tols

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

‘In Phys. i. 8, 191, b, 2
Aristotle remarks, after a discus-
sion on the possibility of coming
into existence: els uev 3 Tpéwos
obros, Aros &’ §r1i dvdéxerar TadTa
Aéyew katd THY Sivamwy kal THY
&vépyeiay - TobTo & év EAAois dedpi-
orar 8¢ &kpiBelas pdArov. This
reference is most probably to a
passage in the Metaphysics (for
to refer it to one of the lost
writings is forbidden by the fact
that Aristotle is not accustomed
in other places to quote these
latter, as he cites the dogmatic
writings, with the simple é&
#Aross ; cf. p. 108, n. 3). Inthe
Metaph., however, it not only
agrees with ix. 6 sqq., but also
with v. 7, 1017, a, 36 sqq., t..
the treatise Ilepl Tob wocaxas,
cf. p. 76, n. 3. The same is true
of G@en. et Corr. ii. 10, 336, b,
29, as compared with Metaph.
v. 7.
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tract cited in the D¢ Cwlo! was written later than that
work.? The Meteorology refers to the De Sensu :2® and
yet in its own preamble it described itself as the close
of the series of investigations as to inorganic nature, after
which the works on Animals and Plants were to be taken
up. The Natural History quotes the book on Plants,
which is spoken of in texts that are demonstrably later
as being still unwritten.* The same treatise on Plants
is referred to in an early section of the Ilepl {@wv
svécews a8 already existing, and in a later one as yet
to come.® The lost book on Food is quoted in the
De Somno ;¢ in the later works on the Parts and
Generation. of Animals, it is promised as in the future.”

There is a similar relation
these same tracts and one

! De Celo, ii. 2, 284, b, 13:
if the world had a right snd left
side, it would also be obliged to
have an above and below, a hefore
and behind ; SidpiaTas uév ody wepl
TobTwy &v Tols wepl Tis TAY (Gwv
rwhoes (Ingr. An. 2,704, b, 18,
8qq., tbid. ¢, 4 8q.) & Td Tis
ploews olkeia Tis drelvwr elva,

2 This is proved not only from
Meteorol. i. 1 fin. but also because
the History of Animals and II
(Pwv poplwy are quoted ; see Ind.
Arist. 100, a, 65 sq.

*III. 2 fn.: ¥orw 3¢ wepl
Todrwy Auiv Tebewpnuévoy év Tois
wepl Tas alg@foeas deuevuuévois (De
Sensu, 3) i & uly Adywpuev, Tols
& bs Imdpxovar xpnoduele adTav.
Still more clearly must we, in
Meteor. ii. 3, 3569, b, 21, refer
the elpprar é&v 8&AAois to De
Sensu, 4.

CH An. v, 1, 539, a, 20:

of cross reference between
of the lesser physiological

Gomep elpnrar &v 7§ Bewplg T epl
¢vrdv. On the other hand this
composition, as has been shown
onp. 93, n. 1,is first promised
in works which on their part
quote in many places the History
of Animals, De Vita et M., Part.
An., and Gen. An.

s 1. 23, 731, a, 29: &AAd wepl
puév Qurav & érépois éméoxemTa,
On the other hand v. 3, 783, b,
23: &AAd wepl utv TolTwy (the
falling of the leaves in winter)
&y &AAots Td alriov Aextéov (cf. i.
1, 716, a, 1: wepl u&v odv Purav,
abré kad’ abrd xwpls émickexTéov,
and p. 93, n. 1).

¢ C.3, 466, b, 5: elpnrar 3¢
wepl TobTwy &y Tols wepl Tpodis.

7 Cf. p. 92, and on the chro-
nological relation of the writings
IL. #wvov, I1. (Pwy uoplwy, T, (Puwv
yevéoews, see BONI1TZ, Ind. Arist.
108, a, 16 sqq., 65 sqq.
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texts,! making it impossible to say which comes before
the other. The tract on the Parts of Animals is cited
once in that on the Motion of Animals, which it cites
three times itself.?

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

into the text after Aristotle’s death.t

! 1. {wiis xal Bavdrov, together
with the connected II. &vawvoijs,
of. p. 91 sq.

2 Ingr. An. 5, 706, a, 33:
many animals have the front and
hind parts near one another, ofoy
7d 7€ pardkia kal T& oTpopuBddn
T&v doTpaxodépuwy. elpnTas St wepl
Tobrwy wpbrepov & &répois (Part.
An.iv. 9, 684,b,10sqq., 34, where
the same is said of the mardsid
7€ Kal oTpouBddn TV dorpaxodép-
per). On the other hand, Part.
An.iv. 11, 690, b, 14: % & airla
7is &wodlas adrdv (of snakes)
elpnTar év Tois mepl Tis wopelas Taw
(gwv (c. 8, 708, a, 9 sqq.) Swpio-
pévors, Ibid. 692, a, 16: wepl ¢
Tis 70V kauwiAwy xduYews év Tols
xepl wopelas (c. 7, 707, b, 7, sqq.;
wxpbrepov éwéaxemTar  Kowrfy wep
wxdvrwv. With reference to the
same passage, iv. 13, 696, a, 11:

But there is a far

70 8 alriov &y Tols wepl wopelas xal
Kkirhoews Tdv (Fov elpnTat,

* Thus Zop. vii. 3, 153, a,
24, where two lines would have to
be thrown out in order to remove
the reference, and Meteorol. iii.
2 fin. (p. 125, n. 3), where
the d&s dmdpxovor, xpnodueda
plainly shows that the reference
is not to a future exposition.
Still more violent than the
changes of text here contested is
the resource (4#. Libr. Ord. 118
8q.) of giving to efppra:, when
necessary, the meaning of pnéh-
ogetat, and of denying the
reference to the future in expres-
sions like eis exevor Tdv xaipdy
&woxelordo,

4 Besides the passages given
in the preceding note, this
suggestion seems especially ob-
jectionable in De Celo, ii. 2 (vid.
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simpler explanation, if it be true that he did not at once
publish those books in which we find references to later
texts as already written, but used them for a time only
among his scholars and in connection with his oral
lectures. In such manuscripts addenda would be in-
troduced—and among them references to works written
later would come in from time to time. If the author
was never able to give to such a work any final revision
for the purpose of publication, it might well happen
that in one place a reference would stand in its origin-
ally correct form, as to a future work, though in another
passage of the same or an earlier text a note might
have been incorporated which spoke of the same work
as already written. The same theory will explain the
fact that the Politics—which we have every reason to
consider as a book never finished by Aristotle, and
published in its unfinished form after his death '—is cited
in the Rhetoric, along with the Poetics,? which is itself
spoken of by the Politics in the future tense. 2 The fact
is that Aristotle had written a part of the Politics before
he wrote the Rhetoric and Poetics. Therefore he could
call the Poetics a future book in the Politics, and yet
quote a passage of the Politics in the Rhetoric. If he

supra, p. 125, n. 1). since the el
8¢ dei xal T¢ obpavg, &c. (line 18)
corresponds with the Sidpiorar
ptv oy (line 13). The whole pas-
sage from didpiorar to ebAoyor
iwdpxew &y abrg (line 20), could
be dispensed with, and it would
all have to be taken as a post-
Aristotelian interpolation.

V Cf. infra, ch. xiii.

2 The Politios i. 8, 1366, a,
21 (3unxpiBwrar ydp év Tois woAiTi-

Kkois wepl TovTwy), the Poetics fre-
quently, vid. supra p. 102, n. 1.

$ VIII. 7, 1341, b, 39: on the
¢ catharsis ’ viv udv arAds, rdAw &
&y Tols wepl womrinils époduey
cagpéorepov, which, as Bernays
(Abh. d. hist. phil. Qes. in
Breslau, p. 139) rightly supposes,
probably refers to a lost section
of our Poetics, and not to one of
the Politics (HEITZ, Verl. Schr.
100 sq.).
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had published the Rhetoric, he could not in it have
referred as he did to the unpublished Politics.!

The closing words of the Topics 2 seem to indicate
that Aristotle’s treatises were meant primarily for his
scholars. Addressing his readers, he bespeaks their
indulgence or their thanks for the theory he has un-
folded to them,? referring specially to those who have
heard his lectures. This does not imply that our Topics
are only the lecture notes of the Master, or the note-
book of one of his hearers. Such a view is negatived
both by the wording of the passage,® and by the fact
that in later writings he often refers to the Topics
himself? in words which cannot be explained away as
relating either to a lost book of his own or to another
author. Such an address would be out of place in a
work which was tendered to an unlimited circle of
readers by formal publication, but it is entirely natural
if the Topics was then issued only to Aristotle’s scholars

1 It is more difficult to ex-
plain the strange fact that Rhet.
iii. 1, 1404, b, 22 speaks of the
actor Theodorus as if he were
still living and acting, whilst
Polit. viii. 17, 1336, b, 27 treats
him as one belonging to the past.
But here the question arises,
whether we possess, in the third
book of Rhetoric, the work of
Aristotle himself, or the work of
a later writer, who, in this pas-
sage, which seems to be in the
genuine style of Aristotle, may
have used one of his earlier
works. Cf. p. 72, n. 2.

2 Soph. El. 33 fin.: Aristotle
had no predecessor for his theory
of demonstration; el 8 ¢alvera:
Ocacapévos Splv . . . Exew § uéfodos

ikav@s wapd Tas dAAas wpayuarelas
T&s éx wapadboews ndEnuévas, Aowdy
by ey wdvrwy Sudv 4 Tév Hrpoa-
pévawy Epyov Tois pdv wapakeA eiupué-
vois Tiis pe@bdov avyyvduny Tois ¥
ebpnpévois oAy Exewv xdpw.

* Some MSS. read, instead of
duiv and dudv, nuiv and Hudy ; but
Aristotle could not possibly have
included himself among those
whom he thanks, and to whom
he apologises.

* Which distinguishes among
the readers the *#xpoauévor’
from the rest; only by striking

-out the # before rév hrpoauévwy

could we get a simple address
to listeners, but the MSS. all have
it.

s Ind. Arist,102, a, 40 sqq.
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as a memorial of the contents of his lectures or as an
auxiliary to them.! That this was true of some of his
books, must be inferred from other passages also. The
synopsis of varying meanings of words, which now forms
the fifth book of the Metaphysics, could never have
been published by Aristotle in its present form as a
glossary without beginning or end. It can only have
been placed in the hands of his scholars simply as an
aid to his teaching. Yet he often refers to it, and
that even in texts earlier than the Mefaphysics.? The
same argument applies to the often-cited anatomical
texts,? which must have been limited to a narrow circle
because of the drawings which were an essential part of
them. If it be true, however, that writings which
Aristotle cites were published only to his scholars, it
follows that the same must be true of those in which
these citations occur; for no one could in a published
book refer to an unpublished one, or say that a subject
not gone into was fully explained in an inaccessible
tract.

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

! As S8tahr, ¢bid., has sup- * About which see p. 89,
posed. n, 1.
2 Cf. pp. 76, n. 3, 124, n, 4,

VOL. 1, K



130 ARISTOTLE

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

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

" 1 A supposition whichanumber 2 Cf. p. 89, n. 2. It maybe

of scholarshave beenled to adopt,
with various particular modifica-
tions : thus RITTER, iii. 29 (rid.
supra, p. 121, n. 2 mid.) ; BRAN-
DIS, ii. b, 113; UEBERWEG, Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 174, eighth ed., SUSE-
MIHL, Arist. Poét. p. 1 sq., BER-
NAYS, Arist. Politik, 212. 1t is also
probable that Aristotle, instead of
writing, usually dictated: which
would account for many of their-
regularities of style, such as the
lengthy and involved anacolutha.

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

3 As in Bk. vii. of the Physics,
on which Spengel has written in
Abh. d. Minch. Akad. iii. 2, 306
8qq. Cf. PRANTL, Arist. Phys. 337.

* Cf. p. 76, n. 8, and infra, Ch.
xiii., indt.

8 Vid. supra, p. 93,n. 2; Ind.
47,102, b, 60 sqq.
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vidual texts. But the peculiarities above referred to,
the reference to a class of published or ¢ exoteric’ works,
the habit of citing later books in earlier ones, the tricks
of repetition and disorder which indicate the absence of
the author’s final revision—all these extend through
almost the whole of the extant Corpus. From this and
from the fact that, though the Topics and the De Anima
were apparently written only for Aristotle’s pupils,
yet they are frequently cited by later treatises,! it seems
very probable that the whole of our Corpus, so far as it
is genuine, consists of books which were produced in
connection with the teaching in the Lyceum, were
intended at first for Aristotle’s pupils only, and were
made generally accessible by formal publication only
after the master’s death. Of the great majority of them
it may also be assumed, not only from their- contents,
but also from their express internal correlation that
Aristotle is in them working up in writing what he had
already given his pupils by way of oral lectures,? though
it is also likely that when they came to be published
by third parties explanations were added and whole
passages interpolated from Aristotle’s papers or his
other lectures.? A few of the texts may have served him
as aids in his teaching, without being themselves matter
of lecturing. One of the books of the Metaphysics®

' Cf. p. 129 and 130.

2 Cf. what has been remarked
on p. 128 sq. with regard
to the closing words of the
Topics.

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

in the Metaphysics and the De
Anima.

* Like the composition ITepl
Tob wogaxds (cf. p. 76, n. 3, at p.
77). One is inclined to think
the same of the ’Avarouaf,

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

K2
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seems to have been a plan for a lecture course, though
not intended, in its present shape, for communication
to his pupils. This, however, cannot well be true of
any great portion of the extant writings. That theory
is excluded in the first place by the all-pervading
system of cross references, which both in number and
in manner go far beyond anything that Aristotle
could have wanted for himself.! Again it is negatived
by the fact that, in spite of all the defects already
referred to, these works are from a literary point of
view far more carefully worked up than they would
have been if they were merely sketches for the lecturer’s
own use. Then again, the unusual recurrence of formulee
of introduction, transition and conclusion, shows that

the author is writing, not for himself, but for others.?

' Bk. xii. of the Metaphysics
bas in the first half none at all,
and in the second, which is
worked out much more fully
(since the dédewcras, c. 7, 1073,
a, b, relates to c. 6, 1071,b,20),a
single reference (c. 8, 1073, a,32:
3&eixtar 8 & Tois ¢Puaixois wepl
rotrwy). It is otherwise in most
of the other works. Still more
decisive, however, is the form of
the references. No one uses for
himself expressions like the
¢auty mentioned in p. 115, n. 4, or
circumstantial formulas, like ¥«
Te tijs loToplas Tis wepl 7a (fa
¢pavepdy xal Tdv bvatoudv Kal
Horepov Aexbfioerar &v Tois wep
yevéoews (Part. An. iv. 10, 689,
a, 18), and the like (the Ind. Ar.
97, b, sqq. furnishes examples), or
like those quoted on p. 115.

2 To this class belongs the
conclusion of the Zopics (see p.
128, n. 2); the »iv 3¢ Aéywuer

(Soph. El. c. 2, fin.; Metaph. vii.
12, imit., xiii. 10, 1086, b, 16 and
supra), Goxep Aéyouev, &Goxep
enéyouev (Eth. N. vi. 3, 1139, b,
26, Metaph. iv. 65,1010, a, 4, Rhet.
i. 1, 1055, a, 28 and swpra),
xabdxep éxhAbouer (Metaph. x. 2,
init., xiii. 2, 1076, b, 39), xaddwep
Siesnbueda (Metaph. vii. 1, init.),
8 Swploauey, & ols Suwpwrdueba,
78 Swopiopéva nuiy (Metaph. i. 4,
985, a, 11, vi. 4, fin., i. 7, 1028, a,
4), Sirov Huiv (Rhet. i. 2, 1356, b,
9, 1357, a, 29), Tebedpnras Nuiv
ixavaos xepl abrav (Metaph. i. 3,
983, a, 33); cf. also those sen-
tences in which what has been
discussed before is summed up,
and what is going to be treated
is announced (e.g. Metaph. xiii. 9,
1086, a, 18 sqq., Rhet. i. 2, 1356,
b, 10 sqq. ; Sopk. El. c. 33, 188,
a, 8qq.; Meteorol. init.),
ONCKEN (Staatsl. d. Ar., i. 58)
cites, from the Noom. Ethics and
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Another unlikely theory! is that which suggests
that the whole or a great part of our Corpus consists of
transcripts in which Aristotle’s pupils had set down the
contents of his lectures. We have seen that they are
in all probability closely connected with the lecture
courses.? But whether they are a mere transcript of
these, or a free working-up of the same matter, whether
they were designed to repeat as correctly as might be
the words of the master, or to leave us a spiritual re-
production of his thoughts, whether in fine they were
written by his pupils or by himself, is a very different
question. The note-theory may rely on the suggestion
that it would explain the carelessness of the methods of

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

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

? Oncken, in proof of this,
rightly appeals, besides other
passages (p. 69 sq.), to those
passages of the Ethics in which
an audieunce is spoken of : Eth. i.
1, 1095, a, 2, 11 : 8 Tiis woATikT}s
obx ¥ar¢ olxeios &xpoatds 6 véos . . .
wepl udy &rpoarod . . . meppoyudoow
rocavra. Ibid. c. 2, 1095, b, 4:
3id 3¢t Tois ¥eov HxOar kards Tdy

wepl . .. T@y woAiTIKGY drovaduevoy.
(Eth. x. 10, 1079, b, 23, 27; vii.
5, 1147, b, 9, are not relevant
here ; and Pol.vii. 1,1328,b,39:
érépas ydp doTwv Epyov axoAis
Tavra, only means °¢this be-
longs to another inquiry.")
Oncken further proves that, in
referring on any point to other
works, only such expressions are
used as are suited to a person
who is speaking, such as elppra,
Aexréoy, UAAos Adyos, &c.; but
such language was certainly used
in referring to mritings (like the
Problems and the étwrepicol Adyor,
see above, p. 96, and p. 115, n. 4),
and is often so used in our own
days. He also refersto the title
wohirieh &xpbagis (ap. DIOG. v.
24) ; pvawch éxpbacis is likewise
universally used for the Physios
(vid. supr. p. 81, n. 2); but since
we do not know with whom these
titles originate, not much can be
inferred from them.
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statement.! But on closer inquiry, this argument
comes to nothingz. For it is not here a question of any
such defects as commonly arise in the redaction of
well-ordered lectures badly reported, through omissions
and repetitions and the erroneous piecing together of
the broken argument. It is more a question of peculi-
arities of style not restrained by the writer, which are
too characteristic and too constant in their character to
allow us to make chance and the errors of third persons
answerable for them.? Such an origin might be thought
possible if they appeared in some books and not in
others. But as they in fact extend, though in varying
degrees, through the whole, they can only be ascribed

to Aristotle himself. The

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

* With these must be
reckoned the formation of the
sentences (searchingly inves-
tigated by BONITZ, Arist. Stud.
ii. 3 sqq.) especially the ex-
planations, often of consider-
able length, which are parenthe-
tically introduced, and the ana-
colutha consequent on this; the
frequent use or absence of certain
particles (prcofs of which are to
be found in EUCKEN, De Arist.
Dicendi Ratione, and in Bonitz’s
notice of this work in the Ztschr.
/. d. ostr. Gymn. 1866, 804 sqq.),
and similar points. The same is
the true view as to the questions

very style and form of the

occurring so often in all Aristo-
telian writings, which are put at
one time in simple form, at
another (as in De An. i. 1, 403,
b, 7 sqq., Gen. et Corr.ii. 11,337,
b, 5, and in the passages ex-
plained by BoNITZ, Arist. Stud.
ii. 16 sq., tbid. 6, 333, b, 30) in a
disjunctive form, but are not
answered. That such unanswered
questions could not have occurred
in a composition (ONOKEN, ibid.
61), one cannot allow — how
many, for instance, are found,
only to mention one modern
writer, in Lessing! Neither can
one admit the supposition (ibid.
69), that they were answered, in
oral discourse, by the audience or
the teacher. They seem to be,
both in Aristotle and Lessing, a
very natural diversion of an
acute and lively Dialectic, which
would have been more likely to
be removed than retained by any
reporter.




ARISTOTLE’S WRITINGS 133

writings therefore afford a strong indicdtion that not
only their contents but their language is Aristotle’s own.
A like conclusion follows also (as we have seen!) from
the series of cross references; for in a lecture a man
might allude to one or two past courses, but could
hardly refer to a whole series of lectures widely distant
in date, as to which he could not assume that the details
were in the memory of his present audience.? It seems
moreover that in many cases, as in the Natural Philo-
sophy, the matter of the various treatises goes too closely
into detail for the purposes of oral teaching. Such
lectures would have taxed the attention and memory of
the most zealous hearer, and it is difficult to see how
they could have been transcribed so perfectly.? Yet
these treatises stand on no different footing from the
rest. ’

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

! See pp. 128, 131.

2 Note, in relation to this
point, how one and the same
composition is frequently re-
ferred to in the most remote
places, and how, on the other
hand, the most widely differing
texts are cited inthe sametreatise.
Thus the Physics, De Celo, Gen.
et Corr., Meteor., De Anima, De
Sensu, Part. An., are quoted in
many passages of the Metaphysics
and in the Kthics; the books on
Generation and Corruption in the
Meteorology, Metaphysics, De

Anima, De Sensu, Part. An.,
Gen. An.; the Metaphysics quote
the Analytics, Physios, De Celo,
Ethics, the éxroyh Tav évavriwv;
inthe Rhetoric, the Topics, Analy-
tics, Politics, Poetics, and the
OcvdéxTeia are quoted.

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

4 Cf. p. 67.

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

If it be true that the philosophical works of Ari-
stotle had not yet passed at his death beyond the circle
of his personal hearers, this circamstance would make
it also intelligible that they might for a long time,
even after his death, have been withheld from general
publicity, or that they might even by an unlucky acci-
dent have been lost to the Peripatetic School. And,
according to a curious and well-known story, such an
accident was said to have occurred, involving, as was
supposed, the loss for two centuries of the texts of
Aristotle.

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

and notes thereon. Sohol, 404, b, 10.
2 These have reference to 3 @r.-rom. Phil. ii. b, 114,
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CHAPTER III
HISTORY AND ORDER OF THE WORKS OF ARISTOTLE

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

! The date of this edition must
have fallen somewhere about
the middle of the last century
B.C. Foras Tyrannio wasin B.C.
T1 taken prisoner in Amisus and
released by Mur@na (cf. ZELLER,
Phk. d. @r., pt. iii. a, 660, 1), he
could hardly have settled in
Rome before Lucullus’ return to
Rome (66 B.c.). We know that
he was even at the time of his
capture a scholar of renown,
that he was instructing in B.C.
67 the soms of Cicero, and had
some intercourse with the latter

and Atticus (C10. 44 Qu. Fr. ii.5,
Ad Att. iv. 4, 8). His work at
Rome could not, therefore, have
extended very far beyond the
middle of the century, even
though he perhaps lived on into
the last third of it. (He died ac-
cording to Suid. s v. ynpawds, in
the third year of an Olympiad
the number of which has un-
fortunately been miswritten.)
About Andronicus cf. ZELLER,
Ph, d. Gr., pt. iii. a, 549, 3, and
above, p. 49, n. 6.
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and if' so, what the nature of the evidence might be.!
Later critics found in the tale a welcome explanation of
the incompleteness and irregularities of the existing

Corpus.?

If in truth the case were exactly as Strabo

and Plutarch say, we should not only not wonder at the
existing defects, but we should rather have expected a
far wider and more hopeless corruption than appears in

fact to exist.

! Our authorities for the
above narrative are, as we have
remarked, Strabo (xiii. 1, 54, p.
608) and Plutarch (Sulla, 26),
for Buid. 3¢AAas only copies Plu-
tarch. The latter, however, un-
doubtedly gets his information
from Strabo. The only thing
which the latter does not give is
the remark that Andronicus ob-
tained copies of the Aristotelian
works through Tyrannio, pub-
lished them, and wrote the Tobs
vy pepopévous wivakas. Plut. may
have added this from what he
knew from other sources, or also
(as Stahr supposes in Arist.
ii. 23) from Strabo’s historical
work (made use of immediately
afterwards for an incident in
Sulla’s residence at Athens). We
have no right to suppose (HEITz,
Verl. Schr. 10) a source for his
information about Apellico’s dis-
covery of books, independent of
Strabo. Hence our only stable
witness for this item is Strabo.
But we do not know to whom the
latter was indebted for his in-
formation; the supposition that
it was Andronicus is very unsafe.
© Strabo, after the statements as
to the purchase of the Aristote-
lian books by Apellico, and as to
his faulty edltmg of them, says:
aquvéBn 8¢ Tois &k TdV wepimdTwy,

For if it were true of the most important

Tois uiv wdAat Tols perd Oedppac-
Tov odk Exovow 8aws T& BifAla
wAW OAlywy, kal udAwrra Tav éE-
wrepedy, undty Exew Pirocodety
TPRYRATIKDS GANG Oéaets AnrvO((etr
Tois 8 Borepov, &’ ob Td BiBAla
TaiTa wpoiiAdey, Euewoy utv éxelvwy
pihogopely  kal  &pioToTeAl(ew,
bvaykd(ecar  uévroi T@ WOAAQ
slxd-ru Aéyew 32 70 wAflos TV
auapri@v. But we can only sup-
pose this to have been taken from

Andronicus, if we limit the
¢younger Peripatetics® (rots

¥ dorepov, &c.) to those pre-
decessors of Andronicus who
were able to use the editions
of Apellico and Tyrannio, and
it is very questionable whether
anyone could attribute to these
men, who are quite unknown to
us, an improvement of the Peri-
patetic doctrine, and a closer
insight into Aristotle, such as
might with reason be ascribed to
Andronicus. As little can we
assume Tyrannio or Boéthus
(to whom Grote ascribes it, A#i-
stotle, i. 64) as Strabo’s source of
information, since the former
would have taken a different view
of his own edition, and the latter
of the younger Peripatetics.

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

Modern criticism has, however, raised doubts about
Strabo’s story ! which even its defenders cannot alto-
gether silence.? That Theophrastus bequeathed his
library to Neleus is beyond doubt.? That the MSS. of

! After the isolated and dis-
regarded voice of a learned
Frenchman, about the beginning
of the eighteenth century, had
raised doubts as to this narration
(see what Stahr pives in Arist.
ii. 163 sq. from the Journal des
Se¢arans of the year 1717, p. 666
8qq., as to the anonymous com-
position Les Aménitez de la
Critique), BRANDIS (¢ Ueb. die
Schicksale d. arist. Biicher.
Rhein. Mus. v. Niebuhr and
Brandis, i. 236 sqq . 2569 sqq. ; cf.
Qr.-rom. Phil. ii. b, 66 sqq.) was
the first to deal with it seriously.
Korp (Rhein. Mus. iii. 93 sqq.)
supplemented his criticism, and
finally STAHR has discussed the
question with exhaustive parti-

cularity (4ristotelia, ii. 1-166, cf.
294 sq.). Later scholars have
mostly followed them.

2 HE1Tz, Verl. Schr. d. Ar.
9 8qq., 20, 29 sqq.; GROTE, A7ri-
stotle, i. 50 sqq.; GRANT, Ethics
of Ar. i. b 8qq., Aristotle, 3 sqq.
Certain errors in Strabo’s and
Plutarch’s representation are in-
deed admitted by these scholars,
but in the main it is said to be
correct. It is impossible here to
examine in detail the reasons
given for this opinion, but the
grounds for its rejection are
fully dealt with in the text.

3 Theophrastus’ will, apud
D10G. v. 62; cf. ATHEN. i. 3,
where it is added that Ptolemy
Philadelphus bought the whole
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Aristotle and Theophrastus belonging to that library
passed to the heirs of Neleus and. were by them hidden
in a canal or cellar to escape a royal book-collector
and were afterwards found by Apellico in a desperate
condition, there is no need to doubt.! All the facts
which Strabo relates as to the matter may therefore be
correct enough. And it is also beyond question that
Andronicus’ edition of the Aristotelian text-books was
of epoch-making importance both for the study of the
system and for the preservation of the text. If, how-
ever, it be maintained that these writings were
nowhere to be found outside the Scepsis cellar and were
unknown therefore to the Peripatetic School after the
death of Theophrastus, there are the strongest arguments
against any such theory.

In the first place, it is almost incredible that an
event so singularly notable as the discovery of the lost
masterpieces of Aristotle should never have been even
alluded to by any of those who, since that time, have
concerned themselves with Aristotle, as critics or as
philosophers. Cicero says not a word, though he had
abundant occasion, for he lived at Rome at the very
time when Tyrannio was working among the literary
booty of Sulla, and was, in fact, in active intercourse
with Tyrannio himself. Alexander, ¢ the Exegete,” says
nothing ; nor does any one of the Greek critics who used
the very works of Andronicus, either at first or at second

collection of Neleus and had it Alexandria, this may easily be
brought to Alexandria. an inexact expression, just as
' For when Athenseus, or it is inexact, in the opposite
the epitomiser of his introduc- way, when,in v 214, he makes
tion, tbid., asserts that the whole Apellico possess not the works,
library of Neleus was taken to but the library of Aristotle.
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hand. Andronicus himself seems to have ascribed to
Apellico’s discovery so little importance that he based
neither the inquiry into the genuineness of a tract nor
the discussion of a various reading upon any reference
to the MSS. of Neleus.! Later editors did not in any
way feel themselves bound by his ‘text,? though if
Strabo were right, it could be the only authentic one.
On the other hand, the theory that by the loss of
the works of Aristotle, the followers of Theophrastus
strayed from the original teachings of their school and
lost themselves in mere rhetorical developments, is an
obvious contradiction of the facts. It may be true that
the Peripatetics of the third century strayed away as
time went on from the study of natural philosophy and
metaphysics, but this change took place not on the
death of Theophrastus, but at the earliest on the death
of his successor Strato. So far was he from confining
himself to ethics and rhetoric, that he devoted himself,
on the contrary, with a one-sided preference to physics,
though he by no means neglected logic and meta-~
physics. He frequently contradicted Aristotle; but
that could not be by ignorance of the Aristotelian system,

because he attacked it expressly.®? It does not appear

! With regard to the first,
cf. the account given on p. 66,n. 1.
as to his doubts about the
TI. ‘Epunvelas: with respect to
the second point, cf. DEXIPP.
In Arist. Categ. p. 25, Speng.
(Schol. in Ar. 42, a, 30) : wp@Toy
ptv obx & Emagt Tols &vri-
Yypdpois 75 & 8t Abyos Tis obolas”
wpboxeirar, &s xal Bonbds uryuo-
vever xal ’Avdpbvikos—it i8 not
said that he has settled the dis-

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

2 Cf. SiMPL. Phys. 101, a.

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

But who can believe that the most important works
of the great philosopher were not extant at the date of
his successor’s death in any other MSS. than those
which Neleus inherited ? or that not only in Aristotle’s
lifetime, but also in the nine Olympiads between his
death and that of Theophrastus, not one of his many
followers had ever been willing and able to possess
himself of the most important sources of the Peripatetic
teaching? Who can think that Eudemus, the most
loyal of the Aristotelian circle, or Strato, the shrewdest
of the Peripatetics, would have done without the Master’s
books—or that Demetrius of Phalerus did not include
them in his zeal for collecting learned works—or that
Ptolemy Philadelphus bought other books of Aristotle
and Theophrastus for his Library of Alexandria, but
omitted to obtain copies of their essential texts ?

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

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

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

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

! For references see pp. 656 2 Cf, p.148, n. 4,and in the sec-
and 68. tion on Eudemus at Ch. xix., inf,
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To do this, Eudemus must have possessed Aristotle’s
texts ; especially if, as a relisble story tells us,! he used
them at a time when he was not living at Athens.?
Again, it is beyond doubt that the Alexandrian Library
included a large number of Aristotle’s works.? The
compilers of the Alexandrine Canon, who place Aristotle
among the model writers of philosophy, may have had
chiefly in view the more careful style of his exoteric
writings ; ¢ but in the foundation of that great collection
it is not possible that the scientific works of Aristotle
can have been left out of account. If the Catalogue of
Diogenes® comes from the Alexandrine Library, it is
proof positive that they were there: but even if that
conjecture (in itself extremely probable) were erroneous,
the Catalogue still proves in any case that the compiler of

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

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

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

4 See STAHR, ibid. 66 sq. on
this point.

® For which see p. 48 sqq.



ARISTOTLE’S WRITINGS 145

it, who lived later than Theophrastus and earlier than
Andronicus, had before him a great part of our extant
Corpus Aristotelicum.! Its probable author, Herm-
ippus, was acquainted with the works of Theophrastus
(which according to Strabo and Plutarch were buried in
Scepsis along with those of Aristotle), as is clear from
his catalogue of them, preserved, apparently, by Dio-
genes.? That he at all events knew nothing of the
disappearance of the Aristotelian writings, may probably
be inferred from the silence of Diogenes on that subject.?
Another strong evidence of the use of the Aristotelian
books in the third century B.C. is to be found in the
Stoic teaching, which in its most systematic exposition
by Chrysippus follows both in logic and in physics
more closely on the Aristotelian than could be possible
if the Aristotelian text-books were unknown. There is,
indeed, some express evidence that Chrysippus had in

fact these texts in view.4

' Cf. p. 50, n. 1.

2 Cf.the scholion atthe end of
the Metaphysics of Theophrastus:
Tovro Td BiBAloy ’Avdpdvikos udv
xal “Epuirwos &yvooiaw * o8¢ ydp
pvelay abrod 8Aws wemolnrar &y 7§
&vaypadfi Ty OcoppdoTov BifAfwy.
From the same list evidently is
taken the scholion at the begin-
ning of the seventh book of the
History of Plants (apud USENER,
Anal. Theophr. 23) : @coppdorov
wepl purdvioroplas Td 0. “Epuimmos
3¢ wepl ppuyavikiy xal woiwdiow,’Av-
Bpbyikos 3¢ wepl Qurdy ioroplas,
DroG. (ii. 566) names a book by
Hermippus on Theophrastus, of
which it probably formed a part.
That the lists in Diog. v. 46 sqq.,
at least in part and indirectly,

VOL. I.

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

3 For, on the one hand, it is
not to be supposed that Herm-
ippus in his copious work on
Aristotle (mentioned on p.51,n.2)
would not have mentioned thiscir-
cumstance, if he had been aware
of it ; and, on the other hand, it
is veryimprobable that the author
to whom Diogenes is indebted for
his many quotations from Hermip-
pus would have passed over this
information. Diogenes, to whose
literary tastes it must haverecom-
mended itself, would have seized
upon it, if he found it.

4 For even if we were not

L

t oA
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If the works of Aristotle were first unearthed by
Apellico and first fully known through Tyrannio and
Andronicus, how could it be said of Critolaus that he
imitated the old masters of his school—Aristotle, that
is, and Theophrastus ?! or how of Herillus the Stoic
that he based himself upon them,? or of Panstius that
he was always quoting them ?3 How could we have
mention of the constant tendency of Posidonius towards
Aristotle?* How could Cicero’s teacher, Antiochus,
have explained the Aristotelian teaching as one with
the Academic, and attempted their complete and
thorough-going amalgamation ?® or where could oppo-
pents such as Stilpo and Hermarchus have found the
material for their attacks on Aristotle ? ¢ So again,since
Andronicus gives us the alleged letter in which Alex-
ander complains to Aristotle about the publication of
his doctrine,” it follows that long before that date
writings ‘of Aristotle, including some of those which
were afterwards reckoned ¢ exoteric,” must have in fact
been public property.

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

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

! Cre. Fin. v. b, 14.

2 Ihid. v. 26, 73.

3 Ibid. iv. 28, 79; cf. ZELL,,
Ph.d. Gr. pt.iii. a, 503, 3, 2nd ed.

4 Ibid. iii, a, 514, 2.

5 Fuller particulars, tbid.
535 8qq.

¢ Stilpo wrote, according to
Droa. ii. 120, an ’Apwrrorérys,
Hermarchus (ibid. x. 25) wpds
"Aptotorény. From the expres-
sion of Colotes apud PLUT. Adr.
Col. 14, 1, p. 1115, we can, how-
ever, conclude nothing.

7 Seepp.22,n.1,and 112,n.3.
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exoteric or hypomnematic,! are not here in point, but
also of the majority of the scientific treatises themselves.

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

! The letters, vide supra
p. 54, n. 2.; the four books, II
Sucatoaivs (p. 56, n. 1), taken into
consideration by Chrysippus,
Teles, Demetrius (I1. épunp.), pro-
bably also by Carneades; the
Protrepticus, which is known even
to Crates, Zeno, and Teles (p. 60,
n. 1), the Budemus (p. 66, n. 2),
which at any rate Cicero used;
the discourses on Philosophy
(p. 65, n. 6) and on Wealth (p.
58, n. 1 end), which, before him,
Philodemus, and also Metrodo-
rus, pupil of Epicurus, made
use of ; the épwrirds, which, ac-
cording to ATHEN. xv. 674, b,
Aristo of Ceos knew ; the dialogue
1. wotnrv (p. 68, n. 1), which Era-
tosthenes and Apollodorus seem
to have used ; the ’OAvumiovikas,
which Eratosthenes (apud DI1og.
viii. 51), quotes ; the Didascalics,
which Didymus quotes in the
Scholiasts to Aristoph. 4». 1379
(cf. HE1TZ, Verl. Schr. 56); the
Tapoyufas, on account of which
_Aristotle (according to ATHEN.

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

2 See p.67,n. 1.

 See pp. 64,n. 1, 66, n. 1.

* See pp.64and 66; p.141,n.1.

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

¢ Cf. p. 68, n. 1, and 71, n. 2.

" Of Theophrastus this is

L2
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his follower Strabo! had used them. The Rheforic is
imitated and referred to in writings which in all likeli-
hood are themselves earlier than Andronicus;? and

the same is true of the Theodectine Rhetoric.?

The

Physics were worked over by Theophrastus and
Eudemus, and the latter” followed the text so closely
that he is actually cited in support of the correctness of

One

clear from Alexander In Top.
p. 5, m, (cf. 68, 72, 31), In Me-
taph. 342, 30, 373, 2 (705, b, 30,
719, b, 27). See SIMPL. Categ.
Sohol. in Ar. 89, a, 15.

' Cf. ALEX. Top., infra
(Schol. 281, b, 2). Among Strabo’s
writings is found apud DIogG. v.
59, a Térwy wpooluia.

2 The former in the Rhetoric
ad Alex. (vide supra, p. 74,
n. 3), which Diogenes (No. 79)
knows (cf. p. 72, n.2) as well
as cur Rhetorio (about which see
p. 72, n. 2, ad fin.); the latter
apud DEMETRIUS, De Elocutione ;
quotations from our Rhetoric are
found here, c. 38, 41 (Rket. iii.
8, 1409, a, 1); c. 11, 34 (Rhet.
iii. 9, 1409, a, 35, b, 16); c. 81
(Rhet. iii. 11, init.); to it ibid.
¢ 34 refers, which is earlier than
the author Archedemus, who was
probably the Stoic of that name,
oirea 140 B.C.

3 Which (as shown at p. 72,
n. 2) is likewise given in Dio-
genes, and is named by the Rhe-
toric ad Alew.

4+ We get these facts, apart
from other proof, from the ex-
ceedingly numerous references to
the Physics in Simplicius; for
instance, about Theophrastus,
cf. SiMPL. Phys. 141, a and b,
and 187, a, 201, b, and the

a various reading.t

of the scholars of Eude-

same author In Categ. Schol. 92,
b, 20sq., with THEMIST. Phys. 54,
b, 55, a, b (Schol. 409, b, 8, 411,
a, 6,b, 28), and BRANDIS, Rhein.
Mus. i. 282 thereon ; about Eu-
demus, SIMPL. Phys.18,b (Arist.
Plys. i. 2, 185, b, 11); also 29,
a: 6 Eddnuos ¢ 'Apiororéet wdvra
kataxoAovddy; 120, b, where it
is remarked on Phys. iii. 8, 208,
b, 18 : kdAAioy yap, oluat, Td “ &w
T0U UoTews” oftws axolew, bs &
Etidnpos évofice T& T0d Kabnyeudvos,
&c.; so 121, b: & T 3¢ [sc.
dyriypdpois] dvrl Tob ¢ kowh ”
“wpdrn.” xal ofitw ypdpe: xal &
Etidnuos; 128, b : E¥dnuos 3¢ Tod-
Tois wapaxoAovay, &c.; 178, b:
Eudemus writes, in Phys. iv.
13, 222, b, 18, not Mdpwr but
wapdv; 201, b: EU. é Tois
éavrod puaikols wapappd{wy T& Tob
'Apwororérovs; 216, a: Eude-
mus immediately connects with
what is found in Aristotle at the
end of the fifth book, the be-
ginning of the sixth; 228,
a: in Aristotle an éxl 7dde re-
peated in a different context
(Phys. vi. 3, 234, a, 1) gives an
ambiguity in expression, and so
Eudemus puts ““ éréxewva ” instead
of the second éxl 7dde¢; 242, a
(beginning of the seventh book) :
E3. uéxpt Tovde SAns oxeddv xpary-
uarelas  xepahalors &xoAovbfoas,
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mus ! cited from the Physics of Aristotle the three books
¢ on Movement.” It can also be proved that the same work
was known to Strabo,? and Posidonius the Stoic showed
no less acquaintance with it.> The De Celo cannot
be shown with certainty to have been known to any
writer older than Andronicus except Theophrastus.
It is, however, very unlikely that this work disap-
peared after his time when its continuation—the IIepi
yevéoews Kai ¢bopas—appears in the Catalogue of
Diogenes,® and when the Meteorology, which is closely
connected with both the one and the other,is known
to have been used by many writers of that period.®
Posidonius, for example, appropriated from it the theory
_of the elements,” and Strabo disputed its account of the
heaviness and lightness of bodies.® The (spurious)
Mechanics, and the Astronomy, are named in the list
in Diogenes.® The Natural History was adapted not
only by Theophrastus,'® but also by the Alexandrine
writer Aristophanes of Byzantium."! That it was not

TodTO TapeAOiy bs weperTdv éwd Td
& 17§ TeAevtaip BiBAly KepdAaia
perfiAle; 279, a: xal § e EUS.
xapagpd{wy oxedov kal adrds Td
'Apwororéhovs Tibnor xal Tabra
76 Tphpara ovwrdpws; 294, b:
Aristotle shows that the first
motor must be immovable—to
which Eudemus adds: 7d mpdrws
xwovy xad éxdorny xivmow. For
further details see ch. xix. infra,
and p. 136, n 2.

! Damasus: vide supra,p. 82.

2 Cf. BIMPL. Phys. 153, a
(188, b), 154, b, 168, a, 187, a,
8qq., 189, b (cf. Phys. iv. 10),
214, a.

3 In the fragment apud
SiMpL. Phys. 64, b: of which

Simplicius remarks that it is
based on Aristotle (Phys. ii. 2).

4 Vide supra, p. 83, n. 1.

5 That is, if No. 39, TI.
agroixelwy o' B' o', refers to it;
about which see p. 50, n. 1.

¢ Vide supra,p. 83, n. 1.

7 SiMPL. De Celo, Sohol. in
Ar. 517, a, 31.

¢ SIMPL. ibid. 486, a, 5.

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

19 D10G. v. 49 names as his
’EmiToudv 'Apiarorélovs T1. Zgay s,

1 According to HIEROCL.
Hippiatr. Pref. p. 4, this gram-
marian had written an 'Exiropd of
it, which ARTEMIDOR. Oneiro-
orit. ii. 14 calls iwopvfiuara el
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unknown during the Alexandrine period is also shown
by the Catalogue of Diogenes (No. 102), and by the
existence of a popular compilation from it which was
much in use.! The De Anima was used, after Theo-
phrastus,? by the author of the book on the ¢ Movement
of Living Creatures,” who used also the spurious treatise
Ilepi mvedparos® As to the Problems,* it is more
than improbable that the working up of that book for
the Peripatetic School began later than the time of
Andronicus. The Metaphysics was used, as we have
seen,® not only by Theophrastus and Eudemus, but after
them by Strabo and other Peripatetics. It was pro-
bably published by Eudemus; though some sections of
it do seem to have been first introduced by Andronicus
into the then extant Aristotelian treatise on the First
Philosophy. Of the Ethics, it is obvious that it could not
have existed only in Theophrastus’s MS. so as to be lost
with it, for if so it could not have been worked over
either by Eudemus or at a later date by the author of
Magna Moralia. 'The Politics, if we are to judge by
the list of Diogenes, was to be found in the Library of
Alexandria$ along with the first book of our Economics,

’Apiororény (see Schueider in
his edition i. xix ). Demetrius
also, De Elocut. 97, 167 (cf. H.
An. ii. 1, 497, b, 28; ix. 2. 32,
610, a, 27,619, a, 16), or perhaps
the earlier writer used by him,
knows this epitome.

1 Aboutwhichseep.87,n.1,ad
fin. From this compilation also
the many quotations from the
Aristotelian History of Animals in
Antigonus’ Mirabilia (c. 16, 22,
27-1183, 115) are perhaps taken.

For the present purpose it is of
no importance whether they are
mediate or immediate witnesses
for the use of Aristotle’s work.

? Upon which see THEMI-
STOCLES in De An. 89, 1,91, a;
PHILOP. De An.C. 4. Cf. p. 89,
n, 1, supra. .

® Cf. p. 89, n. 2 ad fin.

4 As to which cf. p. 96.

5 See p. 79, n. 1.

8 Vide supra, p. 100, n. 1
p. 100, n. 3.
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which is also cited by Philodemus.! It is obvious that
the author of that book? had the Politics before him ;-
that Dicgearchus knew it also is indicated by the notices
of his Tripoliticus.® The use of it in the Magna Moralia
is not so well proven, and we cannot tell to what
source Cicero owed the parts of it which he used for his
own political works:® but it is not doubtful that it
must have been accessible to learned persons after the

death of Theophrastus. The same is true of the
which in the Alexandrine
proofs.6 That the Poetics

IloAitetasr, for the use of
period we have abundant

! De Vit. ix. (Vol. Hero. ii.)
col. 7, 38, 47, col. 27, 15, where
it is ascribed to Theophrastus.

? Whom we have rather to
seek in Eudemus or one of his
Peripatetic contemporaries than
in Aristotle: see ch. xxi. infra.

* On which see infra, ch. xix.
ad fin.

4 Although happiness is here,
i. 4, 1184, b, 33 sqq., defined as
&épyeia xal xpiiais Tiis dperijs, this
has certainly a greater resem-
blance to Polit. vii. 13, 1382, a,
7 (a passage to which NICKES, De
Avist. Polit, Libr. 87 sq. calls
attention) than to Zth. NV.i. 6,
x. 8, 7, Fud.ii. 1, since happiness
is here certainly called évépyeia
xat’ &perhy (or Tis &perijs),but the
conjunction of the évépyeia and
xpiois is wanting. Then the
Xxpiois is also spoken of in Eud.
1219, a, 12 sqq. 28, Me. i. 9.
1098, b, 31, and thus it is quite
possible that only these passages
were in the mind of the author
of the Great Ethics.

8 ZELLER had already proved
in his 2nd ed., that in Cicero's
political writings many things are

taken from the Aristotelian Po-
lities, citing CIc. Leg. iii. 6.,
Rep. i. 26 (cf. Polit. i1i. 9, 1280,
6, 29, c, 6, 1278, b, 8, 19, i. 2,
1263, a, 2); Rep. i. 26 (Pol. iii.
1, 1274, b, 36, c. 6, 1278, b, 8, c.
7, 1279, a, 25 sqq.); Rep. i. 27
(Pol. iii. 9, 1280, a, 11, c. 10, 11,
1281, a, 28 sqq., b, 28, c. 16,1287,
a, 8 sqq.); Rep.i. 29 (Pol. iv.
8, 11). Susemihl (4rist. Pol,
xliv. 81) also agrees with this.
But since Cicero does not name
Aristotle in the Republio, and
Leg. iii. 6 only refers to him in
very indefinite expressions, he
seems not to have drawn imme-
diately on Aristotle, and the
question arises : where did he get
this Aristotelian doctrine from ?
Susemihl, p. xlv, thinks, from
Tyrannio, but we might also pre-
sume Dicearchus, whom Cicero
was fond of using.

¢ The oldest witness for this
is Timeeus, apud PoLYB.xii. §-11,
and the latter author himself.
There is also, besides Diog.
(Hermippus)No.146,the Scholiast
of Aristophanes, who (according
to a good Alexandrine authority)
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was also known to the Alexandrine grammarians is
placed beyond doubt by recent research.!

We may sum up the case by saying that of the
genuine portions of the extant Corpus, there are only
the works on the Parts, Genesis, and Movement of
Animals, and the minor anthropological tracts, as to
which we cannot show either express proof or high
probability for the assertion that they were in use after
the disappearance of Theophrastus’s library from Athens.
Even as to these we have no reason to doubt it—only
we cannot positively prove it; and that, when we re-
member the fragmentary character of our knowledge ot
the philosophic literature of the period in question, is
nothing strange. The belief of Strabo and Plutarch
that the scientific writings of Aristotle were after the
death of Theophrastus all but wholly withdrawn from
access is therefore decisively negatived by the facts. A
few of these writings may possibly have suffered the
fate which they ascribe to the whole. One book or
another may have been lost to the School at Athens
when they lost the library of Theophrastus, and may
have been again published by Andronicus from the

. damaged MSS. of Sulla’s collection. But that this
happened to any or all of the important books is for all
reasons antecedently improbable. There must have

quoted the IoAireia: very often; see
Arist. Fr.ed. Rose, Nos. 352, 356—
358, 370, 373, 407, 420 5q.. 426 5q.,
470, 485, 498 sq., 526, 533.

! Their presence in the Alex-
andrian library is clear from the
Catalogue of Diog. (No. 83), and
their having been used by Ari-

stophanes of Byzantium - and
Didymus from the proofs which
Susemihl has collected at p.
20 sq., of his edition (following
Trendelenburg, Grammat. Gree.
de Arte Trag. Judie. Rel.) from
the Introductions and Scholia to
Sophocles and Euripides.
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been copies of the important text-books made during
the long life of Theophrastus. He who cared so well
for his scholars in every other way, by providing for
them gardens and houses and a museum and the means
of maintaining it, could never have deprived them of
his most precious and most indispensable possession—
his own and his master’s texts—if a sufficient substitute
for them were not at hand. Any theory, therefore, as
to an individual book of our collection, that its text
rests solely on a MS. from Apellico’s library, ought
to rest entirely on the internal evidence of the book
itself ; for Strabo’s and Plutarch’s suggestion of a general
disappearance of the texts could give it no support.

It is not, however, to be denied that many of the
books show signs leading to the conclusion that in their
present form other hauds than the author’s have been
at work. We find corruptions of the text, lacunee in
the logical movement, displacement of whole sections,
additions that could be made only by later hands, other
additions which are Aristotelian but were originally
designed for some other context, repetitions which
we should not expect in so condensed a style, and
which yet can hardly be late interpolations.! Strabo’s
story, however, does not serve for the explanation of
these phenomena, for the reason, among others, that
such peculiarities are to be found equally in those texts

! Cf. with regard to this, not
to mention other points, what has
been said before as to the Cate-
gories (p. 64, n. 1), II. épunvelas
(p. 66, n. 1), the Rhetoric (p. 72,
n. 2), the Metaphysics (p. 76, n.
3),the seventh book of the Physics
(p. 81, n. 2 ad fin.), the fourth

book of the AMeteorology (p. 83,
n.2), the tenth book of the History
of Animals (p. 87,n. 1), I Yuxis
(p. 89, n. 2), bk.v. De Gen. An.
(p-92,n. 2), the Ethios (p. 98, n.1),
and the Poetics (p. 102, n. 2); and
the remarks in ch. xiii. énfra upon
the state of the Politics,



154 ARISTOTLE

which we can prove to have been current before Apel-
lico. "'We must explain them really as arising- in part
from the circumstances under which these treatises
were written and issued,! in part from the way they
were used for teaching purposes,? in part from the
carelessness of transcribers and the many accidents to
which each transcript was exposed.

If we pass to the discussion of the time and sequence
in which the writings of Aristotle were produced, we
must remember that this is of far less importance than
in the case of the writings of Plato. It is clear that
Aristotle commenced his career as a writer during his
first residence at Athens,® and it is probable that he
continued his literary activity in Atarneus, Mitylene
and Macedonia. The extant writings, however, seem
all to belong to the second Athenian period, although
much preparation may probably have been made for
them before. The proof of this lies partly in certain
traces of the dates of their production, which control
not only those books in which they occur, but also all
that are later:* and partly in the common references

! Cf. p. 108 sqq.

* How easily, by this means,
explanations and repetitions may
find their way into the text, and
greater or smaller sections may
come to be repeated, is perfectly
plain, and is proved on a large
scale by the parallel case of the
Eudemian Physics and Ethics.

8 See p.568qq. Heleft Athensin
B.C. 345-4 and returned in 335-4.

4 Thus Meteor. i. 7, 345, a, 1,
mentions a comet which was vis-
ible when Nicomachus (01.109, 4,
B.0.341) was Archon in Athens, its

course and position being accu-
rately described as from subse-
quent personal inquiry. The
Politics refer to the Holy War
as an event in the past (v. 4,
1304, a, 10), and to the expedition
of Phalecus to Crete, which took
place at its conclusion abeut Ol.
108, 3 (D10DORUS, xvi. 62), with
aveworl (ii. 10, fin.), but the same
book refers to the assassination
of Philip (8.c. 336) in v. 10, 1311,
b, 1, without the least indication
of its having been a very recent
event. The Rhetorie in ii. 23,
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which even the earliest of them contain to Athens and
to the place itself where Aristotle taught.! If, then, the
view already indicated ? as to the destination of these
texts for his scholars, their connection with his teaching,
and the character of their cross references be right, it

1397, b, 31, 1399, b, 12, refers
without doubt to past events
of the years B.C. 338-336 ; in iii.
17, 1418, b, 27 it mentions Iso-
crates’ Philippus (B.C. 345); of
the Rhetoric also Brandis shows
(Philologus, iv. 10 sqq.) that the
many Attic orators quoted in it
and in the Poetics who were

_ younger than Demosthenes, could

by no means belong to a time
prior to Aristotle's first departure
from Athens, and the same is
true of the numerous works of
Theodectes which are used both
here and in the Poetics. In
Metaph. i. 9, 991, a, 1, xii. 8,
1073, b, 17, 32, Eudoxus and the
still yonnger Callippus, and in
Eth. N. vii. 14, 1158, b, 5, x. 2,
init., Speusippus and Eudoxus
are spoken of as if they were no
longer living. Rose (Arist. Libr.
Ord. 212 sqq.) has shown with
regard to the Hi. of Animals,
from viii. 9, ii. 5. ini¢., and other
passages, that it was only written
(or at least completed), some
time after the battle of Arbela,
in which the Macedonians saw
elephants for the first time, and
probably not before the Indian
expedition, The fact that even
much earlier events are intro-
duced with a »iv—as in Meteor. iii.
1, 371, a, 30, the burning of the
temple of Ephesus (Ol. 106, 1,
B.C. 3566), and in Polit. v.10, 1312,
b, 19, Dion’s expedition (Ol. 105,
4 8q.)—proves nothing, by rea-

son of the indefiniteness of that
particle.  Just as little does
it follow from Adnal. Pri, ii.
24, that Thebes was not yet
destroyed at that time ; we might
rather gather the contrary, with
regard to this work, from Polit.
iii. 5, 1278, a, 25.

! Cf. BRANDIS, G7».-rim. Phil,
ii. b, 116. We may give here a
few further instances, besides
those already noted. Catey. 4, 2,
a, 1, ¢,9 fin.: wod, olov é&v Avkelyp,
Anal. Pri. ii. 24: Athens and
Thebes, as examples of neigh-
bours. Likewise in Phys. iii. 3,
202, b, 13; ibid. iv. 11,219, b, 20:
7d &v Avkely elvai. Metaph. v. 5,
30, 1015, a, 25, 1025, a, 26: 7o
wAeboas eis Alyway, as an example
of a commercial journey. Ibid.
v. 24, fin.: the Athenian festivals
Dionysia and Thargelia (Ari-
stotle also uses the Attic months
e.g. Hist. An.v. 11, &c.; but it
is not fair to attach any import-
ance to this). Rhet. ii. 7, 1385,
a, 28: 6 & Auxelp Tdv Ppopudy dols.
Ibid. iii. 2, 1404, b, 22, Polit. vii.
17, 1336, b, 27: the actor Theo-
dorus. Very frequent mention
is also made of Athens and the
Athenians (Ind. Ar. 12, b, 34
8qq.). Again the observation on
the corona borealis (Meteor. ii. 5.
362, b, 9) suits the latitude of
Athens, as Ideler (i. 567), on this
passage, shows.

2 P. 108 sqq.: especially p.
123 sq. and p. 128 sq.
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follows that all of them must have been composed during
his final sojourn in Athens. Equally decisive, on this
head, is the observation that throughout the whole of so
comprehensive a collection, there is hardly to be found
a single notable alteration of teaching or terminology.
Allisripe and ready. Allis in exact correspondence. All
the important writings are woven closely together, not
only by express cross reference, but also by their whole
character. There are no scattered products of the
different periods of alife. 'We can only look upon them
as the ordered execution of a work planned when the
author, having come to a full understanding with himself,
had gathered together the philosophic fruit of a lifetime.
Even the earlier works which he proposed to connect
with his later writing, he revised on a comprehensive
plan. Therefore, for our use of these texts, it is no
great matter whether a particular book was written
sooner or later than any other. The problem, however,
must be dealt with nevertheless.

A certain difficulty is caused by the use of cross re-
ferences already noticed.! As such cases are, afterall,only
exceptions in the general run of the citations, the value
of these as an indication of sequence is not so slight as
has been supposed. There are, in fact, but few instances
in which our judgment as to the order of the writings is
placed in doubt by the occurrence of references both ways.

Of the extant books, so far as they are open to this
classification,? the logical treatises, excepting the tract on

1 Cf. p. 124 sqgq. opposed on other grounds. Not
2 This, however, is always only are none of these quoted

the case except with writings in the genuine works, and only
the genuineness of which can be a single one in a spurious compo-
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Propositions,! may be considered to come first. Itisin
itself natural and accords with Aristotle’s methodical
plan of exposition, that he should preface the material
development of his system by the formal inquiries which
were designed to establish the rules and conditions of
all scientific thinking. But it is also made evident by
his own citations that the Logic did precede the Natural
Philosophy, the Metaphysics, the Ethics and Rhetoric.?
Of the logical tracts themselves, the Categories seems to
be the first. The Topics, including the book on Falla-
cies, came next, and then the two Analytics: the treatise

sition, but only very few of them
refer to other writings. On the
other hand, there is not one
among the works which we con-
sider as genuine, which does
not quote the others, or is not
quoted by them, or, at least,
implied, whilst in most of them
examples of all three connections
occur. To explain more fully:
I. Of the decidedly spurious
works: (a) the following are
neither quoted nor do they quote
others: TII. xdouov, M. xpwpdrwy,
II. &xovorawy, dvcioyvwpovikd, II.
¢vrav (see p. 93), II. favuaciwy
&xovoudrwy, Myxavikd, II. &réucoy
ypauudv, "Avéuwy Oéces, 1. Eevo-
¢dvovs &c., 'HOw& peydAa, II.
&perdy xal kaxidy, Oixovouind,
‘Pnropich wpds "AAéfavBpov. (b)
I1. xvedparos quotes no other, but
is quoted in the spurious treatise
. (J$wv xwfhoews. (c) On the
contrary, the latter itself is never
quoted. Butit names some other
writings; as does also the Eu-
demian Ethics, supposing that
its quotations refer to Aristotelian
works, II. Among the remaining

writings, the Categories is the
only work which quotes no other,
and neither is it directly quoted
(but cf. p.64). The II. épunrelas, 1.
7. ka@’ Fxvov pavriciis and the
Rhetorie quote others, but are
not quoted ; I (gwv yevéoews has
many quotations, but is only once
cited, as a book planned for the
future; of the Metaphysics only
bk. v.is quoted or used (cf. pp. 76,
n.3, and 79, n.1) in genuine works,
bks. i., xii., and xiii. in spurious
ones: and the Metaph. itself
quotes the Analytics, the Physics,
De Celo, and the Ethics.

! On which see p. 66, n. 1.

2 Besides the argumentsgiven
on p. 67, n. 1, p. 68, n. 1,
we have the decisive passage
in Anal. Post. ii. 12, 95, b,
10: paArov 8¢ gavepds év Tois
kaféAov wepl xufioews Sei AexOijvas
wepl abrav. The Physics,however,
is the earliest of the works on
Natural Science. A negative line
of proof also is found in the fact
that in the Categories, the Ana-
lytics, and the Zopics, none of
the other writings are quoted.
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on Propositions was added afterwards.! Later than the
Analytics but earlier than the Physics may be placed
the treatise which now forms the fifth book of the
Metaphysics.? The Natural Philosophy came next. In
that section the Physics comes first. It is projected in
the Analytics and is referred to in the fifth book of
the Metaphysics ; but the latter is cited or presup-
posed not only in the metaphysical and ethical works
but also in the majority of the other tracts concerning
Natural Philosophy, while it on the other hand neither
cites nor presupposes any one of them.> That the De
Celo,* the treatise on Growth and Decay, and the
Meteorology, follow the Physics in the order given,
is very expressly stated in the Meteorology itself.’
‘Whether the Natural History or the De Anima came
next is not settled. It is very possible that the former
work, extensive as it is, was begun before the other
but completed after it.5 With the De Anima we must
connect those lesser tracts which point back to it some-

{ Which we like

! Seepp.64,n.1,p.67,n. 1,p.
68 sq., and the treatise of Brandis
quoted in the first-cited note,
which (p. 256 sqq.), by a compa-
rison of the Analytics with the
Topics, establishes the earlier
date of the latter.

2 For, on the one hand, it
is mentioned in the Physics and
De Gen. et Corr. (vide supra, p.
76, n.1,p. 124,n. 4); and, on the
other, it seems in c. 30 fin. to re-
fer to Anal. Post.i. 6,75,a,18 sqq.,
28 sqq.; though the latter point
is not certain.

3 Vide supra, p. 81 sqq., Ind.
Arist, 102, a, 53 sqq., 98, a, 27
8qq.

cannot,
Blass (Rhein. Mus. xxx, 498,
505), consider a ¢ hypomnemati-
cal’ writing, not merely because
of the references made to it, but
on other grounds also.

5 Meteor. i. 1, whereon cf.
further p. 83, n. 1, Ind. Arist.
98, a, 44 sqq., and the quotation
of the tract II. (wv wopelas in
the De Celo, ii. 2, given p.
126.

¢ That the completion of the
History of Animals should not
be put too early is clear from
what has been said on p. 154,
n 4.
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times expressly! and always by the nature of their
contents. Some of these were no doubt composed after
or with the writings on the Parts, the Movement, and
the Genesis of Animals.? That .group of tracts is
undoubtedly later than the Natural History, the De
Anima, and the treatises which followed upon it.3
On the other hand, it is probably earlier than the
Ethics and Politics, inasmuch as it can hardly be sup-
posed that Aristotle would have broken in upon his
studies in Natural Philosophy by undertaking extended
works lying in a wholly different direction.* It would
be less difficult to suppose that the ethical writings as
a whole came before the physical.’ This view is not
excluded by any express internal references, excepting
the reference to the Physics in the Ethics.® We must,
nevertheless, decide in favour of the earlier construc-
tion of the Natural Philosophy texts, for a thinker who
was so clearly convinced as Aristotle was that the
student of ethics must have a knowledge of the human
soul,” must be supposed to have put his inquiry into
the soul before his researches into the moral activities
and relations. There are, indeed, in the Ethics very
unmistakable traces of his theory of the soul and of
the treatise thereon.® Immediately after the Ethics

! Thus I. aiobfoews, I1. §xvov,
L. évvmviow, I1. dvamvoijs (Ind. Ar.
102, b, 60 sqq.).

2 Vide supra, p. 89 sqq.

3 See pp. 89, n.2, 89, n. 3,87,
n. 1: Ind. Arist. 99, b, 30 sqq.

4 The further question of
the relative order of the three
writings named has been already
discussed on p. 91 sq.

5 Thus ROSE, A»ist. Libr. Ord.
122 sqq.
¢ Eth. x. 3, 1174, b, 2. Cf.
Phys. vi.—viii,

7 Eth. i. 13, 1102, a, 23.

8 Though Aristotle in Eth.
i. 13, 1102, a, 26 sqq. refers, not
to De An. iii. 9, 432, a, 22 sqq.
ii. 3, but to the é&wrepixol Adyor,
yet ii. 2 init. seems to presuppose
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comes the Politics.! Judging by the internal refer-
ences, the Rhetoric should be later than both, and
the Poetics should be later than the Politics but
before the Rhetoric. This, however, is probably true
only of a part of the Politics—or rather only of those
parts which Aristotle himself published, for his death
seems to have intervened before he had completed that
text as a whole.? So, again, in our so-called Meta-
physics, we have in all probability a work which
Aristotle left incomplete, and with which several other
fragments, some genuine, some spurious, have been

amalgamated since.?

the bulk of the theoretical writ-
ings. But that there are not
many more of such traces may
perhaps be explained by the fact
that Aristotle did not wish to
interfere with the practical aim
of an ethical work (Eth. i. 1,
1095, a, 4, ii. 2, init.) by any dis-
cussions which were not indis-
pensable to its purpose; cf.i. 13,
1102, a, 23.

! See p. 100, n. 1.

2z See p. 127 supra, and infra,
ch.xiii. And if this supposition
is correct,it would also go to make
it improbable that the Ethics, so
closely allied with the Politics,
should have been written before
the works on natural science.

3 Cf. p. 76 sqq., and with
regard to citations of the Meta-
physics, see p. 1566, n. 2. Rose’s
supposition (4»ist. Libr. Ord.
135 sqq. 186 sq.) that the Meta-
physics preceded all the writings
on natural science, or at any rate
the zoological ones, makes the
actual condition of that work an
inexplicable puzzle. But there
is also the fact that the Physics,
as well asthe De Czlo, are quoted
in numerous passages of the
Metaphysics (Ind. Ar. 101, a, 7
sqq.) as already existing, while
the Metaphysics are referred to
in Phys.i. 9, 192, a, 35, as merely
in the future.
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CHAPTER IV

THE STANDPOINT, METHOD, AND DIVISIONS OF THE
PHILOSOPHY OF ARISTOTLE

As Plato connects directly with Socrates, so Aristotle
with Plato. Yet he made a comprehensive use of the
earlier philosophies as well. He was better versed
than any of the earlier teachers in the theories and
writings of his forerunners, and it is with him a
favourite method to preface his own inquiries with a
retrospect of earlier opinions. He is wont to let them
designate the problems to be dealt with. He is eager
to refute their errors, to resolve their doubts, to bring
out the truth which underlay their views. But the
influence of the pre-Socratic systems upon Aristotle is
far less apparent in the general structure of his system
than it is in the treatment of special points. In prin-
ciple, Plato had refuted them all. Aristotle is not
under the same necessity to distinguish his position
accurately from theirs.! He does not, at least in any
of the extant writings, devote any space to such pro-
paideutic efforts as those by which Plato established
the claims of philosophy and the true meaning of know-

! Even in Metaph. i. 8 their Heraclitus, about whom Plato
principles are merely criticised busied himself so much, are
briefly from an Aristotelian point passed over altogether.
of view, and the Eleatics and

VOL. 1. M



162 ARISTOTLE

ledge, as against ¢ the ordinary consciousness’ on the
one hand, and the Sophists on the other. Aristotle
presupposes throughout that general point of view which
characterised the Socratico-Platonic Philosophy of Ideas.
Hie task is to work out, on these general lines, a more
perfect system of knowledge, by a more exact definition
of the leading principles, by a stricter accuracy ot
method, and by an extension and improvement of all
the scientific data? It is true that in his own writings
the rare expressions of agreement with his teacher are
almost lost sight of by comparison with his keen and
constant polemic against Platonic views.! Yet in
reality and in the whole his agreement with Plato is
far greater than his divergence,” and his whole system
cannot truly be understood until we treat it as a develop-
ment and evolution of that of Plato and as the com-
pletion of that very Philosophy of Ideas which Socrates
founded and Plato carried on.

In the first place, he agrees for the most part with
Plato in his general views as to the meaning and office
of Philosophy itself. To him, as to Plato, the object of

! We shall deal later on with
this polemic, especially as it was
directed against the doctrine of
Ideas in Metaph. i. 9, xiii., xiv.
&c. Only a few passages are
found in which Aristotle expressly

declares his agreement with Plato.

Besides the passages noted on
p. 12, and p. 14, n. 4, see Eth.
N. 1.2, 1095, a, 32; ii. 2, 1104, b,
11; De An. iii. 4, 429, a, 27;
Polit. ii. 6,1265, a, 10.

2 Cf. also the valuable re-
marks of STRUMPELL, Gesch. d.
theor. Phil. d. G@r. 177. Ari-

stotle, as we have shown on p.
14, n. 3, not unfrequently includes
himself in the first person along
with the rest of the Platonic
school. But his way of treating
such a relation is the opposite
to that of Plato. Whilst Plato
puts his own view, even where
it contradicts the original one
of Socrates, into the mouth of
his teacher, Aristotle not un-
frequently attacks his teacher
even where they agree in the
main point, and only differ in
opinion as to secondary matters.
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Philosophy can be only Being as such,! .e. Essence, or,
to speak more accurately, the universal Essence of that
which is actual.? Philosophy treats solely of the
causes and basis of things?® and in fact of their
highest and most universal basis, or, in the last
resort, of that which presupposes nothing4 TFor the
like reasons he ascribes to the philosopher in a
certain sense a knowledge of everything, thinking,
of course, of the point of unity where all knowledge
converges.” As Plato had distinguished ¢knowledge,
as the cognition of that which is Eternal and Necessary,

' Anal. Post. ii. 19, 100, a, 6 :
éx & éumepias . . . Téxms dpxh
kal émigThuns, dav piv wepl yéveaw,
Téxrns, éaw Bt wepl Td by, émiorhuns.
Metaph. iv. 2, 1004, b, 16: 7¢
Svri gy by Eori Tvd Wia, Kkal Tabr’
éorl wepl Gv Tol ¢PiNoodpov &mi-
axéyacOa TéAn0és. Ibid. 1005, a,
2, c. 3, 1005, b, 10.

2 Metaph. iii. 2, 996, b, 14

q.: Td eidévar EcagTov . . . TéT
olbpeda dwdpxew, dray edapey i
éoTw, &o. ;Vii. 1,1028,a,36: eidéva
7671’ olbpela Exaorov pdMiora, ray
7l oty & EvBpwmos yvppuev A TO
xip, pdAdoy A 70 mowdy A TO wogdy
9 70 wod, &c. ; ¢. 6,1031, b, 20: T
éxloracOa: Exaorov TovTd doTe TO T
v elvar émloracbar, and cf. 1. 6;
ibid. xiii. 9, 1086, b, 5: the
determination of the notion of
the thing is indispensable, &vev
&y ydp Tob kabérov odx o
émorhuny AaBeiv; c. 10, 1086,
b, 33: % émorhun Tév xabdrov;
iii. 6 fin.: xabérov al dmioriipa
wdvrov; iii. 4, 999, b, 26: T
éxloracas wis Eoras, €l pf) Tt Eorau
& éxl wdvrwyv; ibid. a, 28, b, 1;
xi.1,1069, b, 25. Anal. Post.i.11

init.,ii. 19,100, a, 6, i. 24,85,b,13 ;
and Eth. N. vi. 6 init., x. 10,1180,
b,15. More infra, in chapter v.

3 Anal. Post. i. 2 init.: éxi-
oraclar 3¢ oibued ExacTov. ..
rav Ty T airiav oldueba yiyvid-
okew 8 %y Td mpayud dorw ...
xal uh évdéxesfas TovT EAAWS
Exew, Ibid.c. 14,79, a, 28, ii. 11
init. Eth. N.vi. 7, 1141, a, 17.
Metaph. i. 1,981, a, 28, 982, a, 1,
c. 2, 982, a, 12, 982, b, 2 sqq.,
vi. 1, init. Cf. SCHWEGLER,
Arist. Metaph. iii. 9.

4 Phys. i. 1, 184, a, 12: 7ére
yip oibuela ywdokew Exacrtov,
Srav T alfria yrwplowpey T8 WpaTa
kal Tds d&pxas Tas wpdTas Kal
pnéxps T@v aroixelwy, Ibid. ii. 3
nit. Metaph. i. 2, 982, b, 9:
3¢t yap Tadryy [that science which
is to deserve the name gogla] v
wpdTwy dpxdv kai aiTidy elvas
Oewpnrinhy; c. 3 inil.: Tére yap
eidévar pauty Exaorov, Srav THY
wpoTv airlay oldueda yvwpllew ;
iii. 2, 996, b, 13, iv. 2, 1003, b, 16,
iv. 3, 1005, b, 5 sqq.

5 Metaph. i. 2, 982, a, 8, 21,
iv. 2, 1004, a, 25.

M2
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from Fancy or ¢ Opinion,” whose sphere is the contin-
gent, so also Aristotle. To him, as to Plato, know-
ledge arises out of wonder, out of the bewilderment of
the common consciousness with itself.! To him, its
object is exclusively that which is universal and neces-
sary ; for the contingent cannot be known, but only
+ opined. It is an opinion, when we believe that a thing
might be otherwise ; it is knowledge, when we recog-
nise the impossibility of its being otherwise. So far
from ¢ Opinion’ and ¢ Knowledge’ being all the same,
it is rather true, as Aristotle holds, that it is utterly
impossible to know and to opine about the same subject
at the same time.? So, again, ‘ Knowledge’ cannot
consist in Perception, for that tells us only of individual
things, not of the universal, only of facts, not.of causes.?
In like manner Aristotle distinguishes ‘Knowledge’
from mere ¢ Experience’ by the test that the latter gives
us in any matter only a ¢ That, while the former gives
us a ¢ Why’ also :* which is the very mark that Plato
used to distinguish ¢ Knowledge’ from ¢ True Opinion.’

' Metaph. i. 2, 982, b, 12: 3:i&
yap Td Bavud(ew of &vBpwmor kal viv
kal TO wpdrov fipkavro Pikocodeiv,
&c. Ibid.983,a, 12. Cf. ZELLER,
Ph. d. @r.,pt. ii. div. 1, p. 511, 4.

2 Anal. Post. i. 33; cf. ibid. c.
6 fin. c. 8, imit. c. 30 sqq. Me-
taph. vii. 15, vi. 2, 1026, b, 2
sqq  Eth. N.vi. 3, 1139, b, 18,
c. 6 intt. To this line of thought
belongs the refutation of the prin-
ciple, that foreveryonethat is true
which seems true to him, which is
dealt within Metaph.iv. 5, 6,much

.asitistreated in Plato’s Theetetus.

3 Anal. Post, i. 31: oddt &’

aiobioews ¥orw éxloracbau. For
perception has always to do with
individuals (more on this subject
infra). Td 8¢ Kkabérov xal éal
waow &dvvarov aloOdvesbar, &c.
Even though we could see that
the angles of a triangle are equal
to two right angles, or that in an
eclipse of the moon the earth
stands between the sun and the
moon, yet this would be no know-
ledge, so long as the universal
reasons of these phenomena re-
mained unknown to us.
4 Metaph. i. 1, 981, a, 28.
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Finally, Aristotle is at one with Plato also in this, that
both of them proclaim Philosophy to be the mistress of
all other sciences, and Science in general to be the
highest and best that man can reach, and the most
essential element of his happiness.!

Nevertheless, it is also true that the Aristotelian
notion of Philosophy does not completely coincide with
the Platonic. To Plato, Philosophy, regarded as to its
content, is & term which includes all spiritual and
moral perfection, and it comprehends therefore the
practical as well as the theoretic side; and yet, when
regarded as to its essence, he distinguishes it very
gharply from every other form of human activity.

Aristotle, on the contrary,

marks it off more strictly

from the practical side of life; while, on the other

' See Metaph. i. 2,982, b, 4:
apxikwrdry 3¢ TAV emigTNUEY, K
paAAoy &pxikh Tiis Umnperodons, i
yvwptlovoa tives Evexéy éori wpa-
xréoy éxaoToy*® TovTO & éoTl TéYR-
0y &v éxdarois. But that science
is one which investigates the
highest reasons and causes, since
‘the good’ and ‘the highest
end’ are included among these.
Ibid. 1. 24: Sjrov ody, &bs &’
obdeuiay abrThy (nrovmer xpelav
érépav, &AN’ Gowep Bvbpwmds Pauey
é\elfepos & adrod Evexa Kal ui
EAAov dv, ofrw Kal afirn pévy
Aevdépa oboa TEY émoTnRdY
uévrn ydp adrh adris Evexéy éoTive
Bid xal dikalws Bv odx &vBpwwivy
voul{oiro abrijs % Kkrfiots . .. GAN
obre Td Oeiov Plovepdy vdéxeTa
elvai, . . . obre Tiis ToabTys ANV
xph voullew Tuymwrépave § ydp
Betor xal Tyuwrdry . . . dvay-
Kubrepas utv olv giom Tabrys,

duefvwy & obdeula; xii. 7, 1072,
b, 24: % Oewpia T HdioToy Kal
dpwrov, InEth. N.x.7:‘theoria’
is the most essential ingredient
of perfect happiness; cf. eg.
1117, b, 80: € 3 Oeiov & wvois
wpds Tdov Uvlpwmov, Kkal 8 xard
ToiTov Blos Oetos wpds TdV &vOpdmwoy
Blov: od xph 3¢ kard Tods mwapai-
vovyras &vlpdmiva ppovely &vbpwroy
Svra o8¢ Oynrd TOV OYnTdV, GAN’
&’ Boov &vdéxerar &dbavarifew kal
wdvra woi€ly wpds Td (fiv kard Td
kpdTioToy T@v év adr . . . T oikeioy
ékdore T Qloer KkpdrioTov Kal
#diordy ot éxdoTe: Kkal TE av-
Opdmwep O 6 Kard TOV vovv Blos,
elrep TovTO pdMigra Evfpwwos
obros ¥pa kal ebdamovéararos; c.
8, 1178, b, 28: &’ ooy 3% dia-
Telver 9 Oewpla, kal % eddainovia.
Cf. c. 9, 1179, a, 22, Eth. Bud.
vii. 15 fin. Seefurther in chapter
xii., 'i/nfm.
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hand, he brings it into a closer relation with the
experimental sciences. His view is that Philosophy is
exclusively an affair of the theoretic faculty. He dis-
tinguishes from it very sharply the practical activities
(mwpaékus), which have theirend in that which they produce
(not, like Philosophy, in the activity itself), and which
belong not purely to thought but also to opinion and
the ‘unreasoning part of the soul’ He distingunishes
also the artistic creative effort (wolnoes) which is
likewise directed to something outside itself.! With
Experience, on the other hand, he connects Philosophy
more closely. Plato had banished all dealings with
the sphere of change and becoming out of the realm
of ¢Knowledge’ into that of ¢ Opinion.’ Even as to
the passage from the former to the latter, he had only
the negative doctrine that the contradictions of opinion
and fancy ought to lead us to go further and to pass
to the pure treatment of Ideas. Aristotle, as we shall
presently see, allows to Experience a more positive
relation to Thought. The latter, with him, proceeds
out of the former by an affirmative movement—that,
namely, in which the data given in Experience are
brought together into a unity.

Furthermore, we find that Plato was but little
interested in the descent from the treatment of the Idea
to the individual things of the world of appearance—
the phenomena. To him, the pure Ideas are the one

! Besides the passage just De Celo,iii. 7, 306, a, 16. The
given, see Eth. N, vi. 2, c¢. 5, same is repeated by Eudemus
1140, a, 28, b, 25; x. 8, 1178, b, Eth.i b fin., and by the author
20; vi. 1, 1025, b, 18 sqq.; xi. 7; of Metaph. ii. 1, 993, b, 20,

De An, iii. 10, 433, a, 14; and
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essential object of philosophic knowledge. Aristotle
concedes that scientific knowledge has to do only with
the universal essence of things; yet he does not stop
at that point, for he regards it as the peculiar task of
Philosophy to deduce the Individual from the Universal
(as in awddeikis, vide infra). Science has to begin with
the Universal, the Indeterminate ; but it must pass on
to the Determinate.! It has to explain the data, the
phenomena.? It must not, therefore, think little of
anything, however insignificant, for even there inexhaust-
ible treasures of possible knowledge must lie.® It is
for a like reason that Aristotle makes for scientific
thought itself rules less strict than Plato’s. He takes

! Metaph.xiii. 10, 1087, a, 10: ovuBeBnxéra ocuvuPdArerar uéya

70 3¢ Thy émorhuny elvar kabéAov
waoay . . . Exe pév pdAier’ awoplay
T@V AexOévrwy, ob phy &AN' Eori
péy bs GAnBls 10 Aeyduevov, EoTe &
bs obx &Anbés - % ~ydp émioThunm,
doxep xal 1 émlorachai, dirTd,
Sy 70 utv Suvdues Td 8¢ dvepyelg: %
ptv oby Slvgyus bs BAn [rod]
xafbhov oloa kal &bpioTos ToU
xabérov xal &oploTov dotlv, % &
&vépyaia bpwopévn kal dpiouévov
7468€¢ 11 oboa T038¢ Twvos.

2 Metaph. i. 9, 992, a, 24 (at-
tacking the doctrine of Ideas):
SAws 8¢ (yroloms tiis coplas wepl
T@Y Pavepdv Td alTiov, TovTO pPéV
eidkauery (ob0ty ydp Aéyouev wepl
riis airlas 30ev % &pxh Ths pera-
PBoAdis) &c. De Celo, iii. 7, 306,
a, 16: Téhos 8¢ Tis udv morikiis
éniarhiuns Td Epyov, Ths 8¢ Puoikis
Td ¢pawdpevoy el xvp'ws xard THy
ddobnow. De An.i. 1, 402,a,16:
¥owce &' ob pbvov 76 Ti doTi yyvdvar
xphowoy elvat xpbs 70 Oewplicar Tds
airfas Tdv ouvuBefnréTwy Tals
obalais . , . GAAG kal &vdmarw T

uépos wpds 1O eldévar 70 Tf éoTew
érelday yap Exwpev dmodidévas xard
Thy pavraciay wepl Tov cupPeBurs-
Twv ) xdvrwy Y T7ay wAeloTwy, TéTE
kal wepl Tijs obofas Efoper Aéyew
kdA\ioTa* wdons qydp &wodeltews
&pxh 1 Tl dorw, Gore kad Baous
Tov dpiopdy pl ovuBalver T& oup-
BeBnrdra yvwpllew . . . iAoy 87
SiarexkTicds  elpnytar  kal  Kevis
&ravres. Cf. c. b, 409, b, 11 sq.

8 Part. An. i. b, 645, a, &:
Aowdy wepl Tiis (wikfis ¢Ploews
elmely, undly mapahiwdvras eis
Svopiy pfite dripbrepov pfre Tuu-
drepoy * kal yap év Tois pd kexapio-
pévois abrdy wpds Thv algbnow
ratd Ty Oewplay Zuws % dSnuiovpyh-
gaca ¢bais  &unxdvovs  Hdovas
wapéxes Tois duvauévois Tds airfas
yvwpilew ral dboet Pphogéors . . .
810 3t uh Svoxepalvew wadikds Thy
wepl Tdv Gripwrépwy (Jov mi-
okeyw* & waogs ydp Tols Puoikois
Eveori 11 bavpaordy, &c. De Celo,
ii. 12, 291, b, 26,
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the content of ‘Knowledge,’ and of scientific proof, to
include not only the Necessary, but also the Usual (1o

@s 21l 70 mOAD).!

He deems it a sign of philosophic

crudity that a man should demand the same logical
strictness of all kinds of investigation,® when in fact
it depends on the nature of the subject matter what
amount of exactitude can be attained in each of the
sciences.? Where coercive proof fails him, he is content

! Anal. Post. i. 30, iii. 12 fin.
Part. An. iii. 2, 663, b, 27. Me-
taph. vi. 2, 1027, a, 20, xi. 8,
1064, b, sqq. Eth. N.i. 1, 1094,

2 FEth. N. i. 1, 1094, b, 11-27,
c. 7, 1098, a, 26, ii. 2, 1104, a, 1,
vii. 1 fin. ix. 1, 1165, a, 12 (Polit.
vii. 7 fin. is not in point here).
It is chietly as regards the ethical
discussions that Aristotle here de-
nies the claim they have toa tho-
rough accuracy, because the na-
ture of the subject does not allow
of any such result ; for in judging
of men and the issues of human
action, much rests on estimates
which are correct only ¢in the
main’ and ¢as a rule.

* According to Anal. Post. .
27, that science is more exact
(&kptBecr‘rspa) which besides the dr:
settles the 3:47¢; that which has
to deal with purely scientific ques-
tions, not with their application
to some given case (7 uh xaf
mokeuévov [dkpiBeatépa] Tiis Kad’
tmokeyiévov, olov &pibunTikh Gpuo-
viciis), and lastly that which
deduces its results from a smaller
number of assumptions (eg.
Arithmetic as compared with
Geometry), or in other words the
more abstract (4 € éAarrévov Tis
éx mpoobérews, as is also said in
Metaph. i. 2, 982, a, 26, the same

example being adduced). The
latter is thus expressed (Metaph.
xiii. 3, 1078, a, 9) : Jogp &) by wepl
wporépwy T@ Adyp (that which,
according to its notion or na-
ture, is earlier, or stands nearer
to the first principles; cf. p.
330 sqq.) xal amAoverépwr Too-
obre paAdov ¥xer TérpiBés. From
this it naturally follows, that the
first philosophy, according to
Aristotle, is capable of the
greatest accuracy (cf. Metaph. i.
2, 982, a, 25 : &xpiBéaraTar d¢ Tdv
éxiornudy ol pdhiorra 1dv wpdTwy
eiof), and that every other science
is capable of so much the less
according as it descends more
and more to the world of sensible
things (cf. ibid. 1078, a, 11 sq.);
for in the latter woAA} % Tob &opi-
arov ¢iagis évurdpxes (Metaph. iv.
5, 1010, a, 3; further infra, in
ch. vii. sec. 2). Therefore the na-
tural sciences are necessarily less
accurate than those which are con-
cerned with what is constant, like
the first Philosophy, pure Mathe-
matics, and the doctrine of souls
(of which De 4An. i. 1 init. extols
the éxp’Beia); and those which
have the transient as their object
arelessexact than Astronomy( Me-
taph. 1078, a, 11 sqq.). KAMPE
(Erkenninisstheorie d. Ar. 264)
says, that in the scale of é&xplBeia
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to put up with arguments possible and probable, and
to postpone a more definite decision until a further
analysis can be had.! It is not, however, the essential
problems of philosophy which Aristotle so treats, but
always special questions of ethics or natural philosophy,
for which Plato himself had relaxed the strictness of
his dialectical procedure, and put probability in the
place of scientific proof. The real difference between
them is only this, that Aristotle includes this kindred
branch of knowledge in Philosophy; whereas Plato
insists on treating everything except the pure Science
of Ideas as merely matter of intellectual discourse, or
as a condescension of the philosopher to the pressure of
practical needs.? Why, asks Aristotle rightly, should
the man who thirsts after knowledge not seek to learn
at least a little, even where he cannot establish all ?3
Aristotle cannot be justly accused of having com-
promised the unity of all spiritual effort by dividing
Ty Adyov, v els TO duvardy
&vaydywpev. Cf. EUCKEN, Meth.

d. Arist. Forsch. 125 sq. See
further on this subject in the

the science of nature takes the
lowest place: but this would
rather, as has been said in the
preceding note, be true of Ethics

and Politics.

! De Celo, ii. 5, 287, b, 28
8qq. c. 12 init. Gen. An. iii. 10,
760, b, 27, where to a discussion
on the reproduction of bees he
adds the remark : ol uhv elAnxrral
ye T& ovuBalvorra ikavis, GAN’ ddv

xote Angbfi, Tére T alobnoe
KaAAOY TGY Adywy mioTevréov, Kal
Tois Adyos, éddv  SuoAoyolueva

Seuvbwot Tois pawouévois. H. An.
ix. 37 fin. c. 42, 629, a, 22, 27,
Metaph: xii. 8, 1073, b, 10 sqq.
1074, a, 16. Meteor. i. 79, init.:
wepl 7oy dpavdy Tfi alobfoe
vopl(ouey ikavis dwoBedeixOar Katd

next chapter.

2 Rep. vi. 511, B, sq. vii. 519,
¢, sqq.; FI. 173, B; Tim. 29, B,sq.
and alib. Cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr.,
Pt.i pp. 490,516, 536 sq.

8 De Ceelo, ii.12 init. : weparéoy
Aéyew 10 pawduevoy, aidovs &tlay
elvat  vopllovras Thr wpoBuulay
maAAov 9 Opdoovs (it does not occur
to him that he himself might be
accused rather of an unphilosophi-
calmodesty), €l 7is 31270 pihocodlas
Suyfiv kal pikpds ebroplas &yand
mwepl &y Tas peyioTas Exouev dwoplas,
Cf. ibid. 292, a, 14, c. 5,287, b, 31
Part. An. i. 5, 644, b, 31.
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off the theoretic from the practical activities.! That
distinction is undeniably justified to the full; but the
note of unity is expressly preserved in Aristotle’s treat~
ment by the fact that while he presents @ewpia as the
completion of the true human life, he also represents the
practical activity as an indispensable element therein,
as a moral upbringing is an indispensable condition
precedent of ethical knowledge.? If it be true that
this shutting back of ¢ Theory’ upon itself, this exclusion
from the notion of Philosophy of all practical need and
effort (as it becomes apparent, for example, in the
Aristotelian sketch of the Divine Life) did in fact pre-
pare the way for the later withdrawal of the Wise Man
from practical usefulness, nevertheless we should not
overlook the fact that even here Aristotle only followed
in the direction indicated before by Plato; for Plato’s
¢ Philosopher’ would also, if left to himself, live for
‘theory’ alone, and only take part in the life of the
Republic on compulsion. Least of all can one agree
with those who criticise Aristotle because he conceived
the office of Philosophy, not from the point of view of an
ideal humanly unattainable, but in a way that could
be carried out in the actual world,® or with those who
attack him by praising Plato for distinguishing between
the ideal of knowledge and the scientific attainment of
men.* If such a view of the relation of the ideal to
actuality were in itself and in Aristotle’s view well
founded, it would only follow that he had sought, as

! RITTER,Ges. d. Ph.iii.50sqq. x. 10, 1179, b, 20 sqq.i. 1, 1094,

2 Besides the passages to be b, 27 sqq.

cited infra, on the inquiry into * RITTER, ibid. and p. 56 sq.
the ‘highest good,’ cf. Eth. N, + Ibid. ii, 222 sqq.
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every philosopher should, not abstract ideals, but the
actual essence of things. Even this, however, is less
than the truth. To Aristotle the Idea does in truth
reach out beyond the phenomena—it is not entirely
realised in any individual phenomenal thing, although
it is not an wnactual ideal even so. Aristotle
recognised both sides with equal clearness. He sees
that the goal of knowledge is set very high— that it
cannot be reached by everyone—that even by the
best it can only be imperfectly attaineds Yet he is
never content to call it wholly unattainable or to limit
the demands he makes upon Philosophy (as such) by the
weakness of humanity. Indeed, the whole course of
this account must have already shown how complete
is his real agreement with Plato on just this very
point. '
In his philosophic method Aristotle likewise follows
out in all essentials the lines which Socrates and Plato
opened out. His method is the dialectic method, which
indeed he himself carried toits highest perfection. With
it he combines the observational method of the student
of nature ; and even though it be true that he does not
succeed in getting a true equilibrium between the two,
yet the mere fact that he combined them was one of
the highest services rendered to philosophy among the
Greeks. By that advance he made good the one-sided-
ness of the Philosophy of Ideas, so far as that was
possible without a complete restatement of its principles.
As Socrates and Plato always began by asking for the

' Metaph. i. 2, 982,b, 28, xii. b, 2sqq., x. 7, 1177, b, 30, c. 8,
7,1072,b, 24 ; Eth. N.vi. 7, 1141, 1178, b, 25 ; cf. ibid. vii. 1,
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‘idea’ of each thing they dealt with, and set this kind
of cognition as the basis of all other knowledge, so also
does Aristotle delight to begin with an inquiry into
the ‘idea’ of whatever his subject for the time being
may be.! As Socrates and Plato commonly set out on
such inquiries with the simplest questions—examples
taken from everyday life, commonly accepted beliefs,
arguments from uses of words and ways of speech—=so
too is Aristotle wont to find his starting-point for the
definition of.such ideas in prevalent opinions, in the
views of earlier philosophers, and particularly in the
expressions and names which are in common use on the
subject and in the meaning of words.? Socrates sought
to correct the uncertainty of such beginnings by means
of a dialectical comparison of various opinions and
experiences gathered from all sides. But in Aristotle
this process is far more complete and is directed with
more explicit consciousness to the scientific ends in
view. As a rule, he commences every important inquiry
with an accurate investigation as to the various points
of view from which the matter in hand can be treated,
as to the difficulties and contradictions which arise
from the different views that might be taken, and as to
the reasons which make for or against each view; and
the task which he sets before the philosopher is simply
that of finding, by a more accurate definition of the

! Thus, for instance, in Phys.
ii. 1, iii. 1, iv. 1 sqq. iv. 10 sq.

the notions of Nature, Motion,
Space and Time are investigated ;
in De An.i. 1sqq., ii. 1 8q. the
notion of the Soul; in Eth. N. ii.
4 5q. the notion of Virtue; in

Polit. iii. 1 sqq. the notion of
the State, and so on.

2 It will be shown later what
significance universal opinion and
the probable arguments deduced
from it, had with Aristotle as a
foundation for induction,
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ideas involved, the solution of the difficulties disclosed.!
Aristotle is thus working in truth wholly on the ground
and along the lines of the Socratico-Platonic method of
dialectic. He developed the Socratic Induction into a
conscious technical device, and he completed it by the
theory of the syllogism which he invented and by all
the related logical inquiries. In his own writings he
has left us a most perfect example of & dialectical in-
vestigation carried through with keen and strict fidelity
from all sides of the subject. If we did not know it
before, we should recognise at once in Aristotle’s philo-
sophic method the work of a scholar of Plato.

With this dialectical process he combines at the
same time a mastery in all that concerns the observation
of facts, and a passion for the physical explanation of
them, which are not to be found in Socrates nor in Plato
either. To Aristotle the most perfect definition of an
idea is that which exhibits the causes of the thing,? for

! On this also. more definite
information will be given later.

2 De An. ii. 2 init.: ob ~yép
pévov 1o 8ri 3l Ty  dpaTicdy
Adyov Snhoiv . . . GAAG kal THY
alriay dvvrdpxew kal éupalveobar.
vy 8’ Gomep cvumepdauad’ of Adyo
T@v Spwy €ic’v: olov 7 doTi Te-
Tpaywviopds; 18 Toov érepoutfike
oploydviov elvar iodwAevpoy* & B¢
Totovros 8pos Adyos Tob ouuwepdo-
paros: 6 8¢ Aéywy ¥ri dorlyv 6
Terpaywviouds péons ebpeois, Tob
wpdyparos Aéyet 18 afriov., Anal.
Post. ii. 1. sq.: every inquiry
deals with four points, the §ri,the
8uéri, the el ¥ori, the i doTw.
These may, however, be reduced
to the two questions : i &r7t uégov
and rf éori, 7O péoov - TO utv ydp

alriov 10 uéaov, év &mact 8¢ Todro
(nreitar. And after quoting some
examples: & dwagi ydp Toltrois
pavepdy dorw 8ri 76 abrd éori 7o i
éors kal 8ud Tl éoTw, &c, Tbid. c.
3 imit. c. 8 init. ; ibid. i. 31, 88, a,
6 : 70 8¢ raddAov Tluioy 11 SnAot T
ariov. Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b,17:
i 70 Tiis abris elvai Siavolas 16 Te
i ¢oTi SHAov woiely xal €l EoTw.
Tbid. vii. 17, 1041, a, 27 : ¢avepdy
Tofvuy §1v (nTel 70 a¥riov * TodTo B’
éorl 70 Tl v elvas, s eixetv Aoyi-
kds . b &' &vlwy uéy éori Tivos
évexa, .. . éx' éviwy 8¢ Tl éxlvnoe
wpirov. Cf, Anal. Post. ii. 11
init.: &rel 8¢ émloracbar oidpeda §rav
eddpev Thy alrlay, alrlas 8¢ Tér-
Tapes . . . ¥aogar abra did Tob péoov
Seluvurrar,
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philosophy ought to explain the phenomena.! There-
fore, in his view (as we shall see presently), it ought to
take account not only of the idea and the final cause of
a thing, but of the efficient and the material causes
also. Holding as decisively as we shall see he does
that a thing is to be explained by its own causes, he
could not well be content with a method which should
look only to the Universal which the ¢Idea’ gives, and
neglect the immediate definiteness of the things them-
selves.? This is the reason of that careful regard for

! Vid. supr. p. 167.

2 In this sense Aristotle not
unfrequently contrasts the logical
consideration of a subject (i.e.
that which is only concerned with
what is universal in its con-
cept), either with the analytical,
which enters more deeply into
the peculiarity of the given case,
(and which he also calls & rav
xeuévav), or with the physical
research which draws its result
not from the concept of a phe-
nomenon merely, but from its
concrete conditions. The former,
for instance, Anal. Post.i. 21 fin.,
c 23, 84, a, 7,cf. c. 24, 86,3, 22,c,
32, 88, a, 19, 30; Metaph. vii. 4,
1029, b, 12, 1030, a, 25, c. 17,

1041, a, 28. The latter, Phys. iii.”

b5, 204, b, 4, 10 (cf. a, 34, Metaph.
xi. 10, 1066, b, 21), c. 3, 202, a,
21; De Celo, i. 7, 275, b, 12;
Metaph. xii. 1, 1069, a, 27, xiv. 1,
1087, b, 20 (similarly ¢pvowas and
xabbrov, De Celo, i. 10 fin. c. 12,
283, b, 17). But here he takes
the logical to be so much the
more imperfect, the further re-
moved it is from the concrete
definiteness of the object. Cf.
Phys. viii. 8, 264, a, 7: ols piv ody

& Tis s olxelos wioreboeic Adyors,
obrot kal Towvrol Twés elow *
Aoywas 8 émirrowovas xdy éx Tavde
Sdteré T Tabtd TodTo ouuBalvew.
Gen. An. ii. 8, 747, b, 28 : Aéyw 8¢
Aoywchy [&wddesfiv] 3id Tovro 81e
8¢ xabbrov paAAoy woppwrépw TV
oixelwy éarly dpxdv. And after a
proof suchas thishas been brought
forward, he adds (748, a,7): ofrros
pév ody 8 Adyos KkaBdAov Alay ral
xevés. of ydp p) éx TAV olxelwy
dpxdv Adyot kevof, &c. (similarly
De An. i. 1, 403, a, 2: diachexTicds
kal xevds ; Eth. Bud. i. 8, 12117, b,
21 : Aoyikds xal kevds). Hence in
such cases he much prefers the
physical treatment to the logical
(e.g. Gen. et Corr. i. 2,316, a, 10:
1o 8 & Tis kal éx TovTwy, Soov
Bapépovaw of Ppuowds ral Aoywds
ogxoxovyres, &c., see ZELLER, Ph.
d. Gr.,pt.i. p. 869, 1), whereasin
metaphysical researches on Ideas
(Mataph. xiii. 5 fin.) he thinks the
Aoyuedrepos Adyor are the &npifé-
arepor. See further, WAITZ, Arist.
Org. ii. 353 sq.; BONITZ, Arist.
Metaph. ii. 187; Ind. Arist. 433, b,
5 seq.; RASSOW, Arist. de not. def.
doctr. 19 sq.
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facts which has drawn down on him often enough the
reproach of an unphilosophic empiricism.! He was
not only one of the highest speculative thinkers—he
was also one of the most accurate and untiring observers,
and one of the most erudite men of learning that the
world knows. As in his general theory he conceived
of experience as the condition precedent of thought,
and of perception as the matter out of which thoughts
come forth, so in practice he did not fail to provide for
his own system a broad substructure of experiential
knowledge, and to base his philosophic dicta upon an
all-round appreciation of the data of fact. Especially
in regard to any theory of nature he insists that we
should first know the phenomena and then look about
for their causes.? We could not, of course, expect to
find in him the sureness and accuracy of method which
empirical science has in modern times attained. In
Aristotle’s day it was only in its infancy, and it suffered
from the complete lack of the proper aids to observa-
tion and of the support of a developed mathematics. We

! Thus SCHLEIERMACHER, and appears tobe in every way un-

Gesch. d. Phil. p. 120, says of
Aristotle: ¢ We cannot deny that
there is a great want of specula-
tive genius,” &c., and on p. 110
he contrasts the older Academics
with him,as being ¢ more specula-
tive’ ; but he sets out with a prin-
ciple, according to which Aristotle
must certainly come off badly :
‘Never has one who first went
through a great mass of empirical
work become a true philosopher.’
Thus also STRUMPELL, 7heoret.
Phil. d. Gr. 166, who delivers
the judgment—which, however,
canscarcely be reconciled with his
own observations on pp. 184 sqq.,

tenable—that Aristotle’s general
bent made him ¢ more suited for
the collective comprehension of
empirical and historical data,
than for the solving of metaphy-
sical difficulties.’

¢ Thus Part. An.i. 1, 639, b,
7 sqq., 640, a, 14.; Hist. An. i.
7, 491, a, 9 sq.; Meteor. iii. 2,
371, b, 21; Anal. Pr. 1. 30, 46, a,
17sqq. Aristotle appeals here (as
in Part. An. 639, b, 7) especially
to the progress of astronomy
about which see ¢nfra, ch. ix.
(middle). Cf. EUCKEN, Methode
d. Arist. Forsch. 122 sq.
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also notice that in Aristotle the empirical effort is still
too often crossed by the speculative and dialectic
methods which he took over directly from Platonism.
Indeed, so far as natural science goes, it would be more
-just to charge him with too little empiricism than too
much.! But it would be far truer to say simply that
he carried both methods as far as could be expected of
his day. The science of the Greeks began with specu-
lation. The empirical sciences only attained to any
sort of development at a late date, and largely by the
efforts of Aristotle himself. Therefore it was natural
that the dialectical method of Socrates and Plato, with
its logical dissections and connections of ideas, guided by
current opinions and the indications of language, should
take precedence of any strict empirical rules. Aristotle
stood in a close relation to the dialectical movement, and
brought it in theory and practice, as we have just said,
to completion. It was not to be expected that the
art of empirical investigation should find in him an
equally complete exponent, and therefore an accurate
discrimination between the two methods was as yet far
off. That could only come after the fuller development
of the empirical sciences and the direct investigation
of the theory of knowledge, which the modern centuries
have brought to pass. All the greater is the credit
due to Aristotle that his wide and direct scientific
instinct led him even so soon to turn to the methods of

! This charge has been made a one-sidedness not uncommon
by Bacon, and, since the above with him, by LANGE, Gesch. d.
was first written, by Lewes (Ari- Mater. i. 61 sqq.
stotle, § 91, 97); and, through
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observation and to connsct them as well as he then
could with the dialectical treatment of ideas.!

" That Aristotle’s dialectic had to do with a far more
extensive range of empirical data than Plato had to deal
with is the reason why Aristotle’s methods of exposition
are distinguishable at a glance from Plato’s by that air
of formal logic which they wear. Aristotle does not limit
himself to that unfolding of pure ideas which Plato ex-
pected of the philosopher,? though his own attempts at it
were in truth but rare and partial. The ideal processes
are for ever interrupted, in Aristotle, by references to
experience, by examinations of ambiguous terms, by
criticism of other views. The more extensive is the
matter which he has to bring under the yoke of science,
the more eager is he to see that every step in his far-
reaching investigations should be assured on the one
hand by a copious induction, and on the other by a
careful observance of the rules of logic. His manner
of presenting his work seems often dry and tedious as
compared with Plato’s; for the texts we now possess
yield us but rare examples of that richness and charm
for which his writings were praised no less than his
master’s. We miss wholly the dramatic life, the
artistic finish, the fine mythical presentment which
make us love the Dialogues.? But the Corpus Aristo-
telicum exhibits the peculiar qualities of a philosophic
style in so high a degree that we ought not only

! For fuller information on (1872); cf. especially pp. 29
the methodological principles of sqq. 122 sqq. 152 sqq.
Aristotle and their application,see ? See Zeller’s Plato, passim.
the next chapter; and EUCKEN, * Cf. p. 106 sq.
Die Methode d. Arist. Forschung

VOL. I N
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not to call him a ‘bad writer,’! but ought rather to set
him in this respect far above his great forerunner. He
is accused of ¢formalism,” though where the discussion
grows more concrete, as in his physics or ethics, this
falls away ; but it will not be regarded as a blemish by
those who remember how needful even in Plato’s view
this strict logical effort was—how much bewilderment
among ideas must have been cured by keen distinctions
in the meanings of words—how many fallacies will have
been avoided by the exact analysis of the syllogism.
Rather has Aristotle done the world immortal service
in that he established a fixed basis for all scientific
procedure, and won for thought thereby a security
whose value to us we only overlook because we have
grown too used to it to remember that it is great.

If, again, we endeavour to appreciate, so far as at
this point we can, the standpoint and general view of
the universe which we can call Aristotélian, we shall
find two things. On the one hand, no one can overlook
the basis he inherited from Socrates and Plato. Yet,
on the other hand, there is an element of originality
so notable and so sustained as to make us stigmatise
the notion that Aristotle was a kind of dependent
follower of Plato who did nothing but formally work
up and complete his master’s thought, as an error
utterly unjust.?

Aristotle adheres not only to the Socratic proposi-
tion that Science has to do with the idea of things, but
also to the further consequence which takes us into the
heart of Plato’s system, that that which is truly actual

! RITTER, iii. 28.
2 BRANISS, Gesch. d. Phil. ; see KANT, i. 179 sqq. 207 sq.
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in a thing is only its essence as thought in the idea of
it, and that all else is ‘actual’ only in so far as it
partakes of that ideal essentiality. Yet, whereas to
Plato this ¢Essential Being’ was a thing existing by
itself, which he relegated to a separate ideal world
beyond the world of experience, his follower recognises
the truth that the Idea, as the essence of things, could
not stand separate from the things themselves. There-
fore he seeks to present the Idea, not as a Universal
existing for itself apart, but as a common essence of
things indwelling in the particular things themselves.
In lieu of the negative relation to which the sundering
of ideas and phenomena had led with Plato, he posits
rather the positive relation of each to the other and
their mutual dependence. Therefore he calls the sen-
sible element the Matter, and the insensible essence the
Form. He puts it that it is one and the same Being,
here developed into actuality, there undeveloped and
lying as a mere basis. So it comes that, for him,
Matter must, by an inner necessity, strive upward to
Form, and Form equally must present itself in Matter.
In this transformation of Plato’s metaphysic, it is easy
to recognise the realism of the natural philosopher
whose aim is the explanation of the actual. Just this
is his strongest and ever recurrent charge against the
Ideal Theory, that it leaves the world of phenomena,
the things of Becoming and Change, unexplained. For
his own part, he finds the very root-definitions of his
metaphysic in his treatment of those processes wherein
is the secret of all genesis and all change, whether by
nature or by art. '
N2
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Yet Aristotle, too, is barred from completing his
philosophy in these directions by just that dualism of
the philosophy of Ideas which he inherited from Plato.
Hard as he tries to bring Form and Matter together,
still to the last they always remain two principles, of
which he can neither deduce one from the other, nor
both from a third. Fully as they are worked out
through the range of finite things, still the highest
entity of all is nothing but the pure Spirit, left outside
the world, thinking in itself—as the highest in man is
that Reason which enters into him from without, and
which never comes into any true unity with the indivi-
dual side of his being. In this way, Aristotle is at
once the perfection and the ending of the Idealism of
Socrates and Plato: its perfection, because it is the
most thorough effort to carry it throughout the whole
realm of actuality and to explain the world of pheno-
menal things from the standpoint of the ¢ Idea’; but
also its ending, since in it there comes to light the im-
possibility of ever holding together the Idea and the
Phenomenon in any real unity, after we have once
posited, in our definition of the ultimate basis of the
world, an original opposition between them.

If we follow out the development of these principles
in the Aristotelian system, and seek for that purpose to
take a general view of the divisions he adopted, we are
met at once with the unfortunate difficulty that, neither
in his own writings nor in any trustworthy account of
his method, is any satisfactory information on that point
to be found.! If we should trust the later Peripatetics

! Cf. for what follows : RITTER, iii. 57 sqq. ; BRANDIS, ii. b, 130
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and the Neo-Platonic commentators, Aristotle had
divided all philosophy into Theoretic and Practical,
assigning to the former the office of perfecting the
cognitive part of the soul, and to the latter that of
perfecting the appetitive. In Theoretic Philosophy,
they say, he again distinguished three parts: Physics,
Mathematics, and Theology, also called First Philosophy
or Metaphysics. Practical Philosophy likewise fell, it
is said, into three: Ethics, Economics, and Politics.!
There are not wanting indications in the Aristotelian
writings which serve to support this statement. Ari-
stotle often opposes to each other the theoretical and
the practical reason.? He distinguishes between in-
quiries which are directed to Cognition, and those
which are directed to Action.? Accordingly we find,

8qq.; TEICHMULLER, Arist.

real part as an instrument of
Forsch. ii. 9 sqq.; WALTER,

Philosophy), practical philosophy

Die Lehre v. d. prakt. Vern. 537
8qq.

! Thus AMMON. iz Qu. voo.
Porph. 7, a, sqq. (who adds the
fourfold division of Mathematics
into Geometry, Astronomy, Music,
and Arithmetic), and after him
Davip, Schol. 25, a, 1; SIMPL.
Phys. init. Categ. i. € ; PHILOP.
Schol. in Ar. 36, a, 6, Phys. init. ;
ANATOL. in Fabric. Bibl. iii.
462 H.; EUSTRAT. in FEth. N.
init. ; ANON, Schol. in Arist. 9, a,
31. The division into theoretical
and practical philosophy had al-
ready been given by ALEX. in
Anal. Pri. init. and D10@. v, 28.
Further, the latter, in part diverg-
ing from the others, divides
theoretical philosophy into Phy-
sics and Logic (which, however,
he does not consider so much a

into Ethics and Politics, and
Politics into the science of the
State and the science of the
household. AruEx. Zop. 17,
gives as philosophical sciences,
Physics, Ethics, Logic and Meta-
physics ; but as to Logic cf. below
p. 187, n. 2.

2 De An. iii. 9, 482, b, 26, c.
10, 438, a, 14 ; Eth. vi. 2,1139, a,
6, cf. i. 13 vers. fin.; Polit. vii.
14, 1333, a, 24. For further in-
formation see chap. xi.

3 Eth.i. 1, 1095,a,5: éredh 7d
TéNos [Tis moMiTucis] éorly ob. yiaus
AN moafis, Likewise, ibid. x.
10, 1179, a, 35, ii. 2, indt.: émel
ofy 1) mapoioa mparyuare’a ob Gewplas
évexd éarwv Bomep al BAAai (ob ydp
W eldapev Tl éoTv 7 bperh) aremwTd-
pneba, GAN’ 1V’ &yabol yevdpeba, éxel
otdey by Ay Speros adris), &c.
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at an early date in his School, a division of Science

into theoretic and practical.!

He himself, however, is

accustomed to add a third—the ®poietic science’?—
because he distinguishes 7roinoes or production from
wpais or action, both by its source and by its end,
saying that the former originates in the artistic faculty,
the latter in the will? and that production has its

end outside itself in the

work to be brought into

being, but action has its end in the activity of the

' Metaph. ii. (a), 1, 993, b,
19: épBis & Exes xal Td xaieiolu
Thy pikocodlay émrrhuny Tis &An-
Oclas. Oewpninijs pév ydp (wherein,
however, the whole of philosophy
is here included) Té\os &Affea,
wpaxticiis 8 &pyov. Eth. Eud. i.
1, 1214, a, 8: woAAdr ¥ &rrwy
Oewpnudrwy . . . Td udv alrav ovv-
Telver pds 1O yv@vas udvov, Td B¢
xal wepl Tds KThoes xal wepl Tds
wxpdEes Tob wpdyparos. Joa uiv ody
Exer procoplay pdvor Oewpnrichy,
&c.

2 Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b,
18 8q.: % ¢Quowh émorhun . . .
Sirov 81t offre wpaxTich) éoTiv obre
wonri) . . . . bore el waoa Sidvoa
1 wpaxrich § xomTuch # Oewpnruch, i
dvowh Oewpnruch Tis By ely; c. 2,
1026, b, 4 (xi. 7): obbeu§ ydp
éxioThuy émypelts wepl abrov [sc.
700 ouuPefnréros] obre wpaxTuchi
obre womruixji obre Oewpnrixi. The
same division of . émwriun in
Top. vi. 6, 145,a, 15; viii. 1, 1567,
a, 10. Further cf. Eth. N. vi.
3-5, c. 2, 1139, a, 27, x. 8, 1718,
b, 20, and on the difference
between poietic and theoretic
science in De Celo, iii. 7, 306, a,
16 ; Metaph. xii. 9, 1075, a, 1, cf.
ix. 2, 1046, b, 2,and Bonitz on this
passage. Though Aristotle here

speaks merely of an éxwrfiun (not
of a ¢ihooopla) xpaxtich and wouy-
Tuch, these passages would justify
our using the latter expression,
since ¢wooodla is synonymous
with émorfun when the latter
signifies not merely knowledge in
general, but science in the special
sense of the term. And since in
Metaph. vi. 1 (vid. inf. 183, n. 3)
he gives three ¢prodoplas Oewpnri-
xal, this undoubtedly supposes
that there is a non-theoretical, i.e.
a practical or poietic philosophy.
But one cannot believe that by
the latter is meant, not that
science which treats of wpafisand
wolnois (Ethics, Politics, and the
science of Art), but the faculty of
the xpatisand woingisitself, namely
¢pérnois and Téxrnm (WALTER,
Lehre v. d. prakt. Vern. 540 sq.).
#\ocogla never has this meaning,
and even éxiworiuny cannot have it
inthiscontext. 8o again since cer-
tain branches are distinguished
as practical and poietic from
Physics, Mathematics and Meta-
physics, which are the theoretic
sciences, the former must like-
wise be really sciences. And
what other place would be left
for Ethics, &c.?

3 Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b, 22:
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actor.! The two coincide, however, as opposed to
the theoretic activity in this, that they have to do with
the determination of that which can be either one way
or another, whereas Knowledge has to do with the
determination of that which cannot be any otherwise
than as it is.?2 Aristotle does also speak of three
theoretic Sciences, the first concerning things which
are movable and corporeal, the second referring to
things unmoved though corporeal, the third dealing with
that which is incorporeal and wnmoved : these being
Physics, Mathematics, and the First Philosophy,® which

TGV uév ydp momriky év TG woi-
obwre ) &pxh  vois ) Téxvm A dbvauls
Tis, TGV 8¢ wpaxtiiv &y 7@ wpdr-
Tovts 7 mpoalpeois. Hence Eth. vi.
5, 1140, b, 22: in the province of
art it is better to err voluntarily ;
in that of morals involuntarily.

V Eth. vi. 4 init.: érepoy ¥
dorl woinais xal wpalis ; c. 5, 1140,
b, 3: &AAo Td yévos wpdlews xal
wouficews . . . . TS utv ydp woifigews
Erepov 1) TéMos, Tijs 8¢ wpdiews odx
v ey ¥ore ydp abth % ebmpatia
Téhos. Ibid. 1.1 init.

2 Kth. vi. 3, 1139, b, 18:
emiorhun ptv ody i éorTiv évrevfey
pavepdy . . . . wdvres ydp SmoAau-
Bdvouer, d émordueda uh dvdéxeobdas
EAAws Exew; c. 4init.: To0 8 &vde-
xouévov BAAws Exew ¥ori T Kal
woiTdy xal wpaxtdy, &c. Cf. c. 2,
1139, a, 2 8qq. De Ceelo,iii. 7, 306,
a: vid.supr.p 167, n.2; Part. An.
i. 1, 640, a, 3: 1 yap &pxh Tois uév
[the theorists] rd by, Tois 3¢ [the
technicists] 70 éoduevor.

3 Metaph. vi. 1 (xi. 7) where
among other things 1026, a, 13 :
% utv ydp puouch wepl dxdpiora uty
&N’ obx dxlynTa, Tis 8¢ pabyua-
Tucis &na wepl dxlymra pév o

xwpiord & lows, GAN’ &s & SAp. 7
3¢ wpdrn [sc. ¢ooopla] xal wepl
xXwpiord kal dxlvnra . . . BoTe Tpels
Ay elev pihocodias BewpnTiral, uabn-
parich, puaich, Beoroyich. Simi-
larly xii. 1, 1096, a, 30, c, 6 init. ;
De An.1i. 1, 403, b, 7 sqq. About
the name of the first philosophy,
cf. also p. 76, supra. Asto Mathe-
matics as the science of numbers
and quantity, and the abstraction
peculiar to it, whereby it does not
consider a body according to its
physical properties, but only from
the point of view of magnitude in
space, and, in determining num-
ber and quantity, disregards the
intrinsic condition of that in
which they occur, see Phys. ii. 2,
193, b, 31 sqq.; Anal. Post. i. 10,
76, b, 8, c. 13,79 a, 7; Anal.
Pri. i, 41,49, b, 35; Metaph. xi.
4, c. 3, 1061, a, 28, vii. 10, 1036,
a, 9, xiii. 2, 1077, a, 9 to c. 3 fin.,
iii. 2, 997, b, 20, ibid. 996, a, 29 ;
De An. iii. 7 fin. Detached state-
ments on Mathematics are found
in many places, e.g. Metaph. i. 2,
982, a, 26 ; De Celo, iii. 1, 299, a,
15, c. 7, 306, a, 26; De An.i. 1,
402, b, 16. Cf. BRANDIS, p. 1356
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he names also Theology, and treats as the pinnacle of

all knowledge.!

If, however, we attempt to apply the suggested
division to the contents of the Aristotelian books,?> we

sqq. The contradiction which
RITTER, iii. 73 sq., finds in Ari-
stotle, viz. that a sensible sub-
tratum is first denied and after-
wards attributed to Mathematics,
and that its object is now de-
signated as removed, now as not
removed, from what is sensible, is
partly solved by the distinction
of the purely mathematical from
the applied sciences, and partly
and chiefly by the remark that
Aristotle nowhere says that the
object of Mathematics is a xewpi-
o1dv, but only that it is considered
as such, i.e. by abstracting from its
sensible nature ; in Metaph. xii. 8,
1073, b, 3, moreover, Astronomy
according to the common reading
is not called ¢the truest philo-
sophy,’ but the oixewordrn, the
most important of the mathe-
matical sciences for the discus-
sion in hand ; still Bonitz is right
in reading: s oixewordrns Piro-
oodle TaY pabnuaticiy émaTnpy.

' Metaph. vi. 1, 1026, a, 21
(and almost the same in xi. 7,
1064, b, 1), after what is given in
the preceding note : v Tiyuiord-
T [Emioripny] dei wepl Td Tyud-
raroy yévos elvas, (For, as is said
in 1064, b, 5: BeArfwy xal xelpwy
éxdorn Aéyeras katd Td olkeloy émi-
atnTér.) al piv odv Bewpnrical Ty
EAAwy émiornudy alperdrepar, abry
3¢ Tév Gewpnricdv. He discusses
at length in Metaph. i. 2, why the
first philosophy especially de-
serves the name oopla: because,
as perceiving the most universal,
it gives the most comprehensive

krowledge; because it investi-
gates what is most difficult to be
known ; because the science of
the last reasons is the most ac-
curate (&xpiBeardrn) and gives the
most perfect instruction as to
causes; because, more than any
other, it pursues knowledge for
its own sake ; and because, as the
science of principles, and hence
a'so of final ends, it must govern
all others. In Zop. viii. 1, 157, a,
9, the following is given as an
example of a division: ¥r: éme-
oThun éxierhuns Bertiwy ) 7@ dxpi-
Beorépa elvas A 7¢ PeAtibvav.
Aristotle in Metaph. xii. 9, 1074,
b, 29 sq. also supposes that the
value of knowledge is propor-
tioned to that of its object. The
universal pre-eminence of the
theoretical over the practical
and poietic sciences does not,
however, rest on this, nor on their
greater exactness, for some of
them (the zoological and psycho-
logical sciences) have no su-
periority over KEthics in either
respect ; but primarily on the fact
that knowledge is here an end in
itself ; cf. Metaph. i. 1, 981, b,
17 8qq. 982, a, L.

2 Thus Ravaisson (Essai sur
la Métaphysique o Aristote, i.
244 sqq.). who wishes to sub-
divide theoretical philosophy
into Theology, Mathematics and
Physics, practical philosophyinto
Ethics, Economics and Politics,
and poietic philosophy into
Poetics, Rhetoric and Dialectics.
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run at once into manifold troubles. Of all that Ari-
stotle wrote, the only thing which would fall under
¢ poietic science’ is the Poetics; for he himself rele-
gates the Rheforic to another section by indicating
that it is a side-branch of Dialectics and Politics,! and
Dialectics cannot be dlsconnected from Analytics or
Logic.?

If we were to conclude from this difficulty that the
division into fwo groups—theoretic and practical—was
preferable to the division into fhree, we should thereby
be cutting ourselves loose from the statements of Ari-
stotle himself. It further appears that in the presenta-
tion of his system he took no account of the existence
of Mathematics. The one mathematical work to which
he gives a reference, and which can with certainty be
taken to be genuine—the tract on Astronomy—belongs,
according to the classification above indicated, to

' Rhet. i. 2, 1366, a, 25: &ore
ovpBalver hy pnropuchy olov wapa-
Pvés i Tiis SiahexTikds elvar xal Ths
wepl 1& %00 wpayuarelas, hy Sixady
éori wpogayopebew wohiTixfy. c. 3,
1359, b, 8: ¥wep ydp xal wpbrepoy
eipnrdres Tvyxdvouey &Anbis doTw,
871 0 prropuch glyxerrar pdv Ex Te
Tis &vaAvrixils émiothuns xal THs
wepl T& %00 woMiTixds, dpo'a &' éoTl
T8 plv 1) SiakexTuefi T& B Tois
oopisTicois Abyus. Eth.i. 1, 1094,
b, 2: dpduev 8¢ xal 'r&s évtipordras
@y Suvdpewy dwd Tabryy [THy wo-
Mruchv] ofioas, olov arparnyuchy,
oikovopuchy, propucty: xpwuévns 5t
Tabrys Tals Aowwais TEY wpaKTIKGDY
émiornudy, &c. These expressions
seem to have a direct reference
to the passage cited from the
Rhetoric. Aristotle sees in it an
application of Dialectics for the

purposesof Politics; and since the
character of a science depends
on its purpose, he includes it in
the practical section. Hence,
although in itself an artistic
science, and designated as such
by Aristotle (e.g. Rhet. i. 1354, a,
11 sq. b, 21, 1335, a, 4, 33, b, 11,
c. 2, 1366, b, 26 sqq. ; rhetorical
theories are also called Téxvau,
cf. swpra, p. 72, 2, 73, 1),
still he does not seem to give
Rhetoric an independent place in
the system, as Brandis does (ii.
b, 147), and still more decidedly
Doring (Kunstl. d. Arist. 78).
28y in Top. i. 1 init. c. 2,
it is plainly designated as an
auxiliary science to philosophy in
general, and especially to the
theoretical investigations.
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Physics. Of the others, they are either of doubtful
authenticity or, in any case, the absence of any refer-
ences leaves us to suspect that these were not considered
an essential part of the connected exposition of his
system.! The Physics, again, is spoken of as the
‘gecond,’? not the third, philosophy—as if there were
no thought of Mathematics standing between it and
the ¢First Philosophy:’ and Aristotle himself refers
the Mathematical Awioms to the ‘First Philoso-
phy.”? '

As regards Practical Philosophy, Aristotle does not
divide it into Ethics, Economics and Politics ‘—like the
later commentators® who were misled in that matter by
the spurious Economics. He distinguishes in the first
place ¢ the main Ethical Science—which he desires to
call ¢ Politics’"—from the auxiliary sciences of Econo-
mics, Military Tactics, and Rhetoric®: and then in
¢ Politics * he distinguishes that section which treats of

! About these writings cf.
p. 86, n. 1, supra.

2 Metaph. vii. 11, 1037, a, 14 :
Tiis puowiis xal Jevrépas Pihogo-
las.
3 Metaph. iv. 3 init. (xi. 4).

4 Aristotle in Eth. vi. 9, 1142,
a, 9, besides ¢pdvnais which re-
lates to individual action, cer-
tainly names oixovoula and woAirela
also: but in 1141, b, 31 he has
divided Politics {i.c. the science of
the life in society with the ex-
clusion of Ethics) into oixovoufa,
vopofeoia, woAiruch, so that, accord-
ing to this, Economics forms a
part of Politics. Still more de-
finitely Eudemus in Eth. Eud. i.
8, 1218, b. 13, combines the
woAiruch kal olkovouixy xal ppdymos

as the three parts of practical
science ; this division must con-
sequently belong to the oldest
Peripatetics.

* With whom, besides Ravais-
son, RITTER, iii. 302, also agrees.

¢ Eth. i. 1, 1094, a, 18 sqq.,
vi. 9, 1141, b, 23 sqq.

7 Eth. i. 1, ibid., and 1095,
a, 2, i. 2 ¢nit, and fin., ii. 2, 1105,
a, 12, vii. 12 init., cf. i. 13, 1102, a,
23. Rhet. i. 2,3, vid. supr. p. 185,
n. 1.

8 Fth.i.1,1094, Y, 2; Rhet. i.
2, 1366, a, 256. Also in the first
book of the Politics, Economics,
as far as Aristotle has treated the
subject, is taken to belong to the
science of the State.
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the moral action of the individual from that which
treats of the State.!

It is also important to remember that in the above
_ division, whether we take it to be twofold or threefold,
there is no place for Logic. The later Peripatetics get
over this difficulty by the theory—which is a point of
controversy between them and the Stoics—that Logic
is not a part of Philosophy, but only an instrument
for it.? Aristotle himself never hints at this distinc-
tion,? although he does, of course, treat Logic as a
Methodology.* Nor will the suggestion help us much ;
for since Aristotle had worked out his Logic with such
scientific care, it must have had some definite place in
his system.® The only conclusion is that the scheme of
subdivision, which we deduce from the above-quoted
remarks of Aristotle, seems to be in part too wide and
in part too narrow for the matter which his books

contain.

A different subdivision of the system might be built

' Eth.i. 1, 1094, b, 7. So also
in the lengthy discussion, x. 10.

2 D10G. v. 28 ; ALEX. in Pri.
Anal. init., Schol. 141, a, 19, b, 25,
in Zop. 41, m, AMMON. apud
WAITzZ, Arist. Org. i. 44 med.;
SIMPL. Categ. 1, {, Schol. 39, b,
and PHILOP. in Categ. Schol. in
Ar. 36, a, 6,12, 37,b, 46. The
same in Anal. Pri.ibid. 143, a, 3.
ANON. ibid. 140, a, 456 sqq.
DAvVID, in Categ. Schol. 25, a, 1,
where there are also further
fragmentary subdivisions of Logic
and the logical writings.

* That in Top. i. 18 fin., and
viii. 14, 163, b, 9, he speaks of
logical readiness as an organ of

philosophy, is of course beside
the point.

4 Supra, p. 91 sq.

3 No more trustworthy is Ra-
vaisson's statement (loc. oit. 252,
264 sq.), that Analytics is no
special science, but the form of
all science. It is much rather
the knomwledge of this form, which
constitutes a particular branch
just as much as Metaphysics,
which is the knowledge of the
universal grounds of all Being.
MARBACH, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 247,
even thinks that ‘ therecan be no
doubt that the ¢ Mathematics”
which forms a part of philosophy
is what is now called Logic.’



188 ARISTOTLE

on the other remark, that all propositions and problems
are either ethical, physical, or logical.! Under the
logical head, however, Aristotle here comprehends both
formal Logic and the First Philosophy or Metaphysics,?
and this alone would prove that he could not here have
meant to indicate a scheme for the presentation of his
system, in which these two departments are kept so
obviously distinct.

If, then, we are forced to give up the attempt to
find in his own isolated remarks any key to the plan of
his work which corresponds with the construction
itself, nothing remains but to gather from the actual
work as we have it, the method of the work he designed.
Abstracting from those of his writings which are in-
tended only as preliminary essays, or devoted to histo-
rical materials or collections concerning natural history,
or taken up with philosophic criticism, we distinguish
among Aristotle’s writings four main masses. These
are his investigations of Logic, of Metaphysics, of
Natural History, and of Ethics. A fifth would be the

! Top. i. 14,104,b,19: o7t &
bs Timp wephaPeiv Tdv wpordoewy
xal Ty wpoPAnudTwy uépn Tpla. ai
pty ydp H0ucal wpordoes eioly, al ¢
Aoywal . . . . Suolws 8¢ kal T& wo-
BApara . . . . wpds piv ol piro-
goplay xar’ &Affeay wepl alrTdy
wpayparevtéoy, SiahexTikds §¢ wpds
86kav. It is of no importance as
against this, that,in dealing with
the difference between know-
ledge and representation, Ari-
stotle remarks in Anal. Post. i. 33
Jin.: Té 8 Aowd wds Sl diaveinas
éxl Te Siavolas kal voi xal émiaThuns
xal Téxyns kal ppoviicews xal coplas

T8 uév Ppuoikiis Ta 8¢ H0ucijs Oewplas
pnaAdov éotiv.

? As an ‘instance of logical
propositions Zop. ubi sup. men-
tionsthe principle, which belongs
equally to Methodology or Ana-
lytics and to Metaphysics (cf.
Mctaph. iv. 2, 1004, a, 9 sqq.,
1005, a, 2), that opposites fall
under the same science. Again,
in the instances given on p. 174,
n. 2, supra, Aoyweds at one time
stands for logical, at another for
metaphysical inquiries; for the
latter also in Eth. Eud. i. 8,1217,
b, 16.
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Philosophy of Art, except that Aristotle did not work
out any part of it except the Poetics, He seems to
have forgotten to deduce these various branches of
work from the idea and problem of philosophy as a
whole, or to reduce them to any simpler plan of divi-
sion. Of these five, the section of Logic and Methodo-
logy ought to come first, not only in the time order of
the important texts,! but also in the order of exposi-
tion—for Aristotle himself describes it as a propaideu-
tic for all other inquiries.? After the investigation of
scientific method, the ¢ First Philosophy’ must come.
For, although the connected exposition of it belongs in
time to the close of Aristotle’s work,® nevertheless it
contains the key to the philosophical understanding of
the Physics and the Ethics, and it is from it we must
obtain all the definitions, without which we could take
not a step in either of these sciences—such as the
definitions of the Four Causes, of Form and Matter, of
the different senses of Being, of Substance and Acci-
dent, of the Mover and the Moved, &c. The very

! See supra, p. 156 seq.

2 Metaph. iv. 3, 1006, b, 2:
8oa ¥ dyxepoior Tdv Aeydvrwy
Twis wepl Tiis &Anbelas, dv Tpéwoy
3ei arodéxeafal, 8 draldevoiay Ty
&valvTik@y Tobro Jpdowy Jel ydp
wepl TobTwy fikew wpoemioTauévovs,
&AAY ph &kobovras (prelv. It is
much the same for the ques-
tion in hand, whether the Todrwy
is referred to &vaAvrikdy, or more
correctly to the investigationsin-
dicated in the words wepl Tis
dAnfelas &c., since from the
nature of the thing it comes to
the same, whether he says, ¢ One
must be acquainted with Ana-

Iytics,” or ‘One must be ac-
quainted with what Analytics has
to discuss’ Inadmissible, on
the other hand, is Prantl’s ex-
planation (Gesck. d. Log. i. 137),
which refers the rodrwy, not to
the words with which it is im-
mediately connected, but to the
dtidpara, about which Aristotle
has spoken above. As a conse-
quence of this translation, Prantl
thinks it monstrous that this
passage should be used as a
proof of the precedence of the
Analytics.

¥ Vid. supr. p. 76 sqq., and
p. 160, n.
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name of the ¢ First Philosophy’ expresses the fact that
in the logical order it precedes all other material
investigations, as being concerned with the discussion
of the most universal of all presuppositions.! The
Physics follow on after the ‘First Philosophy,” and the
KEthics follow the Physics, because the latter is pre-
supposed in the former.? The Rhetoric must be taken
a8 belonging to Ethics.® The philosophy of Art, on the
other hand, forms a section by itself, which is not
brought into any definite connection with the rest.
We can only treat it, therefore, as an appendix. To a
like position we must relegate also Aristotle’s occasional
utterances as to Religion—for a Philosophy of Religion,
in the true sense, was not within his view.

! 8till more plainly than by 7uds), Metaph. vi. 1, 1026, a, 13,
the superlative xpdrn pirocoplais 30, Gen. et Corr.i. 318, a, 5.
this shown by the comparative : ? Vid. supra, p. 169.
pirododla wpor épa(Ppuoucis, pabnua- ? See supra, p. 185, n. 1.
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CHAPTER V
LOGIC

FRroM of old, Aristotle has been renowned as the founder
of Logic, and he has deserved his fame. We must not,
however, overlook the fact that he treated Logic, not as
an independent science, but only from the point of view
of Methodology, as the ‘technique’ of his philosophic
investigations. In dealing with it, therefore, he does
not contemplate by any means a full and uniform
account of the powers of thought as a whole, but rather
a simple inquiry into the forms and laws of scientific
proof. Of the first half of his Logic—the Topics—he
admits this himself! Of the other and more important
section—the Analytics—it follows partly from single
references which assign to it the place of a Propaideutic
of Science,? partly from the analogy of the Topics
aforesaid, but more especially from the whole treatment
of the subject. Of the two Analytics, the logical
masterpieces of Aristotle, the first is concerned with
Syllogisms, the second with the laws of Proof.3 Only
in connection with these investigations, and only in so

! Top. i.1 init.: 7 uév mpdbecis 8rav duolws ¥xwuev Gowep éxl
7iis wpayuarelas uébodov edpeiv, &p’' pnropuciis kal larpiciis kal Ty Toi-
fis Surmodueda guAroyi(esOar wepl obrwy Suvduewv: Tovro ¥ doTl T
wayrds Tol wporeBévros wpoPAfparos éx Ty évdexopévwy woiely & wpo-
& &vd6twy xal abrol Adyov Sméxovres  aipolueta,

pun0ty épovuey Swevavriov. Cf. c. 2. 2 Vid. supra, p. 189, n. 2.
c. 3: Efouer B¢ TeAéws THy uébodoy, ? The common theme of both
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far as may be necessary thereto, did he stay to consider
the theory of Propositions.! It was not until a later
period,? (if at all) that he extended these hints into a
separate treatise in the Ilepi épunveias. In the same way,
it is from the consideration of the Syllogism that he is
led to the logical treatment of Notions. He touches on
Definition in the Analytics,® merely as a matter con-
nected with Proof ; and, in fact, the logical properties
of Notions as a whole are only taken up as incidental
to the Syllogism.* The theory of the Categories, on the
other hand, belongs more to Metaphysics than to
Logic, because it is not deduced from the logical form
of the Notion as such, or from the process of thought
involved in its construction, but is derived rather from
the natural division of those real relations, to which
the Categories, according to their content, are referred.s
The very name of ¢ Analytica’® indicates that in the

is thus designated in Anal. Pri.
init. : wpdToy uev eixeiv wepl Tl ral
rlvos éorly N oxéius, 81 wepl awd-
Sedw kal émiorhuns dmwodewtucis.
Likewise at end of Anal. Post. ii.
19 init. : wepl udv ody cvAAoyiouov
xal &wodeltews, T{ e dxdrepby éoTe
kol x@s ylvera, pavepdy, dua 8¢ kal
wepl emoThuns brodewTuciis * 1abrdy
ydp éoTowy.

! Anal. Pri. i
Post. i. 2,72, b, 7.

? Vid. supr. p. 66, n. 1.

3 Anal. Post. ii. 8 sqq. and cf.
especially c. 10.

4 The little that has to be
mentioned with regard to this
will be adduced later. The de-
finition of the 8posin Anal. Pri.i.
1, 24, b, 16 alone shows (3pov 3¢
kaA@ eis by SwaAderar §) mpbraois)

1-3. Anel.

that Aristotle is going by an
analytical method, and just as
he proceeds from syllogisms to
propositions, so in like manner
he passes from propositions to
notions. Both are merely con-
sidered as factors in the syllo-
gism.

¢ Some other writings on Con-
cepts, which were mentioned on
p. 70, supra, seem to have had a
purely logical character; but
probably not one of them was
the work of Aristotle.

¢ Aristotle not only calls both
the principal logical writings
'Avaivricd (see p. 67, n. 1), but
(vid. supr. p. 189, n. 2, and p. 185,
n. 1) he uses the same designa-
tion forthe science of which they
treat.
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investigations which we should class under ¢ Formal
Logic,” Aristotle was chiefly concerned to determine
the conditions of scientific procedure, and especially of
scientific processes of proof.!

Socrates had revealed the method of forming Con-
ceptions ; Plato had added that of Division; Aristotle
was the discoverer of the theory of Proof. This is to
him so clearly the one important point, that he re-
solves into it the whole science of Methodology. It
follows, then, that when the later Peripatetics described
Logic? as an ‘instrument’ of philosophy,® and when
accordingly the logical writings of Aristotle were in
the end published together under the name of the

¢Organon,’* this was in

! 'Avartew means to reduce a
given thing to the parts of which
it is composed, or to investigate
the conditions through which it
is brought about. In this sense
Aristotle uses é&vdAvois and
&vardew regularly for the reduc-
tion of syllogisms to the three
figures, e.g. Anal. Pri. i. 32 init.:
€l . .. Tobs yeyernuévous [cvAAoyio-
uobs] &vardowuey els T& mpoeipnuéva
oxfpara, for which was written
immediately before: néds & &wvd-
touey Tobs CuAAOyIoMODS €is TQ wpo-
eipnuéva oxfuara.  Cf. BONITZ,
Ind. Arist. 48, b, 16. And since
every investigation consists in
tracing out the component parts
and conditions of that with
which it is concerned, évaidew
together with (nreiv stands for
‘investigate.” Thus Eth. . iii.
6, 1112, b, 16: (BovAeberar . . . .
obSels wepl 7o TéAovs®) &AAR
0éuevor Téros Ti, XS kal Si& Tivwy
Eorar oxowobot. . . . Ews by ENOwow

VOL. I.

no way contrary to the

éxl 1d wpdTov almiov, b & T
edpéaer ¥rxardy éoTv - & ~ydp Bov-
Aevdpevos fowe (nrelv Kal dvarbew
7oy elpnuévoy Tpbwoy Gowep dud-
ypappa. pa‘verard 9 utv (hrnois od

waoa elvai BotAevos,olov al puabnua- -

Twal, % 8¢ BobAevais waga (frnats,
kal 70 Ioxarov & T dvarioer
wprov elvai &v 1§ yevéoer. (CL.
TRENDELENBURG, Elem. Log.
Arist.p.47sq.) Theévarvrich ém-
arfiun (Rhet.i.4,1359,b,10) desig-
nates accordingly theart of scien-
tific inquiry, or the introduction
to it, which is scientific method-
ology ; and similarly ré évaAvrikd
means ‘that which deals with
scientific inquiry,’ i.6. the theory
of it : as in Metaph. iv. 3,1005, b, 2.

? On this designation, proved
to have existed since the time of
Cicero, cf. PRANTL, Gesck. d. Log.
i. 514, 27, 635.

* Vid. supr. p. 187, n. 2.

4 This name is not used by
any of the Greek commentators

o
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Master’s own view.! The further theory that Logic, as
being the ¢ Organon’ of philosophy, could not be also
a part of philosophy,? he would hardly have approved.
In order rightly to comprehend this Science of
Method, it will first be necessary for us to go more
closely into Aristotle’s views concerning the nature and
origin of Knowledge. For it is the conception of
Knowledge which determines the aim and the direction
of the procedure of Science ; and the natural develop-
ment of Knowledge in the mind of man must point
the way for its systematic development in Science also.
All Knowledge relates to the Essence of Things—
to the Universal properties which remain identical
with themselves in all individual things, and to the

Causes of all that is actual.?

Conversely, however, it

is true that the Universal is only to be known through

till the sixth century, asapplied to
the writings ; it only came to this
use later (cf. WAITZ, Arist. Org. ii.
293 sq.). On the other hand, the
texts are, before that time, called
by them dpyavird, because they
refer to the fpyavov (or dpyavikdy
uépos) pthocodias; cf. SIMPL. in
Categ. 1, €; PHILOP. in Cat.
Schol. 36, a, 7, 16 ; DAVID, ibid.
25, a, 3.

! PRANTL, Gesch. d. Log. i. 136,
is in this respect unreasonable,
when he denounces ‘the school-
masters of later antiquity,” who,
¢infected with the folly of the
Stoic philosophy,’ wished at any
price to represent Logic as the
tool of knowledge. Thisis really
the position and meaning which
Aristotle gives it. Thetheorythat
in the same sense as Physics

and Ethicf it has its own end in
itself and its own object, or
that it is meant to be a philoso-
phically established presentment
of the activity of human thought
and nothing else (ibid. p. 138
8q.), is a supposition which can
neither be proved from any definite
statements of Aristotle, nor from
the construction of his logical
writings, The ¢ real-metaphysical
side of the Aristotelian logic,’
however, need not on this account
be disregarded. Evenif it is re-
garded as the Science of Method,
it may have its foundations in
Metaphysics ; and even though it
precede the latter, yet it may be-
come necessary, in the erd, to re-
duce it to metaphysical principles,

2 Vid. supr. p. 187, n. 2.

? Vid.supr. pp.163 sq., 178sq.
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the Individuals, the Essence only through Appearances,
the Causes only through their Effects. This follows in
part from Aristotle’s metaphysical propositions about
the relation of the individual to the universal, which
will meet us hereafter ; for if it is individual existence
alone which can be called originally actual—if the
Universals exist, not independently as ¢ Ideas’ but only
in attachment to individual things as ¢ properties —it
follows that the experiential knowledge of Individuals
must necessarily precede the scientific knowledge of
Universals.! Quite as directly, to Aristotle, will the same
conclusion follow from the nature of man’s powers of
knowledge. For while he unhesitatingly admits that
the soul must bear within itself the ground-principle
of its knowledge, he is equally positive that it is not
possible to attain any real knowledge except by means
of experience. All learning presupposes, of course,
some present knowledge, to which it joins on.? Out of
this axiom there arises the doubt, which had given
the earlier thinkers so much trouble,® about the possi-
bility of learning at all. For either, as it seems, we

1 Aristotle himself points out
this connection of his doctrine of
perception with his metaphysics
in De An. iii. 8,432, a, 2: émwel 8¢
o3¢ wpayua obbéy éoTi wapd T
peyédn, bs dokel, Td alodnTd Kexw-
piopévoy, év 7ois elbeot Tois algbyrois
& vonrd éoti (cf. c. 4, 430, 3, 6:
&y 3¢ Tols Exovawy FAny duvduer Exa-
oréy dori TV YonTdv) T4 TE &V
&opapéoer Aeydueva [abstract no-
tions] xal 8oa Tdy aigbyTdy Ees
xal wd0n. kal Sk TovTo ofire uy
aigfavduevos unfiv odbev by uddor
otd¢ fuveln * Brav Te Oewpii, avdykn

dua pdvraoud Ti Gewpelv * T ydp
pavrdouara Gowep aicbhuard éari,
wAhy dvev TAns.

2 Anal. Post. i. init: waoca
didaokaia kal 7@oca pddnois Siavon-
Tieh & mpovmapxobons ylveras
yvéoews—which he immediately
proceeds to prove as to the dif-
ferent sciences, both as regards
syllogistic and inductive proof.
The like in Metaph. i. 9, 992, b,
30; Kth. vi. 3, 1139, b, 26.

® See ZELL., Ph. d. Gr. pt. i.
996, and pt. ii. a, 696.

o2
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must already be possessed of that knowledge from which
all the rest is to be deduced—which is not in fact true—
or else we have still to acquire it, in which case the said
axiom does not hold for that which is the highest know-
ledge of all.! It was this difficulty that Plato sought to
avoid by his doctrine of ¢ Anamnesis’—the latent recol-
lection of a prior knowledge. But apart from all the
other objections which he finds to lie against the pre-
existence of the soul,2 Aristotle is unable to reconcile
himself with this theory, because it seems to him un-
thinkable that we should have in s a knowledge without
knowing it ;® not to speak of all the various ahsurdities
to which a closer analysis of the notion of the existence
of the Ideas in the soul would obviously lead.* His
solution lies rather in that conception by means of
which he has answered so many of the questions of
metaphysics and natural philosophy—in the notion of
¢ Development *—in the distinction between the ground-
work of potentiality and the completed actuality. The
soul, he says, must certainly bear within itself in some
sense its knowledge. For if even our Sense Perception

U Anal. Post. ii. 19, 99, b, 20 :
Every knowledge by argument
supposes acquaintance with the
highest principles (the é&pxai
&ueoor, vid.inf.): Tdv & duéowy THy
ywdow . ..dwwophigeiey v Tis . . . .
xal wéTepoy ovk évovaar ai €es [the
yv@o:s of the dpxal] éyyivovras §
évovoal AeAffacw. el uty &) Exouev
abras, &roxov * ouuBalves yap xpi-
Bearépas Exovras yvdoes drodeltews
AavOdvew. € 8¢ AauBdvopey u)
Exovres mpiTepov, mids by yvwplloyuey
xal pavddvoiuey ek ud) wpodmwapxobans
yvdosws + adlvatoy yep ... pavepdy

Tolvuy, 81t o’ Ixew olby e, obr’
&yvoovas kel undeulay Exovow &
éyylveaou.

2 Cf.the section as to the rela-
tion of soul and body, infra, ch. x.
nit.

8 Anal. Post. loc. cit., and
Metaph. i. 9, 992, b, 33.

* Top. ii.7, 113, a, 25 : if ideas
were in us they would have also
to move with us, &c. Still Ari-
stotle himself would scarcely
have laid much stress on this
merely dialectical line of attack.

e

Ad o
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. 3 to be regarded, not as a passive reception of things
given, but rather as an activity for which such recep-
tion is the occasion,! then the same must d fortior: be
true of Thought,? which has no outward object at all.
Because our pure thought is not different from the
things thought,? therefore there lies in its nature as such
the possibility of knowing with an immediate knowledge
those highest principles, which are presupposed by all
derivative and mediate knowledge as its condition and

starting-point.*

vt De An. ii. 5, 417, b, 2 sqq.
Aristotle here says that neither
consciousness nor thought ought
to be called a wdoxew and an
&Aroiwois, unless we distinguish
two kinds of suffering and
change : T4y Te éxl Tas oTepnTIKGS
SiaBéaets peraBoAhy kal Thy éml Tas
&es kal Ty pbow. Similarlyin iii.
5,429, b, 22 sqq., iii. 7, 431, a, 5.

2 De An.ii. 417, b, 18: xal 7
kar' évépyeay [aloBdvesfar] ¢
buolws Aéyeral Td Oewpely: Siapépe:
8¢, 811 7ol uiv Td womTiKd THS
évepyelas Efwbev, Td bpatdy etc.
alrioy 8’ 871 7@y kal EaoTov 7 Kar’
&vépyetav alafnois, 7 & émoThun
TV KaBbAov: TaiTa 8 év adrhi wds
éort Th Yuxp. i voijoau pév éx’
abr@ 8rav BovAnral, aicléveolar &
obx éx’ abrd: §yayraiov ydp Swdp-
xew 1o aignriv,

3 De An.iii. at 430, a, 2 (fol-
lowing the passage to be cited
presently on p. 199, n. 2), hesays:
192, 3: kal adrds 3¢ [4 vois] vonTds
éorw Gomep T8 vonrd. éxl pdv ydp
7Y dvev JAns TO adTé ot TO vooiv
Kkal Td voolpevoy * ) yop émeThun
Oewpnrikh kal T ofTws mioTnTdY TO
abrd dorw. Ibid.iii.7 imit.: 70 &
abrd doTw ) ket dvépyeiay émoThun
7§ wpdypari. Metaph, xii. 7, 1074,

So far, then, the soul may be de-

b, 38: ) & dlwy % émoThun TO
wpaypa; éwl pty TéY wounTiKGY Bvev
SAns % obola kal 7 7L Ay elvay,
éml 8¢ Tiv BewpnTik@y & Adyos T
wpaypa kal 9 vénois.

4 Anal. Post. ii. 19, 100, b, 8 :
émwel 8¢ ... . obdtv émaThuns &npe-
Béorepov 8AAo vyévos A vois, ai 8
apxal Ty &wodeltewy yywpudTepat,
émoThun 8 Gmaca perd Adyov éorl,
T@Y dpx®v émaThun piv obk by €y,
émel & obdev GAnBéoTepoy EvdéxeTan
elvat émaThuns 9 vovy, vois by €y
T@v bpxdv ... €l ody undév HAAo
map’  émothuny yévos Exouey
&An0¢s, vous by el émarhuns &pxh.
Eth.vi. 6: Tiis &pxfis Tod émoryTob
otr’ by émarhun el obire Téxvm
oire ¢ppbynois . . . . Aelwerar yoiy
elvas Tdv &pxdv. c. 17,1141, a, 17,
b, 2,c.9, 1142, a, 25: & utv vdp
vobs Tav 8pwv, Gv obk ¥aTi Adbyos.
c. 12, 1143, a, 356 (with which cf.
TRENDELENBURG, Histor. Beitr.
ii. 8376 sqq. ; WALTER, Die Lehre
v. d. prakt. Vernunft, etc., 38
8qq.): 6 wois Tav éoxdrwy éx
dupdrepa’ ral yap T@v mpdTwy Spwy
kal @y éoxdrwy vobs éoTt Kal od
Adyos, Kal 6 ptv kard Tas &mwodelfeis
Tdv dewhrwy Spwy kal xpdTwy, 6 8’
&y rals wpakTikais Tob doxdrov Kai
évdexopévov etc. (More will be
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scribed as the ¢ place of the Ideas,’ ! and it may be said
of the faculty of Thought that it is in itself all that is

said as to the latter, in ch. xi.
and xii. infra.) This recogni-
tion of principles is an imme-
diate knowledge (&ueaor), for the
root principles of all argument
cannot, in their turn, be proved:
(cf. Anal. Post.i. 2,3,72,a,7,b,
18 sqq. ¢, 22, 84, a, 30; ii. 9
init.c. 10, 94, a, 9 ; and Metaph. iv.
4, 1006, a, 6, 1011, a, 13 ; more
fully later). But onthis very
account it is always true. For
error only consists in a false con-
junction of perceptions,and hence
arises only in the Proposition by
reason of the conjunction of the
Predicate with a Subject ( Categ.
4 fin.; De Interpr.i. 16, a, 12;
De An. iii. 8, 432, a, 11); im-
mediate knowledge, on the other
hand, is concerned with pure
conceptions relating to no subject
distinct from themselves, which
we can only know or not know,
but as to which we cannot be
deceived ; De An. iii. 6 init.:
% utv odv Tév ddiupérav vénois év
Todros mwepl & obx ¥ori Td Yebdos *
év ols 8¢ kal 7O Yetdos wral TO
aAnots, ovleals Tis #dn vonudrav
&s & Svrwv; and ibid. at theend :
o7 8 ) pdv pdous 71 kard Twos,
Boxep N rardpacis, kal aAnbhs 9
Yevdhs wdoa: 6 3¢ vois ob was, &AN
6 Tob 7f dori kard 7O Tl fy elvar
&An0Ys, kal ob Tl kard Twos* &AN
Gowep b pGv Tob idlov &Anbes, €l
& Uvfpwwos TO Aevkdy A pd, odx
dAndds &el, ofrws ¥xer doa dvev
BAns. Metaph. ix. 10: éxed B¢ . . .
Td ... &An0is %) Yeddos . . . éxd TV
wpayudroy dotl 7§ ovykeicbas
Bippiiodas . . . %67 daTly A odx Eomu
7d &AnOis Aeybuevor 9 Yetdos ., ..
wepl 3¢ 5% 72 &atvlera 71 70 elvar §

uh elvar kal 7O A&AnO&s Kal Td
Yetdos; . . . H Goxep odd¢ Td
aAnlts éxl Todtwy T alrd, ofrws
odd¢ 70 elvai, 4AN EoTi TO pdv
&Anles T B¢ Yebdos, TO pév Ovyely
kal ¢pdvas GAnbes . .. 18 & &yvoely
Y Beyydvew « dwarnbijvar ydp wepl
78 7l éorwv odx &oTv AN’ #) xaTa
ovABeBnkds . . . Boa 3% doTw Sxep
elval 71 kai évepyela, wepl Tavra odx
orw awarnbijvas &AN’ #) voety ) uf
... 7O 8¢ &AN0Es TO voely adTd © Td
3¢ Yebdos odx ¥oTw, obd' &wdry,
&AA’ ¥yvowa. According to these
passages we should understand
by the wpordoeis &ueaos, which ex-
press the ultimate principles (4n.
Post.i. 2,23,33,72,a, 7, 84, b, 39,
88, b, 36), only those propositions
in which the predicate is already
contained in the subject, not
those in which it attaches to a
subject different from itself: or
in other words, only analytical
a priort judgments, In like
manner the dpiouds Tav &uéowr
(ibid. ii. 10, 94, a, 9) is a @éous
700 7 éoTiv dvamwddexros,in which
nothing is affirmed as to the
existence or non-existence of a
conception, nor of its connection
with a stated subject. Lastly,
when the principle of contradic-
tion (in Metaph. iv. 3 sq. 1005,
b, 11, 1006, a, 3) is designated
as the BeBaiordrn &px T macdy wepl
Hv Siayevobiivar &ddvaroy, here also
only the fundamental principle
of all analytical judgments is
in question —the formal identity
of every conception with itself.

! De An. iii. 4, 429, a, 27 : xal
€3 3% ol Adyoyres Thy Yuxhv elvau
Téwov €iddv (see on this ZELLER'S
Plato), wafy 8rc obre SAn &N’
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thinkable.!

sttt e e e e

199

This contained knowledge, however, can

only become actual knowledge in the active exercise of
cognition. It follows, therefore, that, prior to experi-
ence, it cannot be in the soul except in the way of a
possibility and a basis; and so, according to him, it is,
in virtue of the fact that the soul has the faculty of
forming its notions out of itself by its own inherent

activity.?

7 vonrix), obre évreAexely aAAR
Suvduer Td €fdn.

' De An. iii. 8 init.: viv 8¢
wepl Yuxiis Td Aexfévra ovyke-
paraidoarres elrwpey wdAw dri 9
Yuxh Te dvra wds éori wdvra. 9
yap alodnTd 78 Svra A vonrd, EoTi
¥ 9 émarhun ptv 1& émornTd Rws,
% 8 odobnois 7a algbnrd. (Cf. ii.
b fin. iil. 7 init.)

2 De An. iii. 4, 429, a, 15:
&wadls ¥pa dei elvas [before the
Nous experiences the effect of
the vonrdv, it must be without
xdbos ; cf. BONITZ, Ind. Ar. 72, a,
86 sqq.], dexrucdy 3 Tov €lBous
xal dvvduer TowiTov [sc. olov Td
€eldos] &AA& ud TobTO, Kal dpolws
Exew, Sawep TO alobyTicdy mpds Ta
alonTd, ofirw Tov woiv mwpds T&
vonrd . . . 6 lpa kaholuevos Tiis
Yuxiis vois. . . od0éy doTiv évepyeie
TGy Svrwyv wply voely . , . kal b 53
ete. (vid. supr. p. 198,n.1). Ibid.
b, 30 : Surduer wds éoTiTd vOUTA &
vois, &AN' évrehexela obdty, wply
v vofi. Bt 8 odrws Gowep &
ypappatelp § unbty twdpxe évre-
Aexela yeypauuévoy, Snep cupBalves
&xl 700 vov. Here (b, 5) and in
ii. 6, 417, a, 21 sqq. a still more
accurate distinction is made
between two meanings of the
Suvdues : we can calla man Svvduel
émirrhpwy not only when hehas as

yet learned nothing, but possesses
the capacity for learning some-
thing, but also when he knows
something, but has not at a
given moment this knowledge
actually present to his mind. It
was in the latter sense that
Plato conceived of innate know-
ledge,whereas Aristotle conceived
of it under the former analogy.
This is the meaning of his com-
parison of the soul with the book
that is not yet written on: and it
was a misapprehension when this
comparison was understood in
the sense of the later Sensa-
tion-theory of knowledge. (Cf.
HEGEL, Gesch. d. Phil. ii, 342
8q.; TRENDELENBURG, on this
passage, p. 485 sq.) Aristotle
only wants to illustrate by it the
difference between the duvdue:
and évepyelg. He does not here
go on to inform us in what way
potential knowledge becomes
actual. But, according to what
has gone before (429, a, 1B), it is
not the alo6nra but the vonrd by
whose action the tablet of the
vois, blank in itself, is written
upon, so that we have to deal
in fact with a theory far re-
moved from the Sensation-
philosophy.
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Throughout his whole treatment of this question,
there runs a certain obscurity, the grounds of which we
can of course indicate, but which we cannot altogether
remove without doing violence to the statements of the
Master himself. On the one hand, Aristotle contests
the possibility of any innate knowledge, and insists that
all our notions arise out of perception.! On the other
hand, he speaks of an immediate knowledge of those
truths on which all others depend,? and allows that all
the knowledge which in the course of our lives we gain
lay in our soul from the beginning in germ.® Of
course, this last view is not to be taken to imply that
the soul, prior to all experience, carried in itself the
said knowledge in so far as the content thereof is con-
cerned, or that the function of such experience was
merely to cause it to be brought out into consciousness.

! Cf. pp. 195 sq., 205 sq.

2 P. 197, n. 4.

3 Cf. pp. 196, n. 1, 197, n. 2,
198, n. 1, and 199, n. 1.

4 There is no necessity to in-
terpret in that sense the passages
given above. On the contrary,
when he says in De An. iii. 8
(supra, p. 199, n. 1) that ¢ the soul
is in a certain sense everything,’
he immediately explains this
phrase by adding (431, b, 28):
avdyxn 8 A abre 4 T ldn elvar,
abra utv yop 8% ol * od yap é Alfos
& i Yuxh, GAA& T8 €ldos* Hore H
Yuxn &omwep 7 xelp ot kal yap
7 xelp Spyavéy éatwv dpydvwy, Kkal
6 wvovs eldos eldav kal 4 alobnous
eldos algbnprav. Since the hand
indeed forms and uses the tools,
but still can only form them from
some given material, this compa-
rison does not carry us further

than the thougbt that the soul is

_everything inasmuch as it is

capable of having the forms (or
images) of all things within
itself. That it produces them out
of itself is not stated. Onthecon-
trary, as the power of perception
is called eldos aloOnT@v, because
it receives into itself the forms
of the aiofnrad, so the vods may,
in the same sense, be called eldos
€id@v,inasmuch as it is the faculty
to receive the insensible forms ;
and réwos eidav (p. 198, n. 1) may
be taken in the same sense. The
statement that ¢ universals are in
the soul itself’ (in De An. ii. b,
cited at p.197,n.2), occurs in a
passage which has no referenceto
the growth of knowledge in it-
self, but where Aristotle is endea-
vouring to illustrate the progress
from the power of perception to
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For this would take us back again to the theory of
innate ideas which Aristotle so decidedly rejects.!
It would be equally wrong, however, to make him a
pure Empiricist, and attribute to him the view that
the Universal, ¢ without any limitation, comes to thé
soul from the external world.’? If this were his view, he
‘could not possibly have derived the highest concepts
of all—the principia of all knowledge—from that
faculty of immediate cognition by which the Nous is,
according to him, distinguished from all other forms of
thinking activity.? For it is plain that concepts which
we can only come at by an ascent from individuals to
universals, cannot be the data of any immediate kind of
knowledge, but must be data of that kind of knowledge
which is the most entirely mediate of all. Our cognitive
faculties, he asserts, do, in fact, take this way to arrive
at these principia; but he cannot have regarded the
thoughts in which these principia come for us into
consciousness a8 the mere precipitate of a progressively
refined experience, or the act by which we present them
to ourselves as only the last of these successive gene-

actual perception by the relation ' As KAMPE (Erkenntniss-

of émarhun to the Gewpeiv (p. 417,
b, 5 : Oewpoiv yap ylyverar 70 Exov
v émorhuny). Finally, in 4dnal.
Post. ii. 19 (cited at p.197,n. 4, su-
pra) Aristotle says it is impos-
sible to believe that we should
come to the knowledge of the
highest principles,without posses-
sing previous knowledge; but he
looks for that previous knowledge
not in any ideas innate in the
soul prior to all experience, but
simply in the inductive process.
Cf. infra, ch. v. ad fin.

theorie d. Arist. p. 192) objects,
not without reason, though his
citation of Metaph. i. 9, 993, a,
7 8qq. is not in point.

2 So KAMPE, ibid. ; but it is
hard to reconcile with this ex-
position his attempt in the next
following pages to reduce that
true perception which is, for Ari-
stotle, the basis of all knowledge
tosomekind of Intuitive Thought,
essentially differing both from
Knowledge and Opinion.

* Onthissee p.197,n.4,supra.
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ralisations upon a matter given in experience. Each
of these generalisations consists in an induction,! the
result of which can only be expressed as a judgment
and a conclusion, and which therefore is, like all
Jjudgments, either false or true. But, on the other
hand, the activity of the Nous in knowledge is by him
distinguished from all mediate cognition, and what we
attain by it is not judgments but ideas—not that which
may be either false or true, but that which is always
true—that which we may either have or not have, but
a8 to which, if we have it, we cannot be deceived.? So,
again, as all induction starts from perception, which
has relation to that which is compounded of Form and
Matter and is sensible, and as the quality of con-
tingency, the possibility of being and not-being, is
inseparable from all that is Matter,? therefore by induc-
tion alone we can never attain to anything which is
unconditionally necessary. For those ideas which rest
entirely on experience can have no higher certainty
than that on which they rest. But of the knmowledge
of the principia, Aristotle holds that it is of all know-
ledge the most certain,* and he will allow nothing to
rank among the principia except what is necessarily
true.’ It follows, then, that the immediate knowledge
referred to can only be an intuition—and that it can
only be a spiritnal intuition, as contrasted with all
sensible perception. But the spirit of man has not
these ideas innate in itself. Therefore, the intuition by

1 About which see ch. v. infra. 4 Anal. Post. i. 2, 71, b, 19,
2 Cf. p. 197, n. 4. 72, a, 26 sqq.; ii. 19, 100, b,
8 Cf. infra in the second part 9.

of ch. vii,, and the notes there 5 Anal. Post. i. 6 init.

on these points.
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which it finds them cannot consist in any self-intuition
or act of introspection, making us couscious of the
principia as of a truth already within us.!! It must be
something whereby certain thoughts and ideas arise
through an action of that which is thought upon the
spirit thinking it, in some way analogous to that in
which perception arises through an action of that which |
is perceived upon the percipient. And Aristotle does,
in fact, base himself on this very analogy when he says
that the Nous is related to the thinkable as sense is to
the perceivable ;2 or that it knows the thinkable because
it ¢ touches’ it ;3 or that as perception in itself must be
always true, so must thought be, in so far as it relates
to ideas as such.

In this way we get a theory which is for the
moment, intelligible and consistent. But the further
questions remain wholly unanswered—What s this,
by the intuition of which we get the principia of all
mediate knowledge and the most universal of all ideas
and axioms ? What kind of being belongs to it? In
what way does it act upon our spirit? Of what sort
are these principia which we so attain? Do all of

! This was Zeller’s view in
his second edition.
2 De An. iii. 4, 429, a, 15;

P .

3 Metaph. ix. 10, 1051, b, 24
(vid. supr. p.197,n.4): in percep-
tion of the &givBera is Td uév
Oryely kal ¢pdvar &Anlés ... 70 &
&yvoeiv uh) Oryydvew; xii. 7, 1072,
b, 20: airdv 8¢ voel & vois [the
divine »ois] kard perdAnyw Tod
vonrov [by taking itself as a
vonrdy]: vonrds ydp vlyverar
f1yydvwy kal vodv. Remembering,

doubtless, the first of these
passages, Theophrastus also says
in Fr. 12 (Metaph.) 25: ‘If we
begin with observation we can,
up to a certain point, explain
things from their causes: §rav 3¢
éx’ avrd Tad Ekpa ueraBalvwpey odk-
éri Suvdpueba, either because these
have no causes, or because our
eye cannot see in afulllight, rdxa
8" exeivo &AnbéaTepoy bsabre T v
7 Oewpla Biydyrs ral olov ajapévy.’

4 De An. iii. 6 fin.; cited
supr. p. 197, n. 4.
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them merely express the formal laws of thought (as
does the law of contradiction), or are there also meta-
physical ideas which are so given, such as the ideas of
Being, of Cause, of God? This might prove to be a
natural conclusion from the theory of Aristotle; but it
would take us very near to the Platonic teaching as to
the intuition of the Ideas, except that, since for
Aristotle the ¢ Forms’ of things could not belong to
another world, the intuition of them would necessarily
be transferred also from the future to the present.

The final explanation of Aristotle’s want of clear-
ness on this subject is, however, to be found in the fact
that he had only half emancipated himself, as we shall
see, from Plato’s tendency to hypostatise ideas. The
¢Forms’ had for him, as the ‘Ideas’ had for Plato, a
metaphysical existence of their own, as conditioning all
individual things. And keenly as he followed the
growth of ideas out of experience, it is none the less
true that these ideas, especially at the point where they
are farthest removed from experience and immediate
perception, are metamorphosed in the end from a
logical product of human thought into an immediate
presentment of a supersensible world, and the object,
in that sense, of an intellectual intuition.

Plato conceived that the picture of the Ideas which
slumbers within us could only awake to any sensible
intuition by an actual recollection, and that the
spiritual eye could only accustom itself to receive the
light of the Ideas by a long course of preparation.
So with Aristotle is it self-evident that at the
beginning of our spiritual development we are at the



Logic 206

farthest possible distance from that knowledge which is
its goal; and that consequently our ascent to know-
ledge can only come by a gradual approximation to
that goal, through a progressive deecpening of our
comprehension, advancing from particulars to universals,
from phenomena to the essence, from effects to causes.
Knowledge, which we neither possess as a perfect gift
of nature nor derive as a consequence from something
higher than itself, must issue out of that which is
lower : that is, out of Perception.! The development in
time of our ideds is therefore exactly the inverse of
their logical order. That which is absolutely first is
relatively to us last; and whereas by virtue of its
nature the universal has greater certainty than the
particular, and the principle than the deductions which
depend upon it, yet individuals and things of sense have

more of certainty for us.?

! Anal. Post. ii. 19, 100, a,
10: ofire 8% évumdpxovowy adowpio-
pévar al Ees (vid. supr. 196, n. 1),
ofr’ &w EMAwy Eewv ylvovrai
YywoTikwTépwy, GAN &wd alobf-
Tews.

2 Anal. Post.i.2,71,b,33: npé-
Tepa 8 ol kal yywpiudrepa dixds
od ydp Tabrdy mpbrepov TR Pioet
xal wpds Huas wpdTepoy obdé yvw-
piudrepoy kal Hulv yvwpiudTepoy
Aéyw 3¢ wpds fuds plv wpbrepa kal
yvopiudTtepa Ta éyybrepov  Tis
alobfioews, amAds 8¢ wpdrepa xal
yvopipdrepa To woppdTepoy: EaTi
8¢ woppwrdTw utv 7 Kabérov udAi-
ota, éyyvrdrw 8¢ Td Kal ExacTa.
Phys. i. 1, 184, a, 16: wépuxe 8¢
éx Tav yvwpuwrépwy Huiv H 63ds
ral capeoTépwy éxl Td capéoTepa
T ploe kal yvwpiudrepa: od yap
TadTd iy T€ Yrdpipa kal GrADS ;

And in like manner we find

i. 5 fin. Cf. Metaph. i. 2, 982,
a, 23; v. 11, 1018, b, 29 sqq.;
vii. 4, 1029, b, 4 sqq.; ix. 8,
10560, a, 4; Top. vi. 4,141, b, 3,
22; De An. ii. 2 inmit., iii. 7,
init.; Eth.i. 2,1095, b, 2. (Still
more forcibly, referring rather,
however, to PLATO, Rep. vii.
init. than to Aristotle, is it ex-
pressed in Metaph. ii. 1, 993, b,
9.) The apparent contradiction
in Phys. i. 1: ¥t & Auiv wpa-
Toy 87jAa kal cadpf Td ovykexvuéva
uaAAoy * Sorepov 8' ek Tobrwy yiv-
etat yvdpipa Td oToixeia kai ai
apxal Qiaipoor Tadra. 8id éx Tav
kafbhov éml 7& Kxal ExacTa del
wpoiévas, 7O ydp 8Aov kard THY
alobnow yvwpiudrepoy, TO 8¢ kaf-
érov Brov Tl doTv: moANR ydp
wepihauBdver bs uépn 1d xabbérov, is
only a verbal ambiguity. For(as
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that the kind of proof which proceeds from the particular
is to us more clear than a deduction from the general.!

The way in which actual knowledge is evolved from
the rudimentary possibilities of knowledge is this. The
first stage is always, as we have remarked, sensible
perception. Without this we can have no actual thought.?
The man who is deprived of one of the organs of sense
must of necessity also lack all the corresponding know-
ledge, for the general axioms of every kind of science
can only be discovered by induction, and induction
rests upon perception.® Now particular things are the
proper objects of perception;* but inasmuch as a
universal, although it may be as yet undistinguished,
is contained in every particular, therefore perception
is also conversant mediately with universals.® Or, to
speak more accurately, what the senses perceive is, not
the individual substance of the particular as such, but
rather certain of its properties. These again are re-
lated to the particular substance after the manner of a
universal, for they are not a ‘this’ (768¢) but a ‘such’

TRENDELENBURG on A»ist. De
An. p. 338, and RITTER, iii. 1065,
etc. remark) it is not the logical,
but the sensible universal which is
here dealt with—the as yet in-
definite presentationof an object,
as when, for instance, we repre-
sent to ourselves a body as such,
before we clearly distinguish its
constituent parts. In them-
selves, however, the simple ele-
ments are always prior to that
which is made up of them; De
Cexlo, ii. 8, 286, b, 16 ; Metaph.
xiii. 2, 1076, b, 18, c. 3, 1078, a, 9,

' Anal. Pr. ii. 23 fin.: ¢ploe

utv oby mpérepos Kal yvwpiudrepos
8 31 Tob uégov ocvAroyiouds, fuiv
¥ évapyéorepos 8 Bid Tis éxaywyis.

? De An. iii. 8, 432, a, 4 (vid.
supr. p. 195, n. 1). De Sensu, c. 6,
445,b, 16: 003 voer § vois T& éxTds
uh per’ algbfgews Svra.

8 An. Post. i. 18,

4 An. Post.i. 18,81, b, 6 : Tay
!cao’ éxaorov 7 alobnois. The same
idea recurs frequently, 6.9. An.
Post. i. 2 (vid. supr. p. 205, n. 2),
c. 31 (vide p. 207, n. 1), Phys.i. b5
Jfin, De An.iii. 5, 417, b, 22, 27,
Metaph. i. 1, 981, a, 15.

8 DeAn.iii.8,as atp.195, n., 1.
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(rouévde) ; and although in perception they never come
under our intuition in the form of a universal, but
always as belonging to this or that thing, and in a
definite individual instance, yet still they are virtually
universals, and out of our perception of them the
thought of the universal can be developed.! Now the
way in which it is developed is this. In sensible per-
ception itself the several sensible properties, and there-
fore also the relative universals, which inhere in the indi-
vidual substance, are discriminated.? Out of such percep-
tion is next developed by the help of memory a general

v An. Post. i. 31, init. : od8¢ &’
alobfoews EoTv éxloracar. € ydp
xal Eorwv ) alobnois Tod ToLoUde€
xal uh) T098¢ Tivos[only the 763,
however, is an individual sub-
stance: obdty onualves Tdv Ko
KaTiyopovpévwy Té8e T &AAL TOIby-
3¢; Metaph. vii. 13,1039, a, 1: of
which more infral, &AA’ aigddy-
eabal ye bvayraiov Té3¢ Ti Kal wob
xal ¥ov. Td 8¢ kafbérov kal éml waow
adtvaroy aloldveobar. ob ydp Tdde
obd¢ viv. od vyap bv Ay Kkabbrov
e . . éxwel oy ol plv &wodelteis
xafbérov, Tavra 8’ odk ErTw alofdy-
eobas, pavepdy dri odd’ émloraciar
8 alobfiocews &orw. Soinii. 19,
100, a, 17: aicOdverar utv 7d
ka® Eéxacgrov, ) 8 alclnois Tob
raBérov éotly, olov &vBpdmov, GAN
od KaAAla avfpdmov: i. e. Percep-
tion, has, it is true, a definite
individual Kallias for its imme-
diate object; but what it gives
us is the image of a man with
these definite properties, and the
circumstance of this man'’s being
Kallias has no influence upon the
content of our perception. Cf.
further De An. ii. 12, 424, a, 21
8qq.; and Phys.i. 5,189, a, 5. What

is said in the text will establish
the agreement of these passages
with the general doctrine of
Aristotle, about which HEIDER
(Vergl. d. Aristotel. wnd He-
gelschen Dialektik, i. 160, sqq.)
makes too much difficulty. Nor
does Metaph. xiii. 10, 1087, a, 16
8qq. contradict it, as KAMPE
believes (Erkenntnissth. d. Ar.
85). It is there said that know-
ledge as dUvauis is Tob rabérov
Kkal &oplarov, 3 8 évépyeia bpiouérm
kol &piopévov 16de Ti odoa, ToUSé
Twos. All that this states is that
the capability of knowing extends
to everything that is knowable,
but that every actual perception
is the perception of a definite
object; and whether this object
is an individual or a universal
conception does not enter into the
question. KaféArov here signifies
‘the indefinite,” as to which cf.
xii. 4, 1070, a, 32; Gen. 4n. ii. 8,
748, a, 7; Eth. ii. 7, 1107, a, 29.

2 De An, iii. 2, 426, b, 8 sqq.
Hence the afo6nois in An. Post.
ii. 19, 99, b, 35, cf. De An. iii. 3,
428, a, 4, c. 9 init., is called a
Stvapss abupuros Kpiricd.
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representation, for that which has steadily recurred in
several perceptions is fixed and retained by the mind.
Thus arise in the first place experience, and next, when
several experiences have condensed into general princi-
ples, art and science ! also, until at last we reach the most
universal principles of all ; and of these in like manner
a scientific comprehension is only to be gained by a
further methodical repetition of the same process—in
other words, by induction. The result may be put
thus. Plato sought to get at the Idea by turning
the mental eye away from the phenomenal world, on
which, in his view, the most that was to be seen
was a reflection of the idea and not the idea it-
self. Aristotle’s theory of the ascent to knowledge rests
it, on the contrary, rather upon a striving after the
universal element in appearances as such. In other
words, while both demand abstraction from the imme-
diate data and reflection on the underlying universal,
still the relation between the two elements is quite
different. To Plato the abstraction from the given

1 Anal. Post. ii. 19, 100, a, 2:
éx pév ody alobfoews ylverar uvfiun,
Sowep Aéyouey, ¢ 8¢ pvhuns moA-
Adiis ToU avTeb ywouévns éuwepla,
al ydp woAAal uvijpar T4 &plud
durepla pla totly, & & éuxeiplas §)
&k wavrds fpeutfigavros Tov kabbérov
& 7§ Yuxf, Tob évds wapd Td wOAAR,
b b & Gwacw & &f Ekelvois T
cird, Téxyns dpxh kal émioTiuns,
éav ptv wepl yéveaw, Téxvns, v
3¢ wepl T by, émarhuns. Metaph.
i. 1,980, b, 28 : ylyvera ' & Tiis
urhuns umeipla Tois avpdwors: al
y&p woAAal prijuar Tob abrod wpdy-
patros pias éumeiplas dhvauy &wo-
Terovowy. . . . &moBalve 8’ émaThun

kal Téxvn 8id ThHs éuwepias Tois
dvbpdmots . .. . ylverar 8¢ Téxm,
Srav ¢k woAADY Tijs éuneiplas évvon-
pdrwy ula kabérov yévnrar wepl T@v
Spolwy bméAmius. 7O pdv yap Exew
dxéAnywv 81t KaAAlg xduvorr: Tl
Thv véoov Todl curfveyxe kal
Swkpdrer kal kabéxacrov ofrw
woAAols, duweiplas doriv: T 3 It
waot Tois Tololode xar' eldos &
&popialeios, kduvovar TNl Thy
véoov, ouvfveykey, . . . Téxrns. In
the same passages is also- found
more to the like purpose. In
Phys. vii. 3, 247, b, we have, &
yap 7iis Kxard pépos éuweiplas Ty
xaddhov AauBdvouey éxiaThuny.
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is the first thing, and only on the presupposition
of such abstraction will he recognise the possibility of
coming to any knowledge of universal essenceatall. To
Aristotle the direction of the mind upon the common
essence of the empirical data is the main point, and it
is only as an inevitable consequence of this that abstrac-
tion from the particulars of sense comes in. TFor a
like reason, Aristotle also defends the truth of the
knowledge derived by sensation against the objectors;
for he shows that, notwithstanding the contradictions
and deceptions of the senses, a true perception is still
possible, and that the actuality of what we perceive is
beyond doubt, although its value is relative : in a word,
that the doubts attaching to sensible perception ! are due
solely to want of caution in the use we make of it.?
He even maintains that perception of itself never leads
us astray, and that it is in our imaginations and our
judgments that we are first exposed to error.?

' Cf. Metaph. iv. b, 6, 1010, b,
sqq., where, among other things
(1010, b, 30 sqq.), it is stated
that although we might say in a
certain sense that without a per-
ceiving being there would be no
aighnTd as such, still it is impos-
sible to say that without the
algfnais the dwoxefpeva & morel Thy
alofnow could not exist—od yap,
& % ¥ alobnois abry éavrijs éoTw,
AN’ o1 Tt Kal Erepov mapd THY
dobnaw, b avdyxn wpbrepov elvas
Tiis alobfoews: T Ydp Kivoly Tob
xwovpévov wpdrepdy éori. Likewise
Cat.c. 7,7, b, 36: 70 yip aicbnrdv
xpdrepoy Tiis alobfioews Soxer elvas.
Td udv y&p alobnTdy dvaipebly ouv-
avapel Ty alobnow, 1 8¢ dlabyos d

d od auvavaipel . . . {FPov

VOL. I.

yidp dvaipedévros alobnos udv dras-
peitar, alobnrdy 8¢ ¥orai, ofoy
odua, Oepudy, YyAvxd, wixpdy Kal
T8AAc doa dotly alobnrd.

2 To this refer Metaph. iv. 5,
1010, b, 3 sqq., 14 sqq.; xi. 6,
1062, b, 13 sqq.

% De An. iii. 3. 427, b, 11: %
uty ydp alobnois Tov Blwv &el
GAnOhs xal wGow mdpxer Tois
(Pois, diavocioOar &’ évdéxerar Kkal
Yevdos xal obdevl dmdpxer § uh xal
Adyos. Ibid. 428, a, 11: af udv
[the aiocbfioeis] &Anbels alel, ai 3¢
pavraciar  vylvovrar af wAelovs
Yevdeis. Similarly ii. 6, 418, a, 11
8qq. ; and in Metaph.iv. 5,1010, b,
2: otd 1) alobnois Yevdys Tod idlov
éotly, AN’ ) pavracia ot Tabrdy
T alobhoer

P
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He shows in fact that simple-minded confidence in
the truth of semsible perceptions which is natural to
every uncritical consciousness. This is in his case
the more easy to understand because he has as little
notion as the other Greeks of making any close inquiry
into the part which a subjective activity plays in the
construction of our experience, and refers it simply
to an operation of the objects upon us whereby they
impress their images upon the soul ;! while, on the other
hand, the philosopher who attributed so high a value to
observation, and the naturalist who required so wide a
basis of empirical facts, could hardly be expected to take
sufficient account of the attacks which some of his pre-
decessors had made upon the trustworthiness of the

senses.?

! See theaccount of Aristotle’s
theory of sensation, infra, ch. x.
ad fin.

2 It hasbeen shown at p. 209,
n.1,how Aristotle,in Cat. 7, treats
as given objectively even those
sensible properties which Demo-
critus had already shown to be
merely sabjective (ZELL. Pk. d.
Gr.i. 772,1. 783, 2). Similarly
in Plys. viii. 3, in combating the
opinion (of Parmenides), xdvra
Hpeueiv, he follows up the striking
remark (254, a, 30) that such
a view could not explain 3da
and ¢avracia as movements of
the soul (it would have been more
exact to say ¢ of the changing se-
ries of mental images’) with the
sweeping observation that to in-
vestigate such a view is (yreiy
Adyov Gy Bértiov Exoper § Adyov
Seiobar, and kaxds kplvew Td wioTdY
xal T uh maTdv kal dpxhy ral pY bp-
xfiv. The same objection bolds,in
his opinion against the theories

Of course he does not seek to deny the delu-

that everything is always being
moved, or that one thing is always
moved and another never. wpds
&wavra vyép Tabra ixav) pla wioris -
Spdpev yap &via 67¢ udy kwolueva
o1& &' hpepovvra. Ibid. 263, a, 33,
in opposing the doctrine wdwr’
fipepev, he says, robrov (nre Adyor
&pévras Ty alobnow, éppwaria Tis
éori diavofas,and such speculations
seem to him abnormal and non-
natural. All such questions as
how we know whether we are
awake or asleep, whether we are
in our sound senses, &c., Aristotle
considers altogether misleading :
wdvrwy ydp Abyov afioboww obror
elvar . . . Abyov ydp (nrodow &v
obx ¥gTi Abyos: bwodelfews vydp
apx1) obk &xddeitls éori. (Metaph.
iv. 6,1011, a, 8 sqq. cf. below, p.
247,n. 2). He thinksit a self-evi-
dent proposition that we can only
decide upon the sensible proper-
ties of things—as upon the good
and the evil, the beautiful and the
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sions of sense, but he believes that our sensations, as
such, are not to blame. He holds that each sense
represents to us always, or almost always, with truth
the special colour, sound, etc., which it perceives, but
that illusion first arises in the referring of these pro-
perties to definite objects, and in the discriminating
of that which is immediately given in perception from
that which is only got by abstraction therefrom.!

To these views, then, as to the nature or origin of
knowledge, the arrangement of Aristotle’s theory of
scientific knowledge—his Analytics—corresponds. It is
the function of Science to explain the phenomena by
their principles, which must be sought for in the Uni-
versal Causes'and Laws. The deduction, therefore, of the

ugly—in a normal state of the
senses and the mind.

! In this sense Aristotle him-
self illustrates his principle in
De An.iii. 8, 428,b, 18: % alobnos
T&y utv Blwy &Antfs dorw % 81
AlyigTov Exovaa Td Yevdos. del-
Tepov 8¢ Tov ovuBefnxévar TavrTar
xal évravfa #8n vdéxerar diayed-
Secbais 811 péy ydp Aevkdy, ob
Yedderar, el de¢ TovTo TO Aevkdy,
A #AAo 7 [whether the white
thing is, e.g., a cloth or a wall],
Yebderar. (So also at the end of
c. 6.) 7plrov 8¢ Tov kowdy kal
éwouévwv Tois cuuBeBnrdow, ols
dwdpxer T& Wia* Aéyw 8 oloy
kivmois kal péyebos, & ovuBéBnxe
Tols algdnrois wepl & pdAioTa #dn
ot &warndiivar karda THY alo-
Onow. (About these kowd see
also De Sensu, c. i. 437, a, 8.)
De Sensu, iv. 442, b, 8 : wepl udv
Todrwy [the kowa just mentioned]
&waravral, wepl d¢ Tav dlwy odk
awardvrat, olov SYuis wepl xpdparos
kal &kod) wepl Yépwy. Metaph. iv.

5, 1010, b, 14. We can only
trust the deliverance of each
sense with regard to its own
particular objects, those of sight
with regard to colour, &c.: &v
[aicbhoewr] éxdarn é&v 7§ adr
Xxpbve wepl T abro oddémworé Ppnow
aua ofitw kal odx ofrws Exew.
AN 00 év érépp xpvy mepl T
wdfos fudtoBfiTnaer, dANE mepl TO
@ quuBéBnke T wdfos. The same
wine may taste to us at one
time sweet, at another not: &AA’
ob 74 ye yAvkd oidy éorTwv Brav §,
oddenrdmore uetTéBarer, GAN’ &el &An-
Oeber wepl avTod kal EoTwv & -
dykns T dobuevoy yAvkd TowobToy.
Perception shows us primarily
(as has been already said on
pp. 206-7) only certain sets of
qualities. The subjects to which
these qualities belong are not
immediately and exclusively de-
termined by perception ; nor are
those other properties which are
only inferred from what we per-
ceive.

P2
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particular from the universal and of effects from causes,
or in one word Demonstration, forms the task of Science :
for in such deduction, according to Aristotle, consists all
Proof. The premises, however, from which these deduc-
tive proofs must start cannot be themselves deduced by
the same method. Nor are they immediately given
in any innate kind of knowledge. It is only by working
upwards from phenomena that we can reach the principles
that underlie them : only from particulars that we can
rise to universals. To do this scientifically is the business
of Induction. Demonstration and Induction are accord-
ingly the two component parts of the scientific process,
and the essential subjects of Methodology. Both,
however, presuppose the general elements’ of Thought,
and cannot be explained without a knowledge of them.
Aristotle, therefore, prefaces his theory of Proof with
an examination of the Syllogism; and in connection
with this he finds himself compelled to go more closely
into the nature of the Judgment and the Proposition, as
being the component parts of the Syllogism. It was
not till a later period of his work (as we have already ex-
plained) that he went on to treat them separately, and
even then this part of his Logic remained distinctly
undeveloped. The same remark applies still more
strongly to his doctrine of Concepts.! Nevertheless, it is
with these last that we must begin, in order to proceed
thereafter to the theory of judgments, and lastly to the
Syllogism—inasmuch as certain definite views as to
concepts are always presupposed by Aristotle in his
discussion of Syllogistic Logic.

! Cf. pp. 192 sqq.



LoGgIc 213

It was the search for general concepts which gave
to philosophy under Socrates that new direction which
not only Plato but also Aristotle followed in all
essentials. As a natural result of this, we find that
Aristotle, generally speaking, takes for granted the
Socratico-Platonic theory of the nature of concepts and
the problem of abstract thought.! But as we shall find
him in his metaphysics contradicting Plato’s doctrine
of the independent reality of the Universal which we
think in the Concept, so also in the matter of the
logical handling of concepts he feels it necessary in
connection with this criticism to obtain more accurate
and definite conclusions on many points.? Plato had
required- that in conceptual definition attention should
be restricted to the essential as opposed to the accidental
properties of things;? and yet at the same time he had
exalted all general notions to an absolute independence
as Ideas, without any further distinction between con-
ceptions of property and substance.* This distinction
Aristotle introduces, for to him, as we shall see, the indi-
vidual thing alone is Substance. But he does not merely
separate the accidental from the essential.® He goes on

! Cf. pp. 162 sq. and 172 sq.

2 For the following, besides
PRANTL (Gesch. d. Log. i. 210
sqq.), and the other general
works, cf. KUHN, De Notionis
Definitione qual. Arist. constitu-
erit, Halle, 1844 ; RAsSOW, Arist,
de Notionis Definitione Doctrina,
Berl. 1843.

3 See ZELL. Ph. d. Gr. pt. i.
p. 518 sq.

4 Tbid. 584 sqq.

5 As to the distinction of the
ovuBefnkds from the Kxad’ aiTd

cf. Anal. Post.i. 4, 73,a,348qq.;
Top. i. 5, 102, b, 4; Metaph. v.
7, c. 9 tnit., c. 18, 1002, a, 24
sqq., ¢. 30, 1025, a, 14, 28, c. 6
init. ; WAITZ, in Categ. b, b, 16
Anal. Post. 71, b,10. According
to these passages everything be-
longs to any object ¢ ka®® adrd’
which is, mediately or imme-
diately, contained in the concept
of that object; and all is * kara
avuBeBnkds’ which does not follow
from the concept. To be a biped
belongs to any man kaf' aird,
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to make a further subdivision of the latter head by dis-
tinguishing the Universal from the Genus, and both
from the Concept or conceptual Essence of things.! A
Universal is everything that appertains to several
objects in common, not merely by accident, but by
virtue of their nature.? If this common element is a
qualification of the essence derived from some other
more general, then the Universal is a property-concept,
and indicates an essential property.? If it is of the
essence of the things in question, then the Universal
becomes a Genus.* If to the common distinguishing

for every man, as such, is a biped.
To be educated is to him kard
ouuBeBnrds. A ovuBeBnkds is
(Top. ibid.) d évdéxeras dmdpxety
Srgoty &l kal TG aiTd Kkal py
Smwdpxew. Hence, what is said of a
thing ka6’ adrd istrue of all things
which fall under the same con-
cept; but what is said . ovp-
BeBnids is only true in particular
cases; and therefore all univer-
sal determinations are ka8’ adrd.
Metaph. v.9,1017, b, 35: 7& vap
kaférov Kaf adra Swdpxer, T& 8¢
quuBeBnkéta ob Kkad adrd GAN’ éxl
Tov kol E€kaoTa GmAds Aéyerar,
Cf. note 2, below. For more about
the ovuBeBnkds, see the second
part of ch. vii., infra.

! Thus Metaph. vii. 3 init.: od-
olain common usage means many
different things: 7o 7i v elva: kal
7d kaBbrov kal Td vyévos ... Kkal
Téraprov TobTwy Td moreluevoy,

2 Anal. Post. i. 4, 73, b, 26 :
kaférov 8¢ Aéyw d by kard wavtds
7€ Imdpxp Kal kaf adTd kal § adrd.
pavepdy Epa 81 3ca xabirov &
avdyrns Umdpyxer Tois wpdypaow;
Part. An. i. 4, 644, a, 24: 70 3¢
kabbhov kowvd: Td ydp wAefoow
dwdpxovra kabbiov Aéyouev. (Tike-

wise Metaph. vii. 13,1038, b, 11.)
Cf. last note but one.

8 Such an essential quality
Aristotle calls a ka8’ adrd Swdpxov,
a wdfos xad’ adtd, or a ocuuBeBnKds
xad’ abrd, understanding in the
last case by ouuBeByrds (the
term being used in a sense dif-
ferent from that discussed
above) broadly that % ocuuBafve:
Twl, 1.6. a quality ; cf. Metaph. v.
30 fin. c. 7, 1017, a, 12, iii. 1,
995, b, 18, 25,c. 2, 997, a, 25
sqq. iv. 1, iv. 2, 1004, b, 5,
vi. 1, 1025, b, 12, vii. 4, 1029, b,
13; Anal. Post. i. 22, 83, b, 11,
19, c. 4, 73, b, 5, c. 6, 75, a, 18, c.
7, 75, a, 42; Phys.1i. 3, 186, b, 18,
ii. 2, 193, b, 26, c. 3,195, b, 13,
iii. 4, 203, b, 33; De An. i. 1,
402, b, 16; Rhet. i. 2,1355, b, 30;
WAITZ, on Anal. Post. 71, b, 10;
TRENDELENBURG, De An. 189
sq.; BONITZ, on Metaph. 1025, a,

4 Top.i.5, 102, a, 31 : yévos ¥
éorl T katd TA€byvwy kal Siadepdy-
Twv 7§ e & 1§ Ti ot KaTNYO-
polpevoy. & 1¢ 1l doti 8¢ Kary-
yopetobar T& TowabTa Aeyéobw, oa
appdrrer &mododvar épwrnbévra Ti
éo7e 75 wporefuevov (e.4.in a man:
7l dori; (Gov). Metaph. v. 28,



LoGIC

215

qualities included in the notion of the Genus are added
other marks which are again essential with reference to
a certain part of the whole class, and by which such
part is distinguished from the rest of the same Genus,
then we arrive at the Species, which, accordingly, is

made up of the Genus and the specific differences.!

1024, a, 36 sqq., where, among
different meanings of yévos, the
following are given : 7d imoxefue-
vov Tals Siaopais, T wpadToy év-

vadpxov & Aéyerar &v 7§ Tf doTr

.« .00 Swapopal Aéyovra: al woiér-
Tes (that these two descriptions
apply to the same meaning of
yévos is shown by Bonitz on this

e). Ibid. x. 3, 1054,b, 30:
Aéyetar 8¢ vyévos b ¥udpw TadTd
Aéyovrar xatd THv oboiav Td did-
¢opa; x. 8, 1057, b, 37: 7d ydp
TowiToY Yévos KaAd, § Eupw &
Tabrd Aéyetai, ul) katd ovuBeBynds
Exov Biapopdy. Top. vii. 2, 163, a,
17 : karnyopeiras & & 7¢ 7l éot:
78 yévn kal ai Siapopal. Every
vyévos is consequently a ka8dAov,
but not every xaféAov a ~yévos ; cf.
Metaph. iii. 3, 998, b, 17, 999, a,
21, xii. 1, 1069, a, 27, &c., with
i. 9,992, b, 12, vii. 13, 1038, b,
16, 25 sq.; and BONITZ on
Metaph. 299 sqq. To the dis-
tinction between genus and pro-
perty is also partly referable the
statement in Categ. c. 2, 1, a, 20
8qq. c. 5, that everything either
(1) kal wokeiuévov Tvds Aéyetau,
év Imoreypévy 8¢ oddevl doTw, or (2)
&y imoreuévy uév dori kab Smoxelué-
vov 3¢ oldevds Aéyerai, or (3) xab’
{moxetuévov Te Aéyetar kal éy Swoxei-
uévy dotiv, or (4) ofir’ &y Swokeyuévy
éotly ofite kal® Imoreynéyov Aéyerar.
Of these divisions, the fourth
comprises particular things: the
first refers to genera and (c. 5,

I

3, a, 21) specific differences:
the second to properties, activi-
ties and conditions—in fact, the
ouuBefnréra. To the first belongs
the term ¢ man,’ to the second the
term ¢ ,’and tothe fourth
the term ¢ Socrates.’ But the un-
certainty of the whole division
immediately appears in the de-
scription of the third class, for if
there are notions which are pre-
dicated both ka6’ fwoxeyuévov and
&y imokeypévp—i.e. which are at
once genera and properties (the
example Aristotle gives is the
concept of ¢science,” which is in
the soul as its dwokeluevor, and is
also predicated of each of the
particular sciences)—then the
genera and properties cannot be
distinet and co-ordinate classes
of universals. How undefined
was the boundary between a
¢ genus’ and a ¢ property’ will be
seen also in his treatment of Sub-
stance (on which see the first part
of ch. vii,, infra).

! Metaph. x. 7,1067,b, 7: &
y3p Tob yévous kal T&v Siapopiv Td
eldn (for instance, the specific
concepts ‘black ’ and ¢ white’ are
made up of the generic notion
xpoua and the distinguishing
qualities diaxpiricds and avykpire-
Kkds : white is the xpadua Swkpiricdy,
black is the xpa@ua cvyxkpirikéy),
Top. vi. 3, 140, a, 28: 8¢l ~vap Td
ptv yévos &wd Tdv EAAwy xwplfew
[thegeneric concept distinguishes
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finally, an object is in this way, by the aggregate of its
distinctive marks, so defined that the definition as a
whole is applicable to no other object, then we have its
Concept.! The object of the Concept is therefore the

what belongs to a genus from
every other], Thy 8¢ diapopdy é&wé
Twos & T4 adrd yéver. Ibid. vi.
6, 1438, b, 8,19. (Further instances
of the manner of using Siapopd
are given by WAITZ, A»ist. Org.
i. 279; BoNITZ, Ind. Ar. 192, a,
23.)—These distinguishing marks
of species, Aristotle calls Siapopd
eidowoids (Top. vi. 6, 143, b, 7;
Eth. x. 3, 1174, b, 5). From
other properties he distinguishes
them by their being able to be
predicated of a subject («ad’ dmo-
xeytévov Aéyovrar), but not being
in a subject (& Omoxeiuévy odx
elogf)—i.e. they do not subsistin a
subject which would exist before
themselves, or which might be
conceived independently of them,
but in one which by them alone
i8 this definite subject (Cat. 5, 3,
a, 21 sq.; cf. c. 2, 1, a, 24 8q.);
they are not accidental but
essential determinations (Me-
taph. vii. 4, 1029, b, 14, 1030, a,
14; Top. vi. 6, 144, a, 24 : oddeula
y&p Siapopd TEv Kkard ouuBeBrkds
tmapxdvrwy éorl, kabdwep obdE T
Yévos * ob yap évdéxerar Ty Siago-
pav dmdpxew Tl kai ph Smdpxew) ;
they belong to the concept of the
subject of which they are
affirmed, and hence everything
that isimplied in them is also true
of the species and of the indivi-
duals to which they belong ( Cat.
c. 5, 3, a, 21 8qq. b, 5). It can
hence be said of them, that they
(together with the genus) ¢form
the substance’ (Metaph. vii. 12,
1038, b, 19: cf. following note)

and that they ¢ expresssomething
substantial’ (Zop. vii. 2, vid. supr.
P- 214,n.4; and yet, looked at in
themselves, they are not sub-
stances but qualities, for they ex-
press not a i, but a woidy 71 (Zop.
iv. 2, 122, b, 16, c. 6,128, a, 26, vi.

‘6, 144, a, 18,21 ; Phys.v. 2, 226, a,

27; Metaph.v.14 init.). Theappa-
rent contradiction between Ari-
stotle’s different statements on .
the subject (brought out by TREN-
DELENBURG, Hist. Beitr.z. Phil.i.
56sqq., and BONI1TZ,0n Metaph. v.
14) may be solved in the manner
indicated ; cf. WAITZ, wt supra.
! Anal. Post. ii. 13, 96, a, 24,
Many properties of things are
also accidental to other things
which fall under the same genus.
Ta & Towabra Anwréov [in the de-
termination of concepts] uéxp:
TobTov, éws Tooabra Anof wpadTov,
v éxagrov uty éwl wAeiov vwdpfe
[is accidental also to other
things], wavra 8¢ ud éwd wAéoy.
TRUTNY Y8p dvdykn oboiav elvar Tod
wpdyparos—which will be further
illustrated below. JIbid. 97, a,
18: we get the concept (Aéyos
Tiis obelas) of a given object
by dividing the genus into its
species, and then the species to
which our object belongs into its
sub-species, and thus proceeding
till wearrive at a group & unxér:
éorl diagopd, i.e. that which is
indivisible into any farther sets
of opposed species, to one or
other of which the object in
question would belong (but about
the actunal tenableness of this
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Substance, or more accurately the determinate Substance
or peculiar Essence of the things in question ;! and the

theory, cf. BoniTz, Arist. Me-
taph.ii. 346,1). So also Metaph.
vii.12,1087,b, 29 : 0d6ev yop érepdy
doTw & 1§ Spopd, TAYY 16 Te
wp@TOV Aeybuevoy yévos kal ai
Siagopal (or as it stands 1038, a,
8: 6 épiopds ot & & Tav dia-
¢opiv Aéyos). The genus is
divided into its species, the latter
into their sub-species, and this
is continuned éws &v &Gy eis T&
&8i1dpopa (ibid. 1. 16); and since in
thisseries every subsequent differ-
entia includes the preceding one
(e.g. the 3lwour includes the
vmwéwovy), therefore the interme-
diate terms which fall between
the genus and the lowest specific
difference do not need to be re-
peated in the definition (cf. also
Part. An.i. 2 init.). 8o it fol-
lows (Met. ibid. 1038, a, 28) : 1.
N TeAevraia diadopd 7 obofa Tod
wpdyparos &rrar kal & bpiopds: in
which, however, we have to
understand by the TeAevrafa Sia-
¢opa, not only the last specific
difference as such, but the specific
concept as determined by it,
which embraces the highér spe-
cies and the genus.

! For the designation of that
which is thought of ‘in the con-
cept, Aristotle makes use of
various expressions. Besides obola
and eldos (of which we shall have
more to say in dealing with the
Metaphysics), we have to notice
in this connection his way of
marking out the idea which a
word expresses by placing a 3wep
before it, as: 8wep by, or &mep &
(Phys. 3, 186, a, 32 sqq.), for
‘ Being, as such,’ or ¢One, as
such’ (cf. BoNiTZ, Ind. Arist.
533, b, 8 sqq.); and also his

special use of elvat with a dative
annexed (for instance, 70 &v0pdme
elvay, &c., 70 &l elvar Td &Biapéry
éorly elvas, Metaph. x. 1, 1052, b,
16: ob ydp éori 1 ool elvar T
novoikg elvas, ibid. vii. 4,1029, b,
14, of. Ind. Ar. 221, a, 34); and
the phrase 7d 7f v elvac.—In the
second of these expressions the
dative must (according to TREN-
DELENBURG, Rh. Mus. 1828, 481;
SCHWEGLER, Ar. Metaph. iv.
371) be taken possessively, so
that &vpdme elvar is equivalent
to elvar Toiro 8 édoTwv &vbpdmy
=‘to be that which belongs to
man’; and so 7b dvfpdwy elva
designates the manner of being
that is peculiar to man=*Man’s
Being’; whereas #vfpwmoy elvar
only signifies the condition of
one who is a man, or the actual
participation in human nature.
For the proof of this explanation
such passages as the following
will serve: 7d elvat abr§ Erepov,
70 (fiv Tois (@or TO elval éoTww
(BoNITZ, Ind. Ar. 221, a, 42, B4
8q., Arist. Stud. iv. 377). The
fact that the article is never put
before the dative (for Aristotle
does not say Td T¢ - dvbpdmwe
€elvar) does not stand in the way ;
for the v¢ in this case after 7d
would be very awkward as a
matter of diction; and moreover
this very omission of the article
makes it clearer that in the
&v0pdrmy elvar we are dealing with
that ¢being’ which belongs tc
man as such.—The 7f #v elvas is
also, as a rule, construed with the
dative of the object (v 7{ Av elvas
éxdory, &c.; cf. Ind. Ar. 764, a,
60 sq.); for it is (as ALEX. says,
in Schol. 256,b, 14 on Top. 24 m.)
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Concept itself is nothing else but the thought of this

equivalent to 8 7i dors Td €ivas
ab7é 3nA@r Adyos. But to this
account must be added the ex-
planation of the force of the
peculiarimperfect, which is meant
to designate that in things which
does not belong to the moment,
but which throughout the whole
course of their existence has
represented their proper esse,
i.e. the essential as distinguished
from the contingent and transi-
tory. (Cf. PLATO, Theet. 156,
A : the Heracliteans maintain és
7 wav xbmois #» xal &Aro oddév,
and other examples apud
SCHWEGLER, ut supra, 373 sq.).
Hence 78 7f v elvas &vBpdme
properly means, ‘that which in
aman was his proper esse,’ the
true ¢ being’ of man, that belong-
ing to him which is also called
the mpdrn obola Wios éxdore
(Metaph. vii. 13, 1038, b, 10;
vil. 7, vid. inf.; vii. 5 fin.) But
this issimply his Ideal Being, that
of which we think, when we
abstract from what is contingent
to the phenomenal man before
us, and from the material element
on which that contingency rests;
cf. Metaph. vii. 4, 1029, b, 19:
& § ¥pa uh évéotar Adyy airo,
Aéyovri abTd, obros 8 Adyos Tob Tl
#v elvas ékdore. So ch. 7,1032, b,
14: Aéyw ¥ odgiav dvev HAns 70 T
v elvae. Ibid. xii. 9, 1075, a, 1:
éx) utv Tav wonTikdy bvev TAns
% obala kal rd Tf Ay elvar [sc. 10
wpayud dori]. And ch. 8, 1074, a,
35 : 70 8¢ i Ay elvar odk Exer TAny
76 wpdrov* évreAéxeiayap. The 7(
#v elvas, therefore, goes with the
eldos. Metaph. vii. 7, 1032, b, 1:
€el8os 3¢ Aéyw 70 T v elvau éxdoTov
kal Thy mpdrny odotav. Ibid.ch. 10,
1035, b, 32: eldos 3¢ Aéyw T Ti

#v ebrar. Phys. ii. 2, 194, a, 20:
7100 €fBovs xal Tev Ti Ay elvar. Inm
Phys.ii. 3, 194, b, 26 : one of the
four causes is 70 €l3os xal Td wapd-
Serypa Tovro ¥ éoTly & Adyes &
T0v 7{ #¥ elvar xal T& ToUTOU Yérn—
this being what Aristotle, in Me-
taph.i.3,983,a,27, calls i oboiar
xal 75 7 §» elvas, but immediately
afterwards Td» Adyor also. In fact,
all these expressions are con-
stantly interchanged by him. Com-
pare, for example, the De Ax. ii.
1, 412, b, 10, where odoia % xard
Td7 Adyor is explained by 7d i #»
elvar; Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b, 28:
7d 7i v elvas xal Td» Adyor; vii. 5,
1030, b, 26: 10 7 #v elvas xal &
épiopds (similarly Part. An.i. 1,
642, a, 25, cf. Phys.ii. 2,«¢ :upra);
Eth. ii. 6,1107, a, 6: xard per Ty
obolay kal TOv Abyor TO¥ Ti FHy
elvat Aéyovra.—The 7f #y elvar
stands to the simple 7{ éor: as
the particular and definite to the
universal and indefinite. Whilst
¢7f{ fiv elvas’ only designates the
form or peculiar being of a
thing, the question, ‘Tf éorw;’
may be answered by giving either
the matter only or that which
includes both matter and form,
or even by giving merely a pro-
perty; and even when it is
answered by giving the ideal
form, the answer need not em-
brace the whole concept of the
thing, but may be confined to the
genus, or the specific difference
(the proof of this is given by
SCHWEGLER, Arist. Metaph. iv.
3756 sqq.). The 7f #» elvau is,
consequently, a definite species
of the 7 éort (hence De An. iii.
6, 430, b, 28: 1ot Tl éoTi KaTA TD
7 fv elvar=“Being on its essen-
tial side’) ; and thus, as very com-
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And this is arrived at by the process of

making the Universal of the Genus determinate by

means of the aggregate of distinguishing marks.?

monly happens in Aristotle, the
latter may be used in the
narrower meaning of the =i #»
€elvai, whereas the other phrase
never has the looser sense of the
i éoti, 80 as to designate merely
the matter of the thing or a
mere property, or a generic uni-
versal without the specific differ-
ences.—The like relation exists
between elva: with the dative and
elva:r with the accusative: 7d
Aevkg elvar designates the idea of
what is white : 70 Aevkdy elvai, the
property of being white. Cf.
SCHWEGLER, lo¢. cit. p.370 ; Phys.
iii. 5,204, a, 23, et alibi.—Aristotle
undoubtedly introduced the for-
mula 70 7f Ay elvai. Even if
Stilpo really used it (see ZELLER,
Ph. d. Gr. pt. i. 223, 3), he pro-
bably took it from ,Aristotle.
Again, Antisthenes could hardly
have used the mere 7 v to desig-
nate the concept: at least, this
does not follow from the re-
ferences in ZELL. ibid. p. 2562, n.
1.—The following writers treat
at length of the =f v elvar and
the allied phrases: TRENDELEN-
BURG (who was the first to
examine this subject thoroughly),
Rhein. Mus. v. Niebuhr und
Brandis, ii. (1828), 457 sqq.; De
Anima, 192 sqq., 471 sqq.; Hist.
Beitr. i. 34 8qq.; SCHWEGLER,
wt supra, 369 sqq. (who citesother
authors); HERTLING, Mat. wu.
Form.b. Arist.47sq.

! Anal. Post. ii. 3, 90, b, 30,
91, 8, 1: dpiouds utv ydp Tob =t
éort Kkal odolas . . . & u&v ody
dpiopds 7l ot dnhoi.  Ihid. ii. 10
init.: dpiopds . . . Aéyerar elvau
Aéyos ot 7l éori. (Thesameibid.

But

94, a,11.) Top. vii. 5,154,a, 31 :
dpiapds éari Adyos 6 Td Tt Ay elvas
onpalvwy. Metaph. v. 8, 1017, b,
21: 7d 7l Av elvar ob & Adyos
dpiopds, kal TovTo obola AéyeTa
éxdorov. So also vii. 4, 1030, a,
6, cf. a, 1G, b, 4, and ch. 5, 1030,
b, 26; also Part. An. i. 1, 642,
a, 26. Hence Aristotle also
designates the concept (in the
subjective meaning) by the ex-
pressions: 8 Adyos & Spllwy THY
ovolay (Part. An.iv. 5, 678, a, 34),
& Adyos 8 7l éori Aéywy (Metaph.
v. 13, 1020, a, 18) and similar
phrases.  (Adyos or Adyos rijs
odolas, in relation to the objec-
tive meaning of Adyos, stands
for the form or the Being
of things: e.g. Gen. An.i. 1,715,
a, b,8; De An.i. 1,403, b, 2; ii.
2, 414, a, 9, &c.; and cf. preced-
ing note.)—By the nature of the
case Jpos is synonymous with
Spiauds, e.g.in Top. 1.5 init.: &ort
& 8pos pév Abyos 6 Td Tf v elvau
anualvwy, Soch. 4,101 b, 21, and
ch. 7,103, a, 25; Anal. Post. i. 3,
72,b,23 ;ii. 10, 97, b, 26 ; Metaph.
vii. 5, 1031, a, 8; ch. 13, 1039, a,
19; viii. 3,1043, b, 28; ch. 6, 1045,
a, 26; Poet. ch.6,1449, b, 23. But
the same word, in a further sense,
signifies either of the two terms
of a proposition (subject and
predicate), and is therefore the
standing expression for the three
terms of the syllogism; Anal.
Pri.i. 1,24, b, 16: 3pov 3¢ kars
els by Suarderar /) wpbraais, etc., ch.
4, 25, b, 82, ch. 10, 30, b, 31, ch.
34, 48, a, 2; Anal. Post. i. 10, 76,
b, 35 et supra.

* Cf. pp. 215, n. 1,216, n. 1.
Aristotle expresses the relation
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the essence of things, according to Aristotle, consists

only in their form.!

It is therefore only with the

form that the Concept is concerned, and no concept of
sensible objects as such can be presented to the mind.?
For although a definite relation of Form to Matter does
belong to the peculiar Essence and therefore also to

between these two elements, by
designating the genus as the
matter and the specific difference
as the form of the concept; and
by this he explains how in the
concept the two are one. The
genus is that, in other words,
which, in itself indefinite, first
becomes definite in the specific
concept—the substratum (Swoxel-
uevov), whose properties are the
matter, and whose form is made
up of the distinguishing marks.
But thesubstratum never actually
exists without properties, nor the
matter without form, and there-
" fore neither does the genus exist
outside the species, but only in
them ; looked at in itself, it only
contains the uaniversal presup-
position, the possibility of that
which exists in reality in the
lowest species; Metaph. viii. 6,
cf. ch. 2,1043,4a,19 : v. 6,1016,a,
25: ch.28,1024, b, 3: vii. 12,1038,
a, 25: x. 8, 1058, a, 23 : cf. ch. 3,
1064, b, 27; Phys.ii.9 fin.; Gen. et
Corr. i. 7, 324, b, 6 (Part. An.i.3,
643, a, 24, does not come in here).

! Cf. p. 217, n. 1. More fully
treated in the account of Aristo-
tle’s Metaphysics, infra, ch. vii.

2 8ee p. 219, n.1, and Me-
taph. vii. 11, 1036, b, 28 : 7o yip
kafbéAov xal Tob efdovs & Spiruds. So
ch. 15¢nit.: by Substance is meant
sometimes the Adyos alone, some-
times the Adyos odv 7ji Ay ovver-
Anuuévos (the odvorov). Boar uiv

oby (sc. obolar) ofrw [in the sense
of the aivvorov] Aéyorrai, Todrwy
uty Eore Pploph © kal ydp vyéveais -
700 3¢ Adyov obx ¥orww odrws &oTe
¢Oelpecbar * o3¢ ydp yéveais (od
yap ylyverai 7o oixla elvar GANE T
TiHde T3 oixfa) . . . 8id Tobro 3¢ xal
TAV obody TdV alobnrdy Tav xal
éxaora o0’ dpiouds ofr’ &wddetls
éorw, 811 Exovaw FAqy §is % plais
Towatry Hor’ dv¥éxedbar xal elvas
xal ph* 31 PpOapra wdvra T Kal’
&aora abtav. € ody § T &wdbelis
T&y bvaykalwy kal 8 dpiouds éxmi-
ornuovikds, kal otk évdéxerar
bowep oU¥ éxiorhuny 6ré ulv éxi-
orfuny 61t 8 dyvoway elvai, &AAR
36ka b TowbTdy doTw (vid. supra
p- 163), ofrws otd &wddetv odd’
Spiopdy, &AANG Bdfa éor) Tob évde-
xopévou BAAws Exew, SiAoy §r1 oD
by € abrav otire bwddeifis. As soon
as we perceive it no longer, we
do not know whether it is now
the same as we think it to be. (Cf.
Top. v. 3,131, b, 21; Anal. Pri.
ii. 21,67, a, 39.) And in ch. 10,
1035, b, 34 : Tov Adyov uépn T TOU
€Wovs udvov éotly, § 8¢ Abyos dor)
ToU KaBdAov: TO ydp KikAg elvas
kal kirAos kal Yuxii elvar xal Yvxh
Tabrd © Tov 8¢ ouvéAov #8m, olov
xoxAov Tovdl, Ty Kabéxaord Tivos
N aiobyrod A vonrov (Aéyw 8¢ von-
Tods pdy olov Tods pabnuaricobs,
algfnrods 8¢ olov Tods xahxois xal
Tods  fvAivous—but even the
former have a iAn, only it is a SAq
vonrf, 1036, a, 9 sqq.), Tobrwr B¢
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the Concept of any object,! yet it is not this object of
sense itself, but only this determinate mode of sensible
existence, only the universal form of the object, which
can be defined.? It follows as a consequence of this
that the conception does not relate to individual objects
of sense? as such ; but this applies also to all Individ-
uals in general. Knowledge, in fact, aims always at a
Universal,* and the words of which a definition is made

up are themselves general terms.®

ovi ¥aTwv dpiopds &ANL perd vofi-

oews 9 alobfoews yvwpllovrar,

&weAbivras [-ta] 8’ &k Tiis évrere-

xefas ob 3fjAov wdrepdy wore eloly

A odx eioly, &AN’ &el Aéyovrar kal

yvwpllovrar 7§ Kabbrov Adyp* 3 &
- $An byvwaros kad’ adrhy.

! As in the concept of the
house (Metaph. vii. 15, see pre-
ceding note), the soul, the axe
(De An. i. 403, b, 2: ii. 1,412, b,
11), of the owdy (Metaph. vii. 5,
&c.), in fact in all concepts of
material and natural things. Cf.
Phys. ii. 9 fin.: although the
material causes are subservient
to the ideal or final causes, still
in explaining natural phenomena
we must give both; Yows §¢ xal
&y 1§ Ayy dorl Td dvaykaiov [i.e.
because the physical or material
causes belong to the concepts of
things). dpicauéve ydp Td Epyov Tod
xplew, 811 Sialpeous Towadl + aiiry
¥ odx ¥orau, € py €e 88dvras
Totovodi odror & od, el uh o1dy-
pobs. &rri yap ral év v¢ Ay Evia
udpia bs UAn Tob Adyov. Cf. Me-
taph. vii. 10, 1035, a, 1, b, 14, and
ch. 11, 1037, a, 29.

2 If on the one hand we
deny that matter belongs to the
concept of a thing, and on the
other are obliged to admit that

Each concept

numberless things cannot be
defined without giving their
matter, this seems, at first sight,
a contradiction. In the passage
referred to (Metaph. vii. 10)
Aristotle seeks to escape this
contradiction by saying that in
such cases, not this individual
object, formed by the combina-
tion of a specific concept with
this definite matter, is defined,
but only its form ; it is not this
circle, but the circle, or the
kUxAg elvar, not this soul, but tke
soul, the Yuxfi elvac. But the
difficulty is, indeed, by no means
removed in this way. If, for
instance, the soul is the ¢ Ente-
lechy’ of an organic body {(De
An. ii. 1), the 7f #v evar 7¢
Toipde odpari(Metaph. ibid. 1035,
b, 16), then a matter consti-
tuted in a stated way belongs
to the concept of the soul.

3 Metaph. vii. 15, 1039, b, 27,
as at p. 220, n. 2, supra.

4 Vid. supra, p. 163, n. 2.

8 Metaph. ibid. 1040, a, 8:
not only are sensible things in-
capable of definition, but also
ideas: &y y&p xad’ Exacroy % 15éa,
bs ¢agl, kal xwpiard. &vayraloy &
€k dvopdrwv elvas TOv Adyoy - Svoua
& ob worfioer 8 Spilbuevos, byvworoy
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embraces several individuals, or at least can embrace
several ;! and even if we descend to the lowest species
we are still always met by universal determinations

only.

Within these, the individual entities are dis—~

tinguished no longer by anything relating to species,

but only by accidental marks of difference.?

yap &rai. Td B¢ xelpeva xowd
xaow. &vdyxn Gpa Owdpyew xal
Tabra * oloy € mis ot dpl-
aqaito, (Gov épet loxvdv ) Aevkdy 9
E"repdv Tt b xal BAAg Imdplet.

! Loc. cit. 1. 14, Aristotle pro-
poses the objection : unbtv kwAbew
xwpls ptv xdvra 'l'oMms,ﬁpm ¢ udve
TobTe Ywdpxew (which is really
the case in the determination of
concepts, vid. supra, p. 216, n. 1),
and he gives among otheranswers
this (cf. BONITZ, on this passage)
at 1. 27: ‘even though an object
be the only one in its species, like
the sun and the moon, still its
concept could only contain such
things 8oa éx’ HEAAov évdéxeral,
olov év E&repos <yévnrar Towovros,
87Aov ¥r1 fiAtos EoTar® kowvds Gpa &
Adyos, &c.’ Similarly, in De
Celo, i. 9, 278, a, 8: supposing
there were only one circle, obfév
firrov BANo EgTar TO KUKAY €lval kal
Tgde T¢ KOKAP, kal TO pév eldos, Td
5 eldos &v Tfi UAp Kkal T@v Kal
€kaorov. Ibid. b, 5: there is only
one world, but still the odpavg
elvar and the T¢de 1§ olpavy elvar
are two different things.

* Metaph. vii. 10 (ud supr. p.
220,n.2): 6Myas éo7l Tob KaBéAov.
Anal. Post. ii. 13, 97, b, 26: aiel
3 &orl was Opos xaoékw. The
determination of concepts may
be continued till all specific
differences are exhausted, and
the reAevrala Sagopa is reached ;

Between

but below this there only remain
individuals which are no longer
specifically distinguished (see
Metaph. x. 9, 1058, a, 34 8qq.
and supra,p. 216 n. 1), and are in
a sense Juoa (4nal. Post. ii. 13,
97, a, 37, b, 7); these, however,
continue to form a multiplicity,
and, in fact, an indefinite multi-
plicity, and for this reason cannot
be the object of science and of
the concept ; Metaph. iii. 4, init. :
elre ydp uh &oTe T Wapd TG Kab-
ékaora, 76 53¢ KabéxacTa Erepa, TV
¥ amelpwy was évdéxetra AaPeiv
émorhuyy; cf. ii. 2, 994, b, 20
sqq.; Zop. ii. 2, 109, b, 14;
Anal. Post. i. 24, 86, a, 3 sqq.
and ¢bid. c. 19-21, the proof that
argument cannot be continued to
infinity either upwards or down-
wards. In this Aristotle exactly
follows Plato: see ZELL. Ph.d. G'r.
pt.i.p. 624,38, 587, 1. Aristotlede-
signates singulars by the phrases :
T3 Kaf’ éxaora (Or k. EkaoTov), TO
bpug tv(Metaph. iii. 4,999, b, 34 ;
Categ. c. 2, 1, b, 6, et supra ; see
WAITZ on this passage), Ta -rur&
8 1is &vbpwwos, &c. (Categ. ibid.
1,4, b; Anal. Post. i. 24, 85, a,
34; Metaph. vii. 13, 1038, b, 33),
768¢ 71 (Categ. c. 5, 3, b, 10;
Metaph.ix. 7, 1049, a, 27 ¢t supra;
see WAITZ on this passage of the
Categories), also 7 &roua (e.g.
Categ. c. 2,1, b, 6, c. 6, 3, a, 35;
Metaph. iii. 1, 995, b, 29. Itis true



LOoGIC 223

this accidental difference and the specific differences lie
those attributes which belong exclusively to the mem-
bers of a certain species, without, however, being directly
included in their Concept ; and Aristotle calls these Pro-

perties ({0a).!

But in a wider sense this name is also

used by him to include specific differences on the one
side and accidental qualities on the other.?
What falls under one Concept must be, so far as

this is the case, identical.?

that the lowest species, which
do not divide into sub-species
—the &dudpopa, vid. supra, p. 216,
n. 1—are given the same name :
but in that case, whenever this
meaning does not appear from
the context itself, he uses, not
merely 7¢ #roua, but &roua €ldn
and similar expressions (cf.
Metaph. iii. 3, 999, a, 12, v. 10,
1018, b, 6, vii. 8 fin.,, x. 8, 9,
1058, a, 17, b, 10, xi. 1, 1059, b,
35) or T& &oxara, because in de-
scending from the most universal
they come last (Metaph. xi. 1,
1059, b, 26 ; Eth. N. vi. 12, 1143,
a, 29, 83; De An. iii. 10, 433, a,
16 ; De Mem.c. 2,451, a, 26).

! In Zop. i. 4, 101, b, 17, he
distinguishes évos, v, and
ovuBeBnrds; and as soon as he
has divided the ¥wv again into
8pos and v in the narrower
sense, he defines the latter, c. 5,
102, a, 17: Wwv & éorlv b uy
3ol utv 7d i Ay elvar, pdvy &
bmdpxet Kal &vTikarnyoperral TOU
wpdyparos [is related to it as
an interchangeable concept], ofoy
1310v avbpdmov T ypapparikils elva
SexTikdy, &c.

2 Already (loc. oit.) he distin-
guishes the mort # wpds 7 1oy
from the awAds oy, and in the

‘What does not fall under

5th book, which deals with the
topical treatment of the Wi
(c. 1) he distinguishes the 3iov
ka6 adrd from the Wiow wpds
€repov, the &el 13wy from the ot
1wy. He himself, however, re-
marks (129, a, 32) of the ¥iov
wpds érepov, and it is true in any
case of the wor¢ 18iwow, that it be-
longs to the svuBeByrdéra. On the
other hand, he gives as examples
of the 13. kaf’® adTd and del essen-
tial marks such as {§ov &0dvatoy,
{Pov Oynrdy, 7 ek Yuxiis kal gdua-
T0s ovykelpevoy (128, b, 19, 35,
129, a, 2). Cf. preceding note.

3 Aristotle does not say so in
these words, but it is shown by
his discussions on the various
meanings of rabroy. In Top.i. 7
(cf. viii. 1, 151, b, 29; 152, b, 31)
three of these are distinguished :
yéverTadrdy is what belongs to one
genus, eldet Tabrdv what belongs
to one species (cf. Metaph. x. 8,
1058, a, 18), and &pifup Tadrdy, by
ovbuara wAelw TO 3¢ mpayua &v.
This last kind of identity may
be expressed in various ways:
rvpidrare ptv kal wpdrws drav
Svbpare §) 8pp b TadTdy &mwodobf,
kafdwep iudTiov Awwly kal (Gov
neov Simovy dvbpdme, Sebrepoy &
Sray v ile, kabdmwep 70 émiaTHUS
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one concept is different.! Complete Identity, however,
implies unity of matter also, for individuals between
which there is no difference of a species are yet
different numerically, because in each of them the gsame
concept presents itself in a different matter.? Con-
ceptual distinction in the highest degree gives us
Contrary Opposition; whereas simple difference pro-
duces Contradictory Opposition. For Coniraries (évav-
Tia) are such as, within the same Genus, lie as far

as possible asunder.?

Bexticdy bvbplwey, . . . TpiToy ¥
Sray &xd Tob ocvuBefnxéros, ofov Td
xabfhuevoy ) Td povaixdy Twxphrer.
There is a somewhat different
division in Metaph. v. 9. Ari-
stotle there distinguishes, first,
the rabrd xard ovuBeBnxds and
rabrd xad’ adrd; then the rabrdv
eBe: and &pifug, both of which
are affirmed partly of that which
has a Matter, partly of that which
bas an Essence (fullerat x. 3,1054,
a, 32: that isidentical in number
which both in Matter and in Form
is one). As a general explana-
tion he gives us a formula which
is easily reducible to the one
cited above: % Tadrérns évérys
7is éotw ) wAebvwy 7o elvar 9
8rav xpiTas &s wAeloow (as in
alrd abrg Tabrdéy). Since, however
(according to ch. 10, 1018, a, 35),
Unity and Being can be used in
different senses, the meaning of
the Tabrdy, érepoy, &c. must vary
accordingly.

' Metaph. v. 9, 1018, a, 9:
érepa 8 Aéyerar Gv A Ta €n
mAelw B B GAn A 8 Adyos Tiis
obolas® xal SAws dvTikeipuévws TG
Tabr@ Aéyeras 70 Erepov.  On elder
and vyéver érepoy, cf. ibid. x. 8, v.

Contrary opposition, in fact, is

10, 1018, a, 38 sqq. and ch. 28,
1024, b, 9.

2 See preceding noteand p. 222,
n. 2. That the individual dif-
ferences of things must be based
on Matter will be further shown
later on, in the second part of
ch. vii. infra.

* Aristotle states this defini-
tion, Cateyg. c. 6, 6, a, 17; Eth. N.
ii. 8, 1108, b, 33, as one already
in use (épiforrar) ; but in Metaph.
x. 4 init., he puts it forward in
his own name, and he there
establishes the proposition that
opposites must belong to the
same genus, by observing ex-
oressly: 7& ulv ydp yéver Siapé-
povra ok &Exer 88y eis EAAnAa,
GAMN’ awéxer wAéov xal GobuBAnra
(e.g. a sound and a colour are not
opposed to one another, because
they cannot at all be compared,
they are &oduBrnra). Yet, on
the other hand, we read in
Metaph. v. 10,1018, a, 25 : évarria
Aéyerar 1d 7€ ph duvard Gua 1
abr@ wapeivas Twv Siapepdrrwy kara
yévos, kal T& wAeloTov Siadépovra
70V év 7@ abr@ Yéver, kal Ta TA€L-
orov diapépovra Tav & Tadrg
Sexticg (that the évarria are
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nothing but specific difference made absolute.!

226

Con-

tradictory opposition, on the other hand, is the relation

accidental to one and the same
SexTicdy is contirmed by Metaph.
Xx. 4,1065,a, 29; De Somn. No. 1,
453, b, 27), kal 7& wAcioTOV diagé-
povra Tav Umd THy adThy Sbvaupw,
kal &v 1) Siapopd peyiorn 9 awids )
Kkatd yévos 9) kat’ eldos. Ta d &AAa
évaytia AeyeTar TG p&v TP TR
TowatTa éxew, & 5 7§ Sextikd elvar
Ty TowovTwy, &c. (and the like in
x. 4, 1065, a, 35), and Categ. c.
11 fin. also has: avdyxn 8¢ wdvra
T8 dvavrla ) & T¢ adTg véver
elva: [like black and white], 9
&y 7ols évaytiois yéveaw [like just
and unjust], 9 adré yévn elva
[like good and evil]. SIMPL.
cites something similar (I Categ.
Schol. 84, a, 6; Ar. Fr. 117)
from the treatise II. arrikeiué-
vy, about which cf. p. 70,n 4.—
The more mature and correct
statement is that which is given
in Metaph. x. (e.g. good and evil
could not be contraries if they
did not fall under the same
generic concept, that of moral
behaviour) ; and, in fact, Ari-
stotle himself (at 1056, a, 23
8qq.) resolves the earlier state-
ments by bringing them into line
with the idea of the évavr.ov as
there defined. It is only in
reference to thatdefinition of the
évarriov that we can understand
Aristotle’s important axiom (Me-
taph. iii. 2, 996, a, 20; iv. 2,
1004, a, 9, 1005, a, 3 ; xi. 3, 1061,
a, 18; An. Pri. i. 36, 48, b, 5;
De An. iii. 3, 427, b, 5, et alibi;
see BONITZ and SCHWHEGLER on
Metaph. iii. 2, loc. cit.), T@v évav-
riwy pia émorhun. That is the
same science which deals with
the sume things; things which

VOL. I.

belong to different genera, like
sound and colour, belong also to
different sciences: cf. loe. cit.
1055, a, 31.—Further, from the
same definition of the évarrioy
(ibid. 10565, a, 19, cf. De Celo, i.
2, 269, a, 10, 14, and Phys. i. 6,
189, a, 13) Aristotle deduced the
principle that to each thing
there can only be one contrary.
Between contraries there may lie
an indefinite number of inter-
mediate grades, which are com-
pounded of these contraries (as
colours out of light and dark).
Such intermediate grades are
not found, however, between every
pair of contraries, but only be-
tween those pairs of which one or
other predicate does not necessa-
rily belong to the subject con-
cerned, and in which there is a
gradual transition from one to the
other. (Metaph.x.7; Categ.c.10,
11, b, 38 sqq., 12, b, 25 sqq. cf.
SIMPL. Categ. Schol.in Ar.84,a,16
5qq.,288qq.) What Aristotlehad in
his mind in this doctrine of the
évayriov is the scale of changes
in the natural sciences ; for every
change is a transition from one
condition to the opposite ; Phys.
v. 3,226, b, 2, 6, i. 4, 187, a, 31,
c. b, 188, a,31 sqq.; Gen. et Corr.
i. 7, 823, b, 29.—To the above
definition of the efder évavrioy
corresponds that of the évavrioy
kat& Témov in Meteor. ii. 6, 363,
a, 30,and Phys. v. 3, 226,b, 32.—
The correct way of formulating
oppositions was dealt with in the
treatise I &v7wenévwy (vid. supra
p. 70, n. 4, and SIMPL. loc. cit.
83, b, 39 sqq.; Ar. #'7. 116).

! The 3iapope TéAeios of Ale-

*Q
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between such concepts as stand to one another in the
relation of Yes to No,! of affirmation to negation, and
between which, therefore, no third or middle term can
lie,? and of which as applied to every given object one
or other must be true. This kind of opposition, to
put it differently, arises when everything which is not
contained in a certain concept is collected into one
negative expression,® i.e. where the aggregate of all
possible determinations is divided between two concepts
by the test of identity with or difference from some
given determinant. Between contrary and contra-
dictory opposition Aristotle places that of privation and
possession,® though he is not able quite to establish the
difference ¢ between this and the other two kinds of

taph. x. 4, 10565, a, 10 sqq., 22
sqq. Bince this opposition only
occurs between abstract concepts
and not between concrete things,
the tract . &wriceipévor main-
tained that only the concepts
(e.g. ppdvnais and &¢ppooivn) were
to be called awAds évavria, not the
beings to which these concepts
apply (such as the ¢pdvinos and
the &ppwr). SIMPL. loc. cit. 83, b,
24 sqq., cf. PLATO, Phedo, 103 B.

! Aristotle’s standing formula
for this kind of opposition is
therefore, ¢ &s xardpaois xal dxé-
¢agis vriceiofar.’ In a judgment
the like opposition is called
byripasis (vid. n. 6, &c., infra) ;
and in Phys. v. 3, 227, a, 8 and
Metaph. iv. T init., v. 10 init.,
the opposition of concepts is
included under the same word.

2 Metaph. iv. 7, xi. 6, 1063, b,
19 ; Phys. loc. cit., and cf. what
will be said presently about con-
tradictory judgment. The kind of
opposition is the same there as

here : see Categ. c. 10, 12, b, 10.

3 (ateg. c. 10,11, b, 16 sqq.,
13, a, 37 sqq.; and Metaph. x.
1067, a, 83.

¢ An Yvoua or piiua &dpioTov ;
vid. infra, p. 232, n. 2.

5 “Efis and orépnais, e.g. ‘see-
ing ' and ‘ blind." For what fol-
lows, cf. TRENDELENBURG, Hist.
Beitr. i. 103 sqq.

8 In Metaph.v. 22 (and, refer-
ring to this, x. 4, 1055, b, 3) Ari-
stotle distinguishes three mean-
ings of the orépnois: (1) &v ud Exp
Tt &y wepukbrwy Exesdar, xby uy
abrd Ay wepurds Exew, olov purdy
oupdrav éorepiiolar Aéyerar. (2)4w
wepurds Exew, ) abrd ) T Yévos, uy
&m. (3) &v mepukds kal 81e wépu-
key Exew py Ef. Only in the
first meaning would ¢ privation’
be synonymous with ‘negation’
(for ¢ blind’= ¢ not-seeing’ ), and
we could affirm of the opposites
katd orépnow kal €w that which
we are told by Categ. c. 10,13, b,
20 sqq. (that is to say, by the
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opposition.

authorof the Post-pradicamenta)
can not be affirmed of them,
namely that ¢ everything is either
one or the other’ (either ¢seeing’
or ¢ blind '); in such a case, there-
fore, the relation between orépn-
ais and &s would be reduced to
that of &vripasis, In the other
two senses of orépnais this is not
the case, for in them the orépnois
itself, as is admitted in Metaph.
iv. 12, 1019, b, 3 sqq., expresses
something positive, and is a kind
of &is; and thus, if we take
¢privation’ in this sense, the
opposition of the &us comes
under the definition of the évay-
rlov.—The distinction of the two
in the Post-predicamenta (Categ.
c. 10, 12, b, 26 sqq.) is founded
on the following argument : of
those &varrfa, which have no
middle term between them (as
‘straight’ and ¢ crooked ’), one or
other must necessarily apply to
everything capable of the dis-
tinction (e.g. ¢ every number must
be either odd or even’); when,
on the other hand, there is a
middle term between two évavria,
such a conclusion never follows
(we cannot say, ‘Everything
which is capable of colour must
be either white or black’); but
in the case of o7épnois and &is,
neither one nor the other of these
results will arise ; we cannot say
that ¢ to everything capableof the
distinction one or other of such
opposites must apply,” for there
may be some time at which
neither of the two will apply to
it—rd ydp phiww wepukds IYw
Exew ofire TupAdy ofire By Exov
Aéyerar; but neither can we
reckon this class of opposites
with those between which there

227

Notions of relation are adduced as the

is a middle term—3&7av ydp #d9
wepukds 3§ Yy Exety, Tére ) TupAdY
h B Exov pn¥Hoeu. It is, how-
ever, to be observed that (1) so
long as the thing in question is
not wepuxds Sy Exew, it is not
Sextidy Yews either, and there-
fore the instance adduced is not
to the point; and (2), on the
other hand, thereis much that is
intermediate between ¢ posses-
sion’ and °privation,’ for there
are all the degrees of partial
possession : there are not only
‘seeing’ things and ¢blind’
things, but also things ¢half
blind.’—A further distinction of
the évavria from the opposites
Kkatd aTépnow Kal EEw is said to lie
in the fact (Categ. c. 10, 13, a,
18), that in the former the trans-
ition from one to the other is
mutual (white can become black
and black white), but in the
latter only one-sided, from pos-
session to privation, and not con-
versely. But this is likewise in-
correct: not only can things
which see become blind or the
rich poor, but blind things may
become seeing and the poor rich;
and even if this is not possible
in every actual case, the same is
just as true of the évavria them-
selves ; neither can every sick
man get well, nor every black
thing become white. For the
logical relation of concepts, such
a distinction would in any case
be of no importance.—Lastly, in
Metaph. x. 4, 1055, b, 3, 7, 14, it
is said that the orépnois is a kind
of &vripacis, namely the évripacs
&y 7§ Sexting, and the évavridérys
a kind of orépnous (thus also in
xi. 6, 1063, b, 17); so that,
according to this, these three

Q2
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subjects of a fourth sort of opposition.!

ARISTOTLE

Of all these

kinds of opposition the general proposition holds good,
that ¢ opposites fall within one and the same science.’?

concepts would form a kind of
gradation from the higher to the
lower. But this also can only be
said when the concept of arépnois
is not accurately determined ; as
soon as this is done, the relation
of orépnois and €us falls either
under &vripasis or under évarrid-
rns. To the latter result Anal.
Post. i. 4, 78, b, 21 points: &ore
yap 70 dvavrlov 9 arépnois ) dvri-
¢adis &v 7§ adr@ yéver, olov BpTiov
70 pd) wepirtdv &y &pibuois ; for, to
be an évavrioy, the orépnois must
express a positive concept, and
this not merely indirectly, like
the é&vripacis from which it is
here distinguished. The same is
true of passages like Metaph.
vii. 7, 1033, a, 7 sqq., where the
sick person—who is elsewhere
the évavriov of the healthy per-
son—is given as his orépnois;
ibid. xii. 4, 1070, b, 11: &s utv
eldos [airla Tdv cwpdrwy] Td epudy
ral &AAov Tpbrov Td Yuxpdy §) aTép-
naois, for cold forms a contrary
opposition to warm, and if it is
an eldos, it cannot be merely a
negation ; and hence, though it
is given as a negation with other
analogous concepts (e.g. De Celo,
ii. 3, 286, a, 25), yet Aristotle
himself in other passages admits
that, in certain cases, it is a
natural property, and not merely
a defect (Part. An. ii. 2, 649, a,
18), and that it has the power of
acting (Gen. et Corr. ii. 2, 329, b,
24), which cannot possibly be
true of a mere orépnors. Cf.
TRENDELENBURG, loc. cit. 107
8qq., and STRUMPELL, Gesch. d.
theor. Phil. 27 sq.—The tract

II. dvrikeuévor also treated of
orépnois and €lis; SIMPL. Sekol.
in Ar. 86, b, 41, 87, a, 2; Ar. Fy.
119. We shall have to discuss
hereafter the metaphysical signi-
fication of ogrépnois and its rela-
tion to the ¥An.

! Cat. c. 10, 11, b, 17, 24 sqq.;
Top. ii. 2, 109, b, 17, c. 8, 113,
b, 15, 114, a, 13, v. 6, 135, b, 17;
Metaph. x. 4, 1055, a, 38, c. 3,
1054, a, 23. Instances of such re-
lative conceptsare (see Cat., loc.
cit.,, and c. 7; Metaph. v. 15):
double and half—in fact, the ma-
nifold and its part, the dwepéxor
and dwepexduevoy; the active and
the passive; the measurable and
the measure; the knowable and
knowlkedge. Though in Metaph.v.
10, two further forms of opposi-
tion are named, yet BONITZ, on
this passage, and WAITZ, Arist.
Org. i. 308, have demonstrated
that these latter come under the
four already given. Conversely,
Phys. v. 3,227, a, 7 only mentions
two (&vrigasis and évarridbras).

2 Seen.on p. 225, andasto the
extension of the above principle
to all évrikelpeva,cf. Metaph.iv. 2,
1004, a, 9; Zop.i. 14,108, b, 33,
ii. 2, 109, b, 17, viii. 1, 155, b,
30, c. 13,163, a, 2. The founda-
tion of this propositionlies mainly
in the fact that, of opposites,
one cannot be known without
the other. This has different
causes in different cases: in con-
tradictory opposition, it arises
from the negative concept Non-A
immediately presupposing and
containing the positive one A;
in correlative concepts it arises
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But concepts taken by themselves cannot, so far,
produce Discourse of any kind ; they are neither true
nor false. Definite expression, and therewith truth
and falsehood likewise, are first found in the Propo-
sition.! The coupling of the Noun or Name-word
with the Verb or Time-word, of the Subject with the
Predicate,2 presents us with a unit of discourse (or
spoken thought, Adyos);? and if this discourse takes
the form of Assertion, if anything is affirmed or denied
in it, we get, as distinguished from other modes of
thought expressed in words,* the Proposition ® or Judg-
ment (damodavois)®—for which Aristotle regards the
simple Categorical Judgment as the type.” A judg-
ment is ¢rue, when the thought whose inner process is

from their mutually presupposing
one another; in contrary oppo-
sition, and in orépnois and &ius
(8o far as that applies here) it
arises because the knowledge of
the opposed specific differences
presupposes that of the common
genus.

! Vid. supra, p. 202, &c.; De
Interpr. c. 4, c. 5, 17, a, 17;
Metaph. vi. 4; cf. ZELLER, Ph.
d. Gr. pt. i, p. 527, 5; p.528, 1.

2 As to dvopa and pfiua (the
latter of which, however, includes
both copula and predicate), see
De Interpr. c. 1,16, a, 13, c. 2,
3, ¢. 10, 19, b, 11; Poet. c. 20,
1467, a, 10, 14 ; Rhet. iii. 2, 1404,
b, 26. This is also Platonic.; see
ZyLL. Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1, pp. 567,
n. 5, 532, n. 2,

* De Interpr.c. 4; and Rhet.,
ul supra.

* Such as wish, request, &c.
In Anal. Pr. i. 1, 24, a, 22;
Top.i. 10, 104, a, 8 (cf. WAITZ,

Arist. Org. i. 352). Interrogation
is put under the concept of
wpéraais, but it is distinguished
as wpéraois SiahexTich from =p.
&modewctikd, in that the latter is
Afifus Oarépov poplov THs dwrri-
¢doews, and the former, on the
other hand, épdrnois arvripdoews.
Similar definitions of wpéraocis
will be found in De Interpr. ii.
20, b, 23, and Anal. Post. i. 2,
72, a, 8; cf. Soph. EI. 6, 169, a,
8, 14.
5 TIpdraois ; on the expression
cf. BIESE, Phil. d. Arist.i. 128,
2; WAITZ, Arist. Org. i. 368;
BoxNITz, Ind. Ar. 651, a, 33 sqq.

$ De Interpr. c. 4, 17, a,1;
Anal. Pr. i. 1, 24, a, 16.

7 De Interpr. c. b, 17, a, 20:
A u&v amA éoTw &wdpavais . . .
% 3¢ &k TobTwy ovykeuéyy . . . EoTi
3 N pdv &aAf &wdpavais Pwv)
anpartich wepl Tov vmdpxew Ti A
uh dmdpxew, bs oi xpbvor dujpyvrat.
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signified by the spoken words,' regards that as conjoined
or divided which is so conjoined or divided in actuality :
it i8 false in the opposite case.? The most fundamental
distinction between judgments is therefore that of
affirmative and negative.? Every affirmation stands
opposed to a negation which forms with it an exclusive
(contradictory) opposition (évridagis), in such wise
that one or the other of them must be true and no
third is possible.t On the other hand, certain affirm-
ative propositions are related to certain negatives (as,
for instance, universal affirmatives to the corresponding

! On the definition of speech
as ovuBoAoy Tév év T Yuxy wabd-
nudrwy, see De Interpr. c. 1, 16,
a, 3, c. 2 init. c. 4, 17, a, 1;
Soph. El. c. 1, 165, a, 6; De
Sensu, c. 1, 437, a, 14; Rhet. iii.
1, 1404, a, 20. The events in the
soul which words express are,
according to these passages, the
same in all men; their designa-
tion in speech, on the other
hand, is (like written signs) a
matter of convention, and thus
differs in different persons.

2 Metaph. vi. 4, ix. 1 init.

3 De Interpr.c. b init.: &om
3¢ els ®pdTos Adyos &wopavtirds
xardpacis elra dwdpadis - oi & &EAros
wdvres ouwdéoup €ls. Further,
ibid. c. b, 6; Anal. Pr. i. 1, 24,
a, 16 ; Anal, Post. i. 25, 86, b, 33.
The wpéracis xaraparich is also
called xarnyopid, the &xoparuch
also orepnrics. Anal. Py. i. 2,
c. 4, 26, a, 18, 31, c. 6, 28, a, 20,
b, 6, 15, c. 13, 32, b, 1.

4 De Interpr.c.6,c. 7,17, b,
16; Anal. Post. i. 2, 72, a, 11:
&xdpavois 8t &vripdaews dmorepoy-
ovv udpiov. dvripacis 8¢ bvrideais
%s odx ¥ort perald xad® adriy.

pépioy 8 evripdoews Td pdv 1l kard
Twos xardpaots, 70 3¢ 7! &xé Tiwvos
éwdépaois. Cf. p. 226, n. 1 and 2.
We shall have more to say later on
about the law of contradiction
and the excluded middle. Ac-
cording to De Interpr. c. 9, an
exception to the rule stated above
is found in such disjunctive pro-
positions as refer to a future
result which is contingent or
depends on free will. As is here
remarked, we can assert nothing
at all about them beforehand,
neither that they will happen,
nor that they will not happen;
of them (Gen. et Corr.ii. 11, 337,
b, 3) only &r: uéAhe:, but not 8¢
Eorrai, is true; for the latter ex-
cludes the péssibility of the event
being otherwise. Hence of them
only the disjunctive proposition is
true, that ¢ they will either happen
or will not happen.’ Of the two
categorical propositions, ‘they
will happen’ and ¢ they will not
happen,’ neither is true of them.
The latter assertion is remark-
able, for we should rather say,
that one of the two assertions
is true, but we only find out
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universal negatives) in the way of contrary opposition,
which does not exclade a third possible case.!
But in truth we must not expect a perfectly clear

exposition of these relations from Aristotle.

As he

was not yet able to distinguish the Copula expressly
from the Predicate,® he was naturally unable to dis-

cover the true status of the Negative.

He nowhere

states that negation concerns the Copula alone, that it

nhich by the result. But Ari-
stotle only regards as ‘true’
those assertions which assert
actuality ; and since this, in the
given case, is itself undetermined,
no definite proposition can, with
truth, be then affirmed. When
it is equally possible that some-
thing will happen, and that it
will not happen, the assertion
that it will happen is neither
true nor false; it only bdscomes
one or other, according as a cor-
responding or a contradictory
state of fact arises. Cf. SIMPL.
Categ. 103, B Bas.: according to
the teaching of the Peripatetic
school only the disjunctive pro-
position is true, ‘A will either
be or not be’; but which part of
this disjunction will be true, and
which false, #Anwrov elvar 7
ploe kal &orarov. Hence all that
class of assertions, #dn uév odx
oty §) &bl ) Ppevdh EoTar B
# 7ota % toia.—It is from the
Megareans that Aristotle took the
subject-matter of the ¢Aporia’
which he discussesin the passage
cited : cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. G7r.
pt. i. p. 220, 1. .

v De Interpr. ¢. 7, 17, b, 20:
cf. what has been said at pp.
224_5, about the évayriérys. The
particular affirmative and parti-
cular negative propositions which,

according to later terminology,
are opposed as suboontraries, are,
in Anal. Pr. ii. 8, 59, b, 10,
reckoned among the évayriws évr:-
kelpevasr.  Aristotle, however, re-
marks (c. 156 init.) that this is
only ¢ according to the words, not
as to the thing itself.’

? Vid.supr.p. 229,n.2. In De
Interpr. c. 10, 19, b, 19, a case
is certainly before his mind, §rav
7d &7t TplToy WpoorarnyopiiTas, as
in the proposition &s7:¢ 3lkaios
¥v0pwmos. This, however, does
not relate to the separation of
the ooglula, from the predicate,
but only to the fact that,
in existential propositions: &rrw
&pwmos, obk ¥oTw Y., &c., the
subject can be expanded by
means of an added adjective,
which itself may be put either
affirmatively (3ixasos &.), or nega-
tively (ob dlkaios .): &ore Slx. &.
means ‘there is a just man,’
which is different from &»8pwmos
dikaids éori, ‘man is just’ Ari-
stotle nowhere says that every
proposition, or even that the
existential proposition logically
considered, consists of three
parts; and the treatise IT. épun-
velas even shows a preference for
selecting examples from those
existential propositions which fall
into two parts only.
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has to do only with the connection of the subject to
the predicate, and does not in fact deny the subject or
the predicate itself! The omission caused him to
treat propositions with a negative subject or predicate
as a special class,® whereas there is in fact no ground
for doing s0.2

Aristotle proceeds to consider the Quantity of
Judgments, distinguishing between those which relate
to many objects at once and those which relate to one,
and then subdividing the former into universals and
particulars. He has therefore a general division into

judgments universal, particular, and individual.4

! In Anal. Pr. i. 46 init. c. 3,
26, b, 19, he shows that there is
a distinction between u} elva: 7081
and elva: uh Tovro, uh elvas Aevkdy
and elvac uh Aevxdy, inasmuch as
propositions of the last kind bave
the form of affirmative proposi-
tions ; but he does not detect the
real reason of this either here or
in De Interpr. c. 12 (to which
BRANDIS, p. 165, refers).

2 De Interpr. c. 3, 16, a, 30,
b, 12, he says: odx-#vbpwxos is
no Yvopa, and obx-dyialvet no
pina; but he wants to call the
former 8vopa &dpiorov, and the
latter pijua ddpicrov: and in c.
10, along with the propositions
Eorw dvBpwnos, oix . &., &c., he
introduces also the correspond-
ing ones made up of negative
concepts: &t  oik-BvBpwwos,
obx &ty odx-b., &rTw ob-dlkaios
obx-&vp., odx &orwv ob-Sik. oik-
&vfp., &c. Theophrastus called
these propositions : ék uerabéoews
(AMMON. De Interpr. 128,b,129,
a., and PHILOP. OSchol. in Ar.
121, a), or kara merdfecw (ALEX.
Analyt. 134, a.).

But

* For that in which consists
the form of the judgment—the
definite conjunction of the sub-
ject with the predicate—remains
the same, whether the subject
and predicate be positive or nega-
tive concepts. And Aristotle
himself admits (4nal. Pr. i. 3,
25, b, 19, cf. c. 13, 32, a, 31),
that expressions such as: évdé-
xerar pndevl wdpxew, &rrwv obx
&yabdy, have a oxiina karapaTucdy.

4 Still, this is only the case
in De Interpr. c. 7. Universal
judgments, which are also called
éml Tdv xaféov &wopaivorrar
kaférov, and particulars, which
are also called & pépes or kara
uépos (Anal. Pr.i. 1, 24, a, 17,
c. 2, 25, a, 4, 10, 20, &c.), are
also designated as those which
éml Tav KaBérov pty ud xabdrov 8¢
axopafvovrat, i.6. in both the sub-
ject is a raférov, d éxl wAeidvar
wépuxe xarnyopeicdas, but in the
one the predicate is affirmed of
the sambject in its whole ex-
tension, in the other not so.
The Analytics, on the other
hand, does not meution individual
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he adds what he calls the ¢‘indefinite judgments,’
and thus is led to bring in, here as elsewhere, a
distinction which really has nothing to do with the
logical form of thought-connection at all, but solely
with the grammatical form. of the expression.!
Aristotle also devotes much attention to the Modality
of Judgments, on account of the importance of this
subject in connection with the Syllogism. He dis-
tinguishes between judgments which assert actuality,
necessity, and possibility,? but this division does not
coincide with that which is now in use—of Assertory,
Apodeictic, and Problematic—for Aristotle in his
classification does not regard subjective degrees of
certainty, but the objective nature of things. By
¢ possible’ he does not mean what may perhaps exist, but
only what may exist but does not exist necessarily, and

therefore may or may not

judgments (see following note) ;
and although it is true that they
are without meaning for the
main object of that treatise,
which is the doctrine of the
syllogism, yet we should expect
that, if Aristotle at the time he
wrote it had already bad his
attention called to this form
of judgment, he would have ex-
pressly stated why he passed it
over. Wemay infer, if the com-
position II. épunveias be really his,
that the peculiar notes of indivi-
dual judgments must have struck
him after hehad writtenAnalytics.

' In the De Interpr. he adds
nothing as to indefinite judg-
ments. In Anal. Pr. i.1, 24, a,
16 (cf. c. 2,25,a,4, c. 4, 26, b, 3,
etc.) he says: wpéracis. . . 9 kabd-
Aov 9) év uépe ) &3ibpioros ; but the

The

examples which are there given—
T@v évayriwy elvar Thy abrhy émi-
aThuny, THy Rdoviy ul) elvar &yaddy,
—Dbelong, logically considered, to
theclass of universal propositions;
others which might be adduced,
such as &rrw &lpwwos bdlkasos,
are particular. Aristotle himself
makes no further use in the 4na-
lytics of the wpordoeis &dibpioror.
Theophrastus designated under
this name the particular negative
(ALEX. Analyt. 21, ), or perhaps
as AMMON. De Interpr. 73, a,
states, particular propositions in
general.

2 Anal. Pr. i. 2 init.: wdoca
wpbracis éorw §) Tob Iwdpyew § Tob
& dvdyrns Imdpxew ) Tov ydéxe-
olas Ixdpxey.

8 Anal. Pr. i. 13, 32, a, 18
Aéyw &’ dvdéxeoBas ral TO évdexbpe-

exist indifferently.?
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corollaries which he deduced from his definitions were
partly confuted by critics as old as Theophrastus and

Eudemus.!

vov, ob ut) dvros dvayralov, Tedévros
& Iwdpxew, oldtv &rrTar dia TovT
&dvatov; 1. 28: Eoras Epa TO év-
Sexbuevoy obr &vayxaiov xa lvd uh
avayaiov dvdexduevov. Metaph.
ix. 3, 1047, a, 24 : &o71 8¢ Svvardy
roito, ¢ éav imdply % évépyeia, of
Aéyerai Exew Thv Svvauw, odbiy
&orai &dbvaroy. Likewise c. 4,
1047, b, 9, c. 8, 1050, b, 8: wxdoca
dbvaus &pa s Gvripdoeds doTw

.. 7 lpa duvardy élvas dvdéxerar
Kzl elvas kal uh elvar 70 abrd &pa
Suvatdy kal elvar kal uh elvar; ix.
9 init.: 8oa yip rkatd Td Sbvaclu
Aéyerai, Tabréy éori Suvatdy Tav-
avria: i.e. what can be healthy
can also be ill, what can rest can
also move, he who can build can
also destroy.

! Aristotle says that in a
¢ possibility,’ the possibility of the
contrary is also contained (see
preceding note, and De Interpr.
c. 12,21, b, 12: doker 8¢ 7d adTd
Sévaga: kal elva: xal uh elvair® wav
yap Td duvatdy Téuveabar ) Badllew
xal ph Padllew xal uy Téuvesba
dvvardy, &c.), determining the
concept by taking that meaning
of 8¢vaus according to which it
designates a power of doing or
suffering (Metaph. ix. 1, 1046, a,
9 sqq., v. 12 <nit.); and it
matters not that this possibility
of the contrary is not always
equally great, and that the é-
Sex duevoy or Suvardy (for these two
expressions are really synony-
mous) at one time designates
something which happens as a
rule, though not without excep-
tions, at another something

To what is called the °Relation of Judg-

which may equally happen or
not happen (4nal. Pr. i. 13, 32,
b, 4sqq.). Hence he maintains
in Anal. Pr. i. 13, 32, a, 29 (cf.
De Celo,i. 12, 282, a, 4), that
from the évdéxecla: Swdpxerv the
&vdéxeatac uh Oxdpxew also invari-
ably follows, and from the warrl
vdéxesla the dvdéxesfar underl
and u¥ warrl (i.e. the possibility
of the predicate in question
occurring to none, or not to all,
for PRANTL, Gesch. d. Log. i. 267,
explains the words wrongly); for
since the possible is nothing
necessary, the contrary of all
that is (merely) possible may
happen.—And forthesamereason
Aristotle refuses (ibid. c. 17, 36,
b, 35) to allow, in possible pro-
positions, the simple conversion
of the universal negative judg-
ment. For, since the negative
judgment, ¢ it is possible that no
B is A, according to him, in-
cludes the affirmative, ¢it is
possible that every B is A,’ so the
simple conversion of the former
would include the simple conver-
sion of a universal affirmative
judgment; and universal affirma-
tive judgments cannot be con-
verted simply. Theophrastus and
Eudemus denied these assertions,
because they understood by
¢‘possible,’ everything that can
happen, and lost hold of thestate-
ment that it must also at the
same time be able not to happen;
and thus they included some
things necessary in the possible
(ALEX. Anal. Pr. 51, b, m, 64, b,
72, a, b, m, 73, a). Aristotle
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ments * Aristotle pays as little attention as to the Hypo-

thetical and Disjunctive Syllogisms.

himself admits (4nal. Pr. i. 3,
26, a, 37; De Interpr. c. 13, 22,
b, 29 ; cf. Metaph. ix. 2 init. c. b,
1048, a, 4, c. 8, 1050, b, 30 8qq.)
with regard to the forces of
nature (Suvduess) which only act
in one direction, that the neces-
sary also may be called a possible
(3vrardr), and that, allowing this,
universal negative possible-pro-
positionscanbe converted simply,
and that we may conclude from

necessity to possibility—but he*

also adds that this is not true as
to his own concept of the pos-
sible.—Two further points of
dispute, on which Alexander
wrote a work (ALEX. 4nal. 40, b,
83, a), arose between Aristotle
and his pupils upon the question
about the mood of conclusions in
syllogisms, the premisses of
which are in different moods.
Aristotle says that where one
premiss is a possible- and the
other an actual-proposition, a
perfect syllogism can only be had
in the case where the major pro-
position is a possible-proposition ;
if, however, it is the minor, we
get, first of all, an imperfect
syllogism, i.e. one in which the
conclusion is only obtained by
a deduotio ad absurdum and not
immediately from the given pre-
misses, and secondly, in the case
of a negative syllogism (more
correctly : in all cases), the possi-
bility in the conclusion must be
taken in the improper sense (i.c.
not as confined to that which
both can and cannot be) (4nal.
Pr. i. 15). Theophrastus and
Eudemus, on the contrary, were
of opinion that even in this case

Only in what he

there was a perfect possible-
syllogism (ALEX. loc. oif. 66, b).
Both sides are right, according to
their concepts of the possible.
If we understand by ° possible ’
everything that can be,including
also the necessary, the syllogisms
are guite correct and simple:
¢ Every B is A, every C can be B,
therefore every C can be A’;
¢No B is A, every C can be B,
therefore it is possible that no C
is A’ If, on the other hand, we
take ¢ possible ’ to mean only that
of which the contrary is likewise
possible, we cannot make such
syllogisms, because in this sup-
position the minor, ¢ every C can
be B,’ includes the negative pro-
position, ¢every C can be not-B.’
And also, as Theophrastus and
Eudemus merely adhered to the
principle that the modality of
the conclusion is conformed to
the weaker premiss (ALEX.¢bid.),
they asserted, on the same prin-
ciple, that when one premiss
is assertorial and the other
apodeictic, the conclusion is
apodeictic (ALEX. ibid. 40, a, 42,
b, and from him PHILOP. Schol.
in Arist. 1568, b, 18, 159, a, 6),
whilst, according to Aristotle
(Anal. Pr.i. 9 sqq.) it is apo-
deictic when the major is so. In
this case also, according to the
meaning which we attach to the
modality of propositions, both
assertions may be made. If the
propositions ‘B must be A,’ ‘B
cannot be A,’ are supposed to
express that between B and A
there is (or is not) not a contin-
gent, but a necessary connection,
it follows that between every-
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says of contradictory opposition ! do we find the kernel of
the late doctrine of disjunctive judgments. On the
other hand, he is copious in his treatment of the Con-
version of Propositions,? laying down the well-known
rules,® but he treats it solely in connection with his
theory of the Syllogism.

This theory of the Syllogism was expounded by
Aristotle at full length, and it may truly be called his
most original discovery.! As he was the first to intro-
duce the name of the Syllogism into the sciemtific
vocabulary,® so he was also the first to remark that all
connections and all advances in our thought depend
upon the syllogistic combination of judgments. A
¢‘Syllogism ’ is a chain of thoughts, in which, from certain
matters assumed, and by virtue of these alone, there issues
of necessity some further matter different from them.®

thing contained in B and A, by
the same necessity, there is, or
is not, a connection (if all living
beings, by reason of a necessity
of nature, are mortal, the same
is also true of every kind of
living beings, e.g. of men), as
Aristotle, loc. ecit. 30, a, 21 sqq.
shows quite clearly. If, on the
other hand, these propositions
are meant to state that we are
obliged to think A connected or
not connected with B, the pro-
position, ¢ C must (or cannot) be
A’ can only be deduced from
the proposition ‘B must (or
cannot) be A, when we are
obliged to consider C implied in
B. If, however, we only know
as a fact (assertorially) that
C is B, then we only know as a
fact, likewise, that C is or is not
that which we are obliged to

think connected or not connected
with B.

v Vid. supr. p. 230.

2 Anal. Pr. i. 2, 3, cf. c.13,
32, a, 29 sqq. c. 17, 36, b, 16
sqq. ii. 1, 53, a, 3 sqq.

% Simple conversion of uni-
versal negative and particular
affirmative judgments, particular
conversion (later so-called con-
versio per accidens) of universal
affirmative, and no conversion at
all of particular negative judg-
ments —for the conversio per
contrapositionem was not as yet
known to him.

* As he himself says, Soph. El.
c. 34,183, b, 34,184, b, 1.

5 Cf. PRANTL, Gesch. d.
Laog. i. 264.

¢ Anal. Pr. i. 24. b, 18:
quAAoyiopds 8¢ dori Adyos & §

Te0évTwy TIvdY ETEpdy TI TAY Kel-
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The principle that this process in its simplest form in-
volves no more than two assumptions, or more accurately
two judgments, from which a third is derived, and that
therefore no syllogistic conclusion can have more than
two premisses, is nowhere expressly proved by Aristotle
in the beginning of his treatise, though he refers to it
later.! Now the deduction of a third judgment from two
given judgments can only arise out of some bringing
into connection of the concepts, which in these given
judgments were as yet unconnected.? This is impossi-
ble, except a mediation be effected between them by
_ another concept connected with both of them.? Every
syllogism must therefore necessarily contain three con-
cepts, no more and no less,* and of these the intermediate
is connected in the one premiss with the first and in
the other with the third, in such a way as to bring out

the connection between the

pévoy & avdyxns ovpBalver T¢
Tavra elvar. (Likewise Zop. i. 1,
100, a, 25, cf. Soph. El. c. 1, 165,
a, 1.) Aéyw 8¢ ‘7§ TavTa elvas’ Td
51 TatTa cvuPafveww, 1O 8¢ Bid
Tabra cuuBalvewy’ Td undevds L wley
8pov xpoodeiy mpds Td yevéabar TO
avayxaioy,

! Anal. Pr.i. 25, 42, a, 32.
As regards terminology, the pre-
misses are generally called wpo-
rdoes (Metaph. v. 2, 1013, b, 20:
dmoBéaeis Tov cuumepdoparos); the
minor proposition in Eth. NV. vi.
12, 1143, b, 3, vii. 5, 1147, b, 9=
% érépa_(or teAevrala) wpbracis;
the conclusion invariably = oupu-
wépaopa. In Anal. Pr. ii. 1, 63,
a, 17 sqq., however, ovuwmépaoua
stands for the subject of the con-
clusion.

first and third in the con-

? A principle which Aristotle
does not state in this form, but
which follows immediately from
his definition of Judgment, if we
apply it to the case before us.

3 Cf. dnal. Pr. i. 23, b, 30
8qq., but especially 41, a, 2.

4 Anal. Pr. i. c.26,init. Ibid.
42,b,1sqq.on the number of con-
ceptsin wholeseriesof syllogisms.
Of the three concepts of a syllo-
gism (8pot, vid. supr. p. 219, n.1),
that which occurs in both pre-
misses i8 called uégos ; that which
comprehends the latter is called
thehigherorgreater (ueior or wpa-
Tov ¥xpov) ; that which is compre-
hended by it, the lower or lesser
(\arTov &xpov or ¥oxarov), Anal.
Pr.i, 4,25,b, 35, 32, 26,a, 21,c.38
init., and Anal. Pr. ii. 23, 68, b,
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clusion. But this result may come in three ways. As
all judgments consist in the connecting of a subject
with a predicate (for Aristotle leaves hypothetical and
disjunctive judgments out of his reckoning), and as
the connecting of two judgments into a conclusion, er,
in other words, the deduction of the conclusion from the
premisses, rests upon the relation of the intermediate
concept or middle term to the other two, it follows
that the mode of the connecting (“the form of the syllo-
gism”’) will be determined by the way in which the
middle term is related to the others.! Now there are
only three ways possible: the middle term may either
be related as subject to the higher and as predicate to
the lower concept, or as predicate to both, or as subject
to both.? Aristotle does not take any direct notice of
a fourth possible case, in which it is the subject of the
lower and predicate of the higher; but we need not
greatly blame him, for this fourth arrangement can

33 8q.; or the major concept is
called briefly &xpov, and the minor
TpiTov,

' Anal. Pr. i. 23, 41, a, 13, at
the end of the section on the
syllogistic figures, Aristotle, after
having treated of the necessity
and significance of the Middle
concept as a connecting-link
between Major and Minor, con-
tinues : el odv &vdyrn uév i AaBeiv
wpds bupw xowdy, Tovro 8 dvdéxeras
(B vep 0 A 70T kal 7O T 7100 B
raryyopéocavras, # 1 T Kar’ du-
Poiv, ) bupw katd rob I'), Tatta ¥
dotl T8 elpypéva oxhpara, pavepdy
811 wéyra ovAAoyiopdy dvéyrn ylv-
eolar 3:d Tolbrwy Twds TEY oXM-
pdrov. Cf. c. 32, 47, a, 40 sqq.,
and the searching discussion In

UEBERWEG'S Logik, § 103, p. 276

8qq.

2 The position of the proposi-
tions has, as we know, no influ-
ence on the form of the syllogism.
The precedence of the major, cus-
tomary since then, seemed more
natural to Aristotle than to us.
In laying down a syllogism, he
begins not, as we are accustomed
to do, with the subject, but with
the predicate of the major: A
twdpx e wavrl 7§ B, B Ixdpxet xavrl
7% I': 80 that, even in his form of
expression, there is a constant
descent from the greater to the
middle concept, and from that
to the lesser. Cf. UEBERWEG,
loc. cit. p. 276.
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never occur in a single and rigorous chain of reason-
ing.! We. obtain, then, three Figures (oxnuara)
which together sum up the categorical syllogism. The
so-called fourth figure of later logic? is ignored, and
neither the hypothetical nor the disjunctive syllogisms
are treated of as special forms in any way.3

If we ask what syllogisms are possible in these three
figures, it is to be observed that every syllogism must
contain a universal, and must also contain an affirmative
proposition ; * that the conclusion can only be universal
when both the premisses are so;® and that in every
syllogism at least one of the premisses must resemble

! The proof of this cannot be
well given here.

2 Cf. ZBLLEB, Ph. d. Gr.
iii. a, 738, 2nd ed.: and consult
especially PRANTL, Gesch. d. Log.
i. 570 sq.

8 Whether this is a failing
or, a8 PRANTL (Gesch. d. Leg. 1.
295) thinks, an advantage of
Aristotelian logic, it is not neces-
sary hereto inquire; but when that
learned writer, as well as BIESE
(Phil.d. Arist. i. 156),endeavours
to find that Aristotelian account
of hypothetical syllogisms, which
others miss, in the remarks on
supposition-syllogisms (gvAAoy-
wouol & dwobéoews) at Anal. Pr. i.
23, 40, b, 25, 41, a, 21 sqq. c. 29,
45, b, 22, c. 44, he confounds two
different things. Aristotle means
by a ‘hypothetical syllogism’
that which begins with an un-
proved supposition (cf. WAITz,
on Anal. 40, b, 25). We under-
stand by it that of which the
major is a hypothetical judg-
ment. And the two classes do
not by any means necessarily

coincide, for an unproved suppo-
sition may be expressed in a
categorical proposition, and con-
versely a hypothetical proposi-
tion may be fully demonstrable.
The same statement, can, in fact,
without changing its meaning,
be expressed both categorically
and hypothetically. Our modern
distinction of categorical and
hypothetical propositions regards
exclusively the form of the judg-
ment, not the scientific certainty
of the proposition.

4 Anal. Pr.i. 24 init.: & re
év &mavri [8C. ovAAoyiougp]| Bel
karnyopikdy Tiva Tév Spwr elvar kal
7d kaBbrov Swdpxew. The former
is not further proved, as Aristotle
supposes it to be clear from his
preceding explanation of the
syllogistic tigures. By way of
proving the second, he proceeds:
Svev yap ToU kabdAov % odk EoTas
guANoyiouds, ) ob wpds To Keiuevoy,
A 70 € dpxiis alrficerar. which will
be explained in detail in what
follows infra. )

5 Loz. cit. 41. b, 23.
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the conclusion, both as to its quality and also as to its
modality.! Yet Aristotle has nowhere deduced these
rules on general principles from the nature of the
syllogistic method. They are merely generalisations
from his observation of the various forms of syllogism
themselves. This analysis, however, he carries out with
very great care. He is not satisfied with proving the
well-known moods for the three figures,2 but he also
investigates minutely the influence which the modality
of the premisses in pure and in mixed syllogisms must
exercise upon the conclusion and upon the whole
gyllogistic process.> He regards the syllogisms of the
first figure alone as perfect,” because, according to his
view, they alone immediately reveal the necessity of the
syllogistic sequence. Both the others yield ¢ imperfect’
syllogisms, and require to be completed through the
first. Their demonstrative value rests upon and is
proved by the fact that they can be reduced to the
first figure, either apagogically or by conversion.* These
syllogistic forms are of course employed in the reductio
ad tmpossibile, as well as in ¢ hypothetical® arguments
generally.®

v Loc. cit. 1. 217.

2 For the first figure (to use
the Scholastic designations) the
moods: Barbara, Darii, Celarent,
Ferio (Anal. Pr. i. 4); for the
second: Cesare, Camestres, Fes-
tino, Baroco (ibid. c. 5); for the
third : Darapti, Felapton, Disa-
mis, Datisi, Bocardo, Fresison
(c. 6).

3 Anal. Pr.i. c. 8-23; cf. the
discussioninn. 1 to p. 234, supra.

4+ See the sections cited, espe-
ciallyc. 4 fin., c. 5 fin.,c. 6 fin.,c.

7, 29, a, 30, b, 1 sqq., c. 23, cf. c.
1,24, b, 22 : Téreiov uév obv xaA®
guAdoyioudy TOv undevds HAAov
wpogdeduevor wapd T& eiAguéva
wpds 70 paviivas Td &vayraioy, GTeAR
8¢ 7Tov wpoodeduevov ) évds B
mAetdvwy, & Eori udv avayxaia Sid
T@y Umokeuévay Bpav ob phy
elAnmrras did wpordoewy. It is not
necessary here to defend Ari-
stotle’s view.

8 Itid. c. 23, 41, a, 21 sqq.;
cf. supra, p. 238, n. 1.
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With equal fulness does Aristotle set forth rules
for the proper treatment of these forms in scientific
use, and the errors to be avoided. He shows in the
first instance what kind of propositions are more
difficult to prove but more easy to confute, and wice
versa.! Next he provides rules for the discovery of the
fitting premisses, having regard to the quality and
quantity of the conclusion to be proved,? and in doing
so he takes occasion to censure 2 in passing the Platonic
method of division.* On this head he treats minutely
of the rules and methods which must be observed in
order to reduce the materials of proof so discovered to
the exact syllogistic form.> Furthermore he discusses
the capacity of syllogisms in relation to the compre-
hension of their contents ;¢ the syllogisms giving true
conclusions from false premisses;? the circulus in argu-

! Ibid. c. 26.

2 Ibid. c. 27-29, here also
(c. 29) with express application
to apagogic and supposition-
syllogisms.

* To seek to define concepts
by means of continuous divisions,
he says (c. 31), is of no use;
we have then to suppose the
chief point that is to be proved.
When it is a question of the
concept of man as a {@ov Oynrdy,
then, he says, from the proposi-
tions ¢All - living beings are
either mortal or immortal ; man
is a living being,’ it would only
follow that man is either mortal
or immortal: that he is a (gov
Oynrdv is a mere postulate. Hence
Aristotle says of division, that
it is olov é&oferhs [not valid]
ovAAoyiouds. Bimilarly in Anal.
Post.ii.5. Alsoin Part.An.i.2sq.,

VOL. I.

the Platonic method is blamed
because (contrary to the rule
given at p. 216, n. 1) it multiplies
unnecessarily the intermediate
divisions, introduces the same
thing under different genera,
gives negative qualities, divides
from all kinds of opposite points
of view, &c. Cf. MEYER, Arist.
Thierkunde, 71 sqq.

* See ZrLL. Ph.d. Gr. pt.i.
523 sqq.

5 Loc. cit. c. 32-46.

§ Anal. Pr.ii. 1.

" Ibid. c. 2 init. (cf. Top. viii.
11 sq.,162, a, 9, b, 13) : & éAnbav
utv ody obr Erri Yeidos ovAoylo-
aglai, éx Yevdov & Eorw arnbes,
wAYY 0D 8ibTi GAN’ 87i* Tob yap BidTe
obk &ty ék Yevdov oUAAoYiouds
(because false premisses give the
ground itself, the 8iér:, falsely;
cf. supra,p.173,n.2). Under what

R
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endo ;' the ¢ conversion’ of the syllogism ; 2 the Reductio

ad absurdum ; 3 syllogisms

which result from the

conversion of premisses into their opposites,* together
with the various syllogistic fallacies and the means of

meeting them.®

Lastly he inquires into those kinds of

proof which do not arise by demonstration, in the strict
sense of the word, and establishes the method of argu-

ment peculiar to each.”

conditions this is possible in the
different figures, is discussed in c.
2-4.

' T4 xbxAg Kxal é dAAAwy
delkvvobai. This consists in the
conclusion of a syllogism (which,
bowever, must of course be shown
to be true from other sources)
being used in conjunction with
the converse of one premiss to
prove the other. For tbe cases
where this is possible, see loc. cit.
c. 65-7. Against ¢the vicious
circle’ in argument, see Anal.
Dost. 1. 3, 72, b, 25.

? The destruction of one pre-
miss by the other in conjunction
with the contradictory or contrary
of the conclusion ; loc. ¢it. c.8-10.

3 The Reductio ad absurdum,
8 8i& Tov &duvdTov cUAAoyIouds, C.
11-14,cf. Top.viii. 2,157, b, 34, c.
12, 162, b, 5,and Anal. Post. i. 26,
where it is remarked that direct
proof is of greater scientific value.

* Loe. cit. c. xv.

8 The petitio principii (0 év
&pxii aireiglar), c. 16, cf. Top. viii.
13; the u% wapd Tovro ouvuBalvew

70 yetdos, c. 17; the mwpdTov
* Yevdos, c. 18, cf. Top. viii. 10;
rules for disputation deduced
from this, c. 19, sq.; on decep-
tion by too hasty suppositions, c.
21; on proving certain supposi-
tions by the transposition of the
propositions in a syllogism, c. 22.

We cannot at this point

¢ Induction, c. 23; example,
c. 24 (cf. Anal. Post. i. 1, 71, a,
9; Rhet. . 2, 1356, b, 2, 1357, b,
25, ii. 20); éwaywyh (reduction
of one problem to another more
easy to solve), c. 25; objection
(&voraois), c. 26; the syllogism
from the probable (eixds) or cer-
tain marks (omueia), which Ari-
stotle calls the ¢Enthymeme,’
c. 27. The most important of
these is ¢Induction,” which we
shall discuss later on. 1t consists
in the major proposition being
proved by the minor and the
conclusion. E.g., we may prove
apodictically ¢ All animals which
have little gall are long-lived;
man, the horse &c. have little gall,
and are therefore long-lived ;’ but
the inductive proof will go thus:
¢ Man, the horse &c., are long-
lived ; man &c. have little gall;
therefore animals which have
little gall are long-lived.” This,
however, only applies when the
minor concept (‘animals which
have little gall ’) has an equal ex-
tension with the middle concept
(‘ man &c.’), and when the minor
proposition (‘man &c. have little
gall’) can be simply transposed,
so that in its place ‘the animals
which have little gall are man
&c.’ can be put (loc. cit. c. 23).

7 See for a fuller discussion
of these points, PRANTL, p. 269-
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follow him into these researches, although we un-
doubtedly owe much to them in the application of the
syllogistic method, and though they prove most clearly
the care with which the great logician worked out
its many-sided detail.

The syllogistic system forms the foundation upon
which Aristotle built the theory of Scientific Proof,
which he set out in the second Awnalytics. All proof
is syllogistic, but not every syllogjsm is proof. It is
only the Scientific Syllogism which deserves this name.!
Science consists in the cognition of causes, and the
cause of a phenomenon is that from which it of necessity
arises.? Proof| therefore, and apprehension by means of
proof are only possible when something is explained
from its original causes.? Nothing can be the subject
of proof except that which is necessary. Proof is a
conclusion from necessary premisses.* That which is
ordinarily (though not without exception) true can be

airla éorl, kal uh évdéxeabar Tovr’
&AAws Exew. Further references in

321.—In the selection and se-
quence of the different sectionsno

strict order is observed, although
related subjects are put together.
On the division of the Prior Ana-
lytics as a whole, see BRANDIS, p.
204 sq., 219 sq.

! Anal. Post. i. 2,71, b, 18:
amdleifiv 8¢ Aéyw auAdoyioudy
émamyuovikdy. And after giving
the requisites for such an argu-
ment, he adds: ocvAAoyiouds uév
yap Eorar kal dvev Tobrwy, dxddefis
8 olx ¥orai: ob yap worfoer émi-
aThuny.

2 Loc. cit. c. 2 init.: éxloTa-
o0at 8¢ oléued’ ExacTov GwALS . . .
8ray iy 7’ airlav oidueda yyéorew
3 hv 10 wpayud éoTwv, 871 éxelvov

support of this, supra,p. 163, n. 3.

3 Ibid. 71, b, 19: el Tolvuw
éorl 10 éxloracfar olov ¥leuey,
&vdyxn kal Ty amodewrichy éwi-
othuny & &An0oy 7’ elvai kal mpdTay
xal &uéowy [about this below] xal
yvopyuwtépwy kal wpotépwy TOD
ovurepdopatos® oftw ydp ¥govras
Kal ai &pxal olkelas Tod Seicyuuévov.
1bid. line 29: atrid Te . . . et elvas
[s0. that from which a proof is
deduced] ... ért Tére émorduefa
Sray Thy aitlav eidduey.

4 Ibid. c. 4 init.: émel &
&3ivatov EAAws Exew ob lorly
émiaTiun awAds. dvaykaiov By €fn
T émaTTdY TY KaTA ThY Amodeik-

R 2
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included under matters of proof only in a limited sense.!
On the other hand, the contingent cannot be proved—
cannot even be known scientifically.? And since neces-
sary truth is that only which proceeds from the essence
and the idea of the subject, while everything else is
contingent, so it may be said that all proof relates to
and is founded exclusively upon the essential character-
istics of things, and that the concept of each thing
is at once its starting-point and goal.® The purer and
more perfect the information, therefore, which any
form of Proof secures to us concerning the conceptual
nature and the causes of an object, the higher is
the kind of knowledge which it warrants; and so, other
things being equal, a universal proof ranks above a
particular, a positive proof above a negative, a direct
above an apagogic, one which enables us to know the
cause above that which merely instructs us in the fact.*

Ty émiorhuny. dwodewxrich &
oty hy Exouev @ Exew axédefiv:
& avaryxafwy Bpa cuAAoyiouds éoriy
% axddefis. Cf. note 3 infra.

! Metaph. xi. 8, 1065, a, 4:
roriun pdv ydp wica Tod el
Svros 9 bs éml TO woAd, 1O B
oupBeBnrds év obdetépy TobTwy
éorlv. Anal. Post. i. 30: wds ydp
ouAAoyiouds A 8¢ avayralwy § 8
1@y &s éml 70 moAY mpordoewy:
xal el ptv al wpordoes &vaykaiat,
xal 70 ovuwépaocua Avaykaiow, €i 8’
@5 érd T wold, kal Td cvuwépacua
Towovrov. Cf. p. 168, n, 1.

2 Anal. Post. i. 6, 75, a, 18,
c. 30; cf. c. 8, c. 33, &c.; vid.
supra, p. 164, n. 2.

8 Ibid. c. 6 init.: el ody dorly
% &wodewcruch émarhun & bdvay-
ralwy dpxav (b yap éxlorarar od
Suvardy UBAAws Exew) Td O¢ Kxabl
adtaé Oxdpxovra &vayxaia ToOls

mpdypaocw . . . pavepdy 81 éx

TotoVTwy Tiviw By ey 6 AmwodeucTinds
OUANoyiouds © &xav ydp ) odrws
dndpxel §) rkard cuuBeBnxds, Ta B
ovuBeBnkéra odk dvayxaia. Ibid.
at the end: éwel ¥ & avdyxns
imdpxet wepl éaarov yévos $oa Kad'
abra dwdpxet kal §f ExaoTov, pavepdy
87i wepl Tav xal’ adrd dwapxdvrav
al émiornuovikal &wodellets xal &
TéV TowvTwy eicly. T& uiv Ydp
ovuBeBnkbéra obk &dvayxaia, Sor'
odx &vdyxn Td ovuwépaoua eibévar
Sudre Swdpxer, od¥ €l &el eln, ud
xal® adrd 3¢ olov of dud onuelwy
ovAAoyiouol. TO ydp xab adTd ob
kab’ aird émiorfioeTar, oddt Jibri.
70 8¢ dibri éwloTacla EoTi T i
Tob alriov érforaclai. 3¢ adrd ¥pa
3¢t xal T péoov 7§ Tplre Kal T
wpatov 7§ pésp Uwdpxew. Cf.
P. 213, n. b supra.
¢ Anal. Post, i. 14, c. 24-37.
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If we take demonstration as a whole, and consider the
building up of a scientific system, it is an axiom that
the knowledge of the universal must precede that of
the particular.! The same considerations lead up from
another point of view to a principle which is deeply
rooted in Aristotle’s whole way of thinking : that nothing
can be demonstrated except from its own peculiar
principles, and that it is inadmissible to borrow proofs
from without. Demonstration, he thinks, should start
from the essential charagteristics of the object in
question, and any properties which belong to another
genus can only accidentally attach to it, seeing that
they form no part of its concept.? All demonstration,
consequently, hinges on the concept of the thing. Its
problem consists in determining, not only the properties
which attach to any object by virtue of the conception
of it, but also the media by which they are attached to
it. Its function is to deduce the particular from the
universal, phenomena from their causes.

Is this process of ¢ mediation’ unending, or has it
a necessary limit ?  Aristotle takes the latter alternative,
from three points of view.

! Phys. iii. 1, 200, b, 24: Jedlis, évdéxerar & adrd elvas®

borépa yadp 7 mepl Tdv idlwy Bewpla
Tis wepl T@v Kowdy éorly.

2 Anal. Post. i. T init.: obx
#pa ErTiv ¢ EAMov yévous perdBavta
Settai, ooy Td yewuerpikdy &pibun-
Twefi. 7pla ydp éoTi T8 &y Tals dwo-
Selfeow, & pév 7d dwodewviuevoy
7d ovpwépacuac Toito ¥ éorl Td
bwdpxov yéver Tl kad’ adrd, v 5¢
ra dlidpara’ afibpara 3’ dotly & by
[sc. al &wodelteis eicly]. Tpirov 7o
Yévos Td trmoxetuevoy, ov T& wd6n xal
T8 kab’ adTd cvuBeBnrdra dniot 7
awdSelis. & v pév obv 4§ awé-

&y 3¢ 7d yévos Erepov, Bamep &pifun-
Tikiis kal yewperplas, obx Eori THY
GpibunTichy &wédefiv épapudoar éml
T& Tols peyéOeat cuuBeBnrdra . . .
o1’ §) amAds dvdykn T abrd elvar
yévos  wfi, €l wéArer % &wddetis
peraBalvew. dAAws § 81i adlvarov,
SfiAove éx vydp Tob adrod yévous
Gvdyxn T& &xpa Kxal T& peéoa elva,
€l yop uh ka6 adrd, ovuBeBnréra
Eora, 8 Todro . . . obk &oTi
detkat . . . EAAD émoThuy T érépas,
AN’ 9 8oa orws Exer wpds EAANAQ
&or’ elvar Bdrepoy md Odrspov; c,
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even a higher certainty than anything deduced from
them.! Consequently, the soul must contain a faculty
of immediate knowledge higher and more sure than
any mediate cognition. And, in fact, Aristotle finds in
the Nous—the pure reason—just such a faculty ; and
he maintains that it never deceives itself, that in every
cage it either has its object or has it nof, but never has
it in a false or illusive way.?

Yet it must be admitted that he has neither proved
the possibility nor the infallibility of any such know-
ledge. This immediate certainty, he says, is of two
kinds. There are three elements in every process of
demonstration : that which is proved, the principles
from which it is proved,® and the object of which it is
proved. The first of these is not matter of immediate
knowledge, for it is deduced from the other two.
These, again, are themselves distinguished in this way,
that the axioms are common to different fields of
knowledge, but the postulates relating to the special

Arist. 111, b, 58 sqq. In Anal.
Post. i. 2, 72, a, 14, Aristotle
proposes to call the unproved
premiss of a syllogism 6@éots, if
it refers to a particular fact,
atlwpa if it expresses a univer-
sal presupposition of all proof.
Again, if a 6éois contains an
affirmation as to the existence or
non-existence of an object, it is
a OwdBeats ; if otherwise, a dpiouds.
@éots is used in a broader mean-
ing in Anal. Pr. ii. 17, 65, b, 13,
66, a, 2, and Anal. Post. i. 3, 73,
a, 9; in a narrower one in Zop. i.
11, 104, b, 19, 35. (For further
references see JInd. Ar. 327, b,
18 sqq.)—For é&klwua, which is

also used in a wider sense, see
Anal. Post.i. 1, 75, a, 41, c. 10,
76, b, 14, and Metaph. iii. 2, 997,
a, b, 12.—A¥rnua is distinguished
from Owdéeois in Anal. Post. i.
10, 76, b, 23 sqq.

! Anal. Post. i. 2, 72, a, 25
8qq.; cf. p.247, n. 1.

* Vide supra, p. 197 sqq.,
where Aristotle’s view of this ¢‘im-
mediate knowledge ’is explained.

3 Anal. Post. i. 7T (as cited
supra, p.245,n. 3),and ibid. ch. 10,
76,b,10: xGoa ydp amodeuctuch éxi-
arhun wepl Tpla éarly, 8oa Te elvar
Tilerar (Tadrd 8 doTi 7O yévos ob
Tav kab adrd wabnudrwy éoTl Oeo-
pnrich), Kkal T& Aeybuera Kowd
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matter are peculiar to the particular science.! It is
only upon postulates which are proper to a particular
department that he allows a binding demonstration to
be founded.? But these postulates are just as little
capable as the universal axioms of being deduced from
a higher law.® They must be supplied to us by our
knowledge of that particular object to which they

relate.*
experience.’

&tidpara ¢ Gy mpdTwy awodelrvvot,
xal Tpirov.Td wdfn ... vpla Tabrd
éori, wepl 8 Te delkvvat xal & Selkvvo
kal & &v. Metaph. iii. 2, 997, a,
8: avdyrn yap &k Twwy elvar kal
wepl 71 kal Twav Thy dwddeldw. In
ch. 6 he gives vyévos dmokelpevoy,
wdfn, &fiduara in another order.

1 Anal. Post. 1. 7, cit. supr. p.
246,n. 3, and 4bid. c. 10, 76, a, 37 :
Eore ¥ dv xpévrar év Tals amo-
dewctikats émoThuas Td pdy (B
éxdoTns émioThuns T d¢ Kowd . . .
18ia pév ofov ypapphy elvar Toiavdl
kal 1O €bBY, xowva 8¢ olov Td Yoa
&nd lowy by &pern i Yoa Td Aoird.
c. 32 imit.: Tas & abras &pxas
andvrwv elvas T&v cvANoyigpEY ddD-
vatov, and after this has been
proved at length he says at the
end : al ydp dpxal dirral, & v Te
xal wepl 8 ai pév odv & v xowal,
ai 8¢ mepl b Tiai, ofov &pibuds,
péyefos. More about the é&mo-
dewctikal &pxal or the rowal Sd¢ar &
&y &mavres Seuxviovay will be found
in the passages citedatp.247,n. 2.

2 Vid. supr.p.245,n. 3; Gen.
An.ii. 8, 748,a, 7 : obros utv odv 6
Abyos KaBérov Afay ral kevés. oi
yap uh éx Td oikelwy &pxdv Adyor
kevol, &AAQ SokoDaty elvas T@v wpary-
pdrwy odk dyres. Cf.p.174,n. 2,
supra.

3 Anal, Post. i, 9, 76, a, 16

They are therefore matter of observation—of
How such an experience could come to

(following on the passage cited
supra,p. 245, n. 3,) : el 8¢ pavepdy
TovTo, ¢avepdy kal 8t odx ¥rTi
Tas éxdorov Idlas bpxas dwodeifar-
égoyrar ydp [for there would be]
éxelvar amdvrwy dpxal ral émoThun
% éxelvwy rvpla wdvrwr. Cf. ch. 10,
cited p. 248, n. 3 supra.

4 Anal. Pr. i. 30, 46, a, 17
Wiar 3¢ xkad éxdorny [émoThuny]
al wAelorar [Gpxal T@v ouAAo-
youdv]. S Tas udv dpxas Tds
wepl Exaorov éduweiplas éorl mapa-
Sovvar, Aéyw & olov Thv &oTpoAo-
yichy ptv éumeplay Tis &orporo-
yikfis émioThuns. Anplévrwv yip
ikavds T@v pawouévwy ofTws edpé-
Onoay ai &oTpoloyikal &wodeitess.
Soin Hist. An. i. 7 init.: we have
first to describe the peculiar pro-
perties of animals, and then to
discuss their causes: ofrw ~yap
katd pbow éorl woreicar THY uéd-
odov, tmapxotans tiis icroplas Tis
wepl EcagTov: wepl &v Te Ydp Kal
& v elvar det Thy amddely, éx
TobTwy yiverar pavepdy.

5 Cf. preceding note, and the
remark in Eth. vi. 9, 1142, a, 11
8qq., that young people can make
advances in the knowledge of
Mathematics, but not in Natural
History or the wisdom of life,
871 78 pév [Mathematics] 3¢ apau-
péceds éorw [is an abstract
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pass, he does not further inquire. Sense-perception he
treats as a simple datum, whose elements he does not
try to analyse. He even includes cases which are to
us merely judgments upon given materials, among what
he calls immediate certainties.! It is therefore im-
possible to give a clear and sufficient account of the
faculties to which, according to him, we are indebted

for the immediate truths in question.?
To enumerate the special presuppositions of all the

various sciences is also obviously impossible.

Even a

general view of the universal axioms is not to be found

science], 7@y 8’ af dpxal & édure:-
plas.

! It is said in Eth.iii. 5,1112,
b, 33, that practical reflection
(BovAevais) is concerned with r&
ka®® Exaora, olov el Epros TobTO
A wémemrar &s del - alobfoews
yap Tavra. Ibid. vi. 9, 1142, a,
23 sqq., Aristotle explains that,
in contradiction to émarhun,
¢pbvnais is, like wobs, an im-
mediate knowledge; but whilst
the latter is concerned with the
8pot, @v otk Err: Adyos (the
¢ highest principles,’ which in this
case are- practical principles),
¢pdvnois is a knowledge Tob
éoxdrov, ob otk ¥oTwv émorThun
GAA’ alobnots, odx 7 Tav idlwy [the
sensible properties of things]
&AN' ofa aigOavdueba, B1i Td év TolS
pabnuarikois Erxatov Tpiywvoy (i.c.
the last thing obtained in analys-
ing a figure is a triangle). Here,
therefore, the judgment ¢This is
a triangle’ is explained as a
matter of alofnois (and so also in
Anal. Post.i. 1, 71, a, 20) and
the minor premisses of practical
syllogisms, such as ¢ This deed is
just,” ¢ This is useful,” &c., arere-

ferred to an a¥ofno:is in like man-
ner. (Seealso the discussion of
¢pdynais in ch. xii.infra.) So in
Eth. iii. 12, 1143, b, 5, referring
to the same class of propositions
he says: Tobrwv obv ¥xew BJei
alodnow, abry & éorl vois. Now,
although (as is indicated in c. 9
fin.) a¥afnous is here to be taken
as in Polit. i. 2, 1258, a, 17, in
the wider signification of ¢con-
sciousness,’ still it always means
an ‘immediate knowledge,’ as
distinguished from an émorfiug.
KAMPE (Erkenntnisst. d. Ar. 220
sq.) finds in the above passages,
a proof that Book VI. of the
Nicomachean Ethics originally
belonged to the Eudemian ; but
Polit. i. 2, shows how unfounded
is this conclusion. As little does
it follow from Eth. vi. 3,1139, b,
33—where the el ulv ydp was
mioréup, &c., does not mean ‘we
have knowledge when we have
any conviction,” but ¢ knowledge
consists in a definite kind of con-
viction based on known prin-
ciples.’

2 For proof of this, see ch.
xii, infra,
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in Aristotle. He merely seeks to determine which of
all principles is the most incontestable, obvious, and
unconditional,! so that it can involve no possible error.
This he finds in the Law of Contradiction.? No one
can seriously doubt this principle, though many may
pretend to do so; but just because it is the highest
principle of all, it admits of no demonstration—it
cannot, that is to say, be deduced from any higher law.
Tt is certainly possible to defend it against objections of
every kind, by showing either that they rest upon
misunderstandings, or that they themselves presuppose
the axiom in question and destroy themselvesin attack-

ing it.3

U Metaph. iv. 3, 1005, b, 11:
BeBaiordTy 8 &pxh wacdv wepl v
Siayevobijvar &8tvatoy © yvwpipwrd-
v T€ vydp Gvaykaiov elvar THy
TowabTyy (wepl yap & uh yvwplovow
&war@vrar wdvres) kal Gvuwdlero.
W ydp dvaykaiov Exew Tdv driovy
Evmiévra Tav Svtwy, TobTO ObX
mbBeais.

2 Line 19 (xi. 5 init.): 7d ydp
abrd ua iwdpxew Te kal uh Iwdp-
xew &dtvarov v§ abrd kal Katd TO
abré * Kal §oa EAAa mpoodiopioalued’
b, &rTw mpocdiwpicuéva wpds Aoyi-
kas Suaxepefas. adrn 8h wagdv éore
BeBastordrn Tdv dpx@v. The axiom
that ¢ opposites cannot belong to
the same thing in the same re-
spect, is only a form of this. And
the further principle that ‘no one
can really ascribe such opposites
at once to anything’ is so closely
connected that sometimes the
latter is proved from the former,
at other times the former from
the latter; cf. Anal. Post., ut
supra, line 26 : el 8¢ uY dvdéxeras
dua dwd)xew TG adrd Tévavria

He has, however, carefully guarded against any

(wpocdiwplobw & Nuiv kal Tabry T
wxpordoet T eiwbéra), évavria &
éorl 36fa 3dkp 0 Tis dwTipdoews,
pavepdy 811 &dvvaroy &ua SmorauBd-
vew Tov abtdv elvar kal pd elvar 7d
abrd - &ua yap by Exor Tas évavrias
Sdtas & dieYevopévos wepl TobTov.
Ikid. c. 6, 1011, b, 15: émel &’
&3bvarov THv dvripasiv dAnbetesbas
Gpa Katd Tov adrov [for which at
line 20 he substitutes &ua xarapd-
vas kal awopdvar aAnfas), pavepdy
811 o0vdt Tavavtia Gua imdpyxew év-
Séxerar 7§ abT@ . . . AN B W)
&udw, 9 Odrepoy utv =i Odrepoy 8¢
ATADS.

3 In this semse Aristotle in
Metaph. iv. 4 sq. confutes the
statement (which, however, he
only ascribes to certain of the
older schools as being in his view
an inference from their tenets;
cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. part i.
600 sq., 910, 4), that ¢ an object
can both be and not be the same
thing at the same time,’ by
proving that in every statement
the principle of non-contradic-

.
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sophistical misuse of it to deny the connection of
different properties in one subject, or the possibility of
becoming and of change, by that detailed exposition of it
in which he shows that it is not absolutely impossible
that contradictions should be predicated of the same
subject, but only that they should be so predicated
together and in the same relation.!

By similar arguments to these with which he esta-
blished the Law of Contradiction, he lays down that of
the Excluded Middle2? as an incontestable Axiom.?
But he does not expressly deduce the one from the
other.

Though Aristotle maintains so decidedly that every
kind of knowledge brought about by demonstration is
doubly conditioned by an immediate and undemon-
strable conviction of the mind, yet he is far from repre-
senting this conviction as itself incapable of scientific
verification. The starting-point of all demonstration is
undemonstrable—it is incapable of being deduced from
any other principle as from its cause. Yet it can be
shown from the given facts to be the condition which
underlies them, and which their existence presup-

tion is presupposed. In c¢. 5 ¢awduevor, the dictum would

init., c. 6 (cf. c. 4, 1007, b, 22,
xi. 6 init.), he reduces to the
same principle the dictum (de
quo v. ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. part i.
982, 1, 988, 2) that ¢ that is true
for each one which appears so to
him’; and to this, amongst other
arguments — coinciding broadly
with the Platonic Zhewtetus—he
especially opposes the objection
(1011, a, 17 sqq. b, 4) that since
every ¢awdbueroy must be a Tivl

make everything a wpés 7.

! See preceding note.

2 OU8¢ peratd avripdoews évdé-
xera elvas 0bdév 5 cf. p. 230, supra.

® Metaph. iv. 7; in applying
his argument, Aristotle has
adopted here those reasons
which are borrowed from the con-
sideration of Change in Nature,
evidently wishing to prove his
theory not only as a logical, but
also as a metaphysical principle.
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poses. So in the place of Demonstration, comes in
Induction.! There are thus two lines of seientific
thinking which require to be distinguished: the one
which leads up to principles, the other which leads
down from principles >—the movement from the uni-
versal to the particular, from that which is in itself the
more certain to that which is so for us ; and the reverse
movement from the individual, as that which is best
known to us, to the universal, which is in its own
nature the more sure. In the former direction goes
syllogism and scieuntific demonstration: in the latter
goes induction.? And by one or other of these ways

all knowledge comes to be.

! Cf. with what follows the
references on p. 242, n. 6 supra.
The name * éxarywyh ' refers either
to the adducing of particular
instances, from which a universal
proposition or concept is ab-
stracted (TRENDELENBURG, Elem.
Log. Arist. 84: HEYDER, Vergl.
d. arist. und hegel. Dialektik,
p- 212 sq.), or to the introduction
to these instances of the person
to be instructed (WAITz, Arist.
Org. ii. 300). In favour of the
latter explanation there are cer-
tain passages, in which ¢ éxdyew’
has as its object the person
knowing ; as Zop. viii. 1, 156,
a, 4: éxdyovra p.gr amd T&v Kaf-
éxaorov éxl Ta xaBbrov, but espe-
cially Anal. Post. i. 1, 71,a,19:
811 uév yap wav Tplywvoy Exer dualy
opbais Yoas, xporfdes, 871 8¢ Téde . . .
Tplywvdy éoTv, 8ua émayouevos
éyvépigey . . . wply § ‘maxbivar §
AaBeiv  guAAoyioudy, Tpbmov uév
Twa Yows paréoy éxloracal, &c.;
c. 18, 81, b, 5: {maxbivar 3¢ uy

That which by virtue of its

¥xovras aloOnow &dtvarov. ¢’Exd-
yeww, however, also means ‘to
prove by induction,’ as in érdyew
7d Kkabbrov, Top. i. 18, 108, b, 10;
Soph. El. 15, 174, a, 34.

2 Eth. N. i. 2, 1095, a, 30;
cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. pt. i. 491,
2; and see p. 205, n. 2 supra.

2 Besides Induction, HEYDER
(Vergl. d. arist. und hegel. Dial.
232 sq.) finds in Aristotle (Phys.
i. 1, 184, a, 21 sqq.) indications
of another process, by which we
should proceed from the universal
of sensible perception to the con-
cept, as the more particular and
detinite—just as in induction we
go from the particular in percep-
tion to the universal of the con-
cept. But he himself rightly
observes that this is only an
induction reversed (though this
case is not usually made very
prominent by Aristotle). When
a universal is brought out as
that which is common to many
individual cases, it is thereby
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nature admits of no demonstration must be established
by induction.! We have already remarked that this
undemonstrable element of thought need not neces-
sarily be abstracted from experience, but that Aristotle
rather regards the universal axioms as apprehended by
the spontaneous activity of the reason.? But as he
sees that this activity of reason is only gradually
developed in the individual under the guidance of
experience, 80 he believes there are no other means of
scientifically verifying its content and deliverance but
by a comprehensive induction.? Many difficulties are

involved in this.

separated from the complex in
which it presents itself to per-
ception; and this is all that
Aristotle has in his mind in the
passagecited ; cf. p.205sq. supra.

! Anal. Pri. ii. 23,68, b, 13:
dravra yap mioTebopey 9 31d ovAAo-
yiopod 9 8¢ éxaywydjs. Ibid.at line
36 ; vid. supr. p. 206, n. 1; Eth.i.
7, 1098, b, 3: Tav &pxav & af piv
éxarywyli Oewpovvral, ai ¥ alobfoe,
&c.; vi. 3, 1139, b, 26: éx mpo-
ywwokopévwy 3¢ waca SidackaAia -
oo o0 pév yap B éwaywyds, B B¢
GUAANoyiTp@. 1) pev O émaywyh
dpoxh éori kal Tob kaBbrov, & B¢
GuAXoyiouds ék Tdv Kkabdhov. elaly
¥pa bpxal ¢ v 6 ocvAAoyiouds, dv
obk Tt ouMoyigudsc  émaywy)
&pa. (TRENDELENBURG, ZHist.
Beitr. ii. 366 sq., and BRANDIS, ii.
b, 2, 1443, would like to cut out
the last two words, on the ground
that all unproved knowledge does
not rest on induction; but the
form of statement is not more
universal than in the other parts
of this passage, and the explana-

For inductive reasoning is founded,

tion of the whole will be gathered
from what is said in the text.)
Similarly Anal. Post. i. 1 init.
Anal. Post. i. 18: pavldvouey %
émaywyi 9 &modeller. é&ari 8 4
uév axdbefis éx Tav xabérov, % 3’
éxaywyh ék Tav katd pépos &diva-
Tov 8¢ T& KabéAov Bewpiioar uy 8¢
éxaywyis. Ibid. ii. 19, 100, b, 3:
Sinov &y ¥ri Guiv Td wpera
émaryaryfi yvwplew dvayraiov. Top.
i.12: ¥ori 8¢ 70 pév [eldos Abywr
Siaextikav] émaywyh, Td 8¢ guA-
Aoywouds . . . émaywoyh 8¢ % awd
T&v KabBékagTov éxl Td Kabbrov
Epodos . . . o1 & 7 piv éxaywyh
mibavdrepor Kal ocapéaTepoy Kal
katd Thy alabnow yvwpiudrepoy
kal Tois woAAois kowdy, § 8¢ guA-
Aoyiopds PBragrikdrepor xal wpds
Tobs  &vriAoyikods  évapyéaTepov.
Itid. c. 8 init.; Rhet. i. 2, 1356,
a, 35 ; and cf. supra, p. 205 sq.

? See p. 197 sqq., and 246 sq.
supra.

* See also the citation infra
(in note 1 on p. 266) from Zop.

i 2.
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a8 we have shown,! upon such a mutual relation of
concepts as will admit of the conversion of the universal
affirmative minor premiss. It assumes that the minor
and the middle of the syllogism have the same exten- -
sion. In other words, no cogent induction is possible,
unless a predicate can be shown to be common to all the
individuals of that genus of which it is to be predicated.?
Such an exhaustive acquaintance with every individual
case is impossible.? It would seem, therefore, that
every induction is imperfect, and that every assumption
which bases itself upon induction must remain un-
certain. To meet this difficulty, it was requisite to
introduce an abbreviation of the inductive method, and
.to find something which would make up for the im-
possibility of complete observation of every individual
instance. This Aristotle finds in Dialectic or Probable
Demonstration,* the theory of which he lays down in
the Topics. The value of dialectic comsists, he says,
not only in the fact that it is an intellectual discipline,
nor that it teaches argumentation as a fine art: it is
also of essential service in scientific research, inasmuch
as it teaches us to explore and estimate the different

1 P.242, n. 6. knew all the cases which Zad

2 Cf. Anal. Pr. ii. 24 fin.:
[d mapddeiyua] dwapéper Tiis éwa-
ywyiis, 8ti 9 ptv ¢ awbvrwy TV
atduwy Td bxpov delkvvey dmdpxew

7@ méop . .., 70 O . . . ovk €&
amdvrwv Selxvvow. Ibid. c. 23,

68, b, 27: 3¢t 3¢ voeiv 7 T [the
lowest concept in the inductive
syllogism] 7b & andvrwy Tav
BéxaoTov  ovykelpevoy: % ydp
éxaywyh) Sid wdvray.
2 Even if we supposed we

occurred of a particular kind,
still we could never know that
the future would not bring other
experiences differing from them.
The supposition itself is by the’
nature of the case impossible, and
even more clearly unprovable.

4 On this narrower meaning
of the ¢dialectical’ in Aristotle,
see WAITZ, Arigt. Org. ii. 436
sqq.; cf. following note.
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aspects under which an olject can be contemplated. It
is specially useful in establishing the scientific prin-
ciples ; for as these cannot be deduced by demonstration
from anything more cortain than themselves, there is
nothing left for us but to get at them from the side of
probability.! Such an attempt must start from the
prevailing tenets of humanity. What all the world, or
at least the experienced and intelligent part of it,
believes, is always worthy of consideration, since it
carries with it a presumption that it rests upon a real

experience.?

YV Jop. 5. 1: ‘B iy wpbBeoss
778 wpaypareias, uébodov ebpeir,
&9' hs durnolueba auArovi(eodas
wepl wavrbs 70U Wporebévros wpo-
BAfiparos && dvdikwy, xai aiToi
Ayov tméxorres pnbey dpoipey
twevayriov, . . . Buahextinns B¢
ovAAoyopbs & &E dvBbkwy auAAoy.
Copevos . . . ¥vdoka B4 74 Boxoivra
waay §) Tois wAeloTois §) 10is dodois,
Kal Tobross ) waoiy §) Tois wAeiaTois
% Toss pdAworra  ywepiposs  wal
ks, Thid.i.2: §ori8hwpds Tpia
[xpompos 5 wpayparela], wps
yupvaaiay, wphs Ths dyreblas, wphs
T4y Kardk Pirodoplay émaripas .
. . s Bk Ths ATk PiAodopiay
imwrrpas, brs  Buvduevm  mpls
&ppbrepa Bramopioas pgov iy éxdarors
naroybpebaréAndés Te kalTh YeiBos.
§redemphsra wplorariov mepl
dndorny dmiarhpny dpxayv.
i pdv y&p Ty oineiwy Tioy Katd
Thy mporeleinay Imarhuny &pxiv
WBbvaroy elmeiy i mepl abrioy, dxedh
wploras al dpxoi bndyroy ¢im), Bk 8
riov wepi inanra dvdbkwy dvdykn
wepl abrriov B1eA0diy, Tovro § TBiov
P pdrwrra olxdiov T7s Biarextiniy
doriye dkeragrh yap oloa wphe
74y dmagiy riv pebidwy &pxas

88y Ixes, Aristotle (Top. viii. 11,
162, a, 15) calls the dialectical
syllogism émixelpnpa.  THUROT,
Feudes our Arist. 201 wyey., com-
pares the different. statements of
Aristotle on the office and ase of
Dialection; but he has 1aid rather
too much stress upon the partial
inaccuracy of Aristotle’s lan-
guage. Cf. on the Topics also p.
68, n. 1, supra.

2 Dirin.in 8. c. 1 init.: wepl
3¢ 1iis parrixiis riis dv rois Gavoss
Yyiwopdyns . . . obre naragpovioas
pddioy obre wewobiivas, 78 piv yap
wdvras § wWoAAobs {moAauPdvery
Ixeww 71 onpeodes 14 dytmvia wap-
ixeras wioriy bs df éumeplas Ae-
yopevoy, &e. ; Kth, i, 8 init. vi. 12,
1345, b, 11; Lehet. i. 1, 1355,4, 16
(ef thebeginningof ch. xiv.infra).
For the same reason, Kth, vii. 14,
1153, b, 27 appeals to Heslod
CE. k. 7. 763): ¢phun 8 ob 7{ ~ye
wduway &wéAAvras, iy Twa Aaol
woAAnl . . . and SYNEs, Caly, Kne.
c. 22 (Ar. Frr. No. 2) quotes as
Aristotelian : 8rs [ne. al wapoiulas)
warais elos Pinooodlas dv rais
pusyioras byBplwawy Plopais &wohro-
péyny dyxarareippara mepiowdivra
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Such a foundation may appear unstable; and the
sense of this forced on Aristotle the need (which had like-
wise driven Socrates to form his dialectic) of supplying
its deficiencies by combining the different points of
view which cross one another in popular opinion, and
by balancing them one with the other. From this he
got his habit of prefacing his dogmatic dissertations
with *Awopiai; of enumerating the different sides from
which the subject may be touched ; of testing conclusions
by mutual comparison and by established standards ;
and, finally, of raising difficulties by this testing
process and obtaining a ground for a scientific exposi-
tion from their solution.! These dialectical elucida-
tions prepare the way for positive scientific conclusions
by clearing up the questions which are in issue,
by grouping the inductive results under a certain
number of general aspects, and by making them explain
each other and so combining them into an aggre-
gate result. From them, our thought is led on into the

3i& curroulay xal Sefiérnra. Cf.also
Polat. il. 5, 1264, a, 1; KtA. Eua.
i.684nit.,and, as to the belief in the
aléhp, De Catlo,270,b, 19, Metaph.
xii. 8,and Meteor. 8339, b, 27. With
thisisconnected Aristotle’s prefer-
ence for proverbial sayings and
¢ gnomes,’ about which of. p. 104,
n.1(on the Mapowufar).

V Metaph. iii. 1 init.: €ore ¢
Tois e&ropguz BovAouévois xpolbp-
you Td Biawopficar KaAds H
Barepor ebmopla Adais Tav wpdrepor
dropovpuévar dorl, Abeaw 8’ odx tarwv
&yvoolvras Tdv Jerudy, &o. KEth.
N, vil. 1 fin.: 3l &', Sowep dxd
Tév EAAwy, Ti0évras T ¢awdueva

VOL. 1.

xal xpdroy Siawopficarras obrw Sew-
vivar udAiora uev wdvra Ta H8ofa
wepl Tadra Ta wdn, e 3¢ ud, T
wAdlora k&l Kvpidrara' dav ydp
Adyral e 7a Suoxepii Kal xarael-
wnrai & Evdofa, Sedewyuévoy v iy
ikavas, Cf. De Celo, i. 10 init.

Anal. Post. ii. 8 init., and WAITZ
on this ; also Phys. iv. 10
init., Meteorol. 1,18 init., De An.i.
2 init., Longit. Vit. c. 1, 464, b, 21,

vep &c. InTbp. viii. 11,162, a, 17, the

dxdpnua is defined as gvAAoyiouds
Siarextikds dvripdoews. These Ari-
stotelian ‘Apories’ served the
Scholastics as a model for their
disputatio pro et conlra.

S
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explicit problems, the true solution of which brings us
to phllosophlc knowledge.!

It is true that neither this theory nor the actual
practice of Aristotle can satisfy the stricter require-
ments of modern science.

‘Whether we consider his procedure in the working
out from the observed facts of the laws and definitions
of Science, or in the establishment of natural pheno-
mena themselves, we must admit that it shows serions
omissions and defects. Of Induction, for example, he
gays that it comsists in the collection, from all the
instances of a given class, of a proposition which
expresses a8 a universal law that which was true of all
these particular cases.? In truth, Induction consists in
inferring such a proposition from all the cases known to
us; and in considering the principle on which the in-
ductive method rests, the main point is to inquire how
we are justified in concluding from all the cases known
to us, a law for all like cases. Aristotle can hardly be
blamed for not raising exactly this question, since none
of his successors succeeded in stating it clearly until
Stuart Mill wrote his Logic; and even he could find no
answer but an inadequate and self-contradictory theory.
But it was an inevitable result of Aristotle’s position
that his theory of Induction does not help us over the
real difficulty, which is to ascertain how the correctness
of an inductive proof can be assumed in spite of the
fact that the range of experiences on which it rests is

not complete. The fact is that Aristotle, as we have
1 ]Iletaph iv. 2,1004, b, 25: 2 Cf. supra, p. 242, n. 6, and

"Eori 8¢ § SiakexTuch 1upmu¢h wepl  p. 255,
&v ) progodla yywoTich.
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already indicated, has tried to fill up the gap by the
invention of the ¢ proof from probability,” and by the
dialectical treatment of the amoplac. In the latter his
acuteness and his scientific width of view are conspicuous
throughout. But it cannot make up for a satisfactory
and methodical comparison of observed facts, if only for
the reason that the theories discussed are not themselves
based on pure observation, but on the #wdofor—on
views, that is, in which guesses, inferences and fancies
have, or at least may have, become mixed up with
actual experience. Even where Aristotle is dealing
with actual observation, he falls, in many respects, far
short of the standard which we are accustomed to set
to the scientific observer. As to the conditions of a
trustworthy observation, or the methods to be applied
for establishing the correctness of one’s own observations
or controlling the accuracy of information given by
others, we have only here and there a chance remark.
As he is too little conscious of the part which a subjec-
tive mental activity plays in all perception,! so it
was natural that his method should not adequately
provide for the subjective control of the errors of obser-
vation.

_In his own work there is, on this side of it, much to
criticise. It is true that he has brought together,
especially in the zoological writings, an extraordinary
volume of statements of fact, the overwhelming majority
of which (so far as they can now be verified ?) have been

! Cf.p. 210 and infra, ch.x. by this or that name, partly

2 For this is not always pos- because not all the animals men-

sible, partly because it is often tioned by Aristotle are sufficiently
uncertain which animal is meant known to us.

82
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found to be correct.

ARISTOTLE

Most of these, of course, are

patent enough to any observer ; but there are also many
cases among them where careful investigation would be

required.!

The methods of experiment he did not

altogether neglect.? His historical studies excite our

' Thus we see from Part.
An. iii. 4, 665, a, 33 sqq. (cf.
LEWES, Arist. § 394), that he had
made experiments on the develop-
“ ment of the embryo in the egg,
since he there remarks that we
often find in eggs, even on the
third day, the heart and the
liver as isolated points. So in
@Gen. An. ii. 6, he makes remfar:s
on the order of appearance of the
different parts ofpthe body ; from
which, as even LEWES (§ 475) ad-
mits, we see that Aristotle studied
embryonic development. A state-
ment, long considered fabulous,
about theappearanceof a placenta
in a kind of shark (H. 4. vi. 10,
565, b, 1) has been confirmed (by
Joh. MOLLER, AbA. d. Berl. Ak.
1840, Phys. math. Kl. 187, cf.
LEWES, loc. 0it. § 205) ; the same is
the case (cf. LEWES, § 206-208)
with Aristotle’s statements about
the embryo of the ink-fish (Gen.
An. iii. 8, 758, a, 21) ; about fishes
which build a nest (H. An. viii.
30, 607, b, 19) ; about the eyes of
the mole (De An. iii. 1, 425, a,
10, H. Ax.1. 9, 491, b, 28 sqq.),
and about a gland which a certain
kind of stag has under the tail
(H. An. ii. 15, 506, a, 23, cf. W.
Rapp in Miller's Archiv. f. Anat.
1839, 368 sq.). With regard to his
description of the cephalopods,
LEWES remarks (§ 340 sq.) that it
could only spring from a great
familiarity with their forms, and
we see in it the unmistakeable
traces of personal knowledge.

All the more odd is it that Lewes
should complain of Aristotle’s
failure to mention the freshness
of the sea breeze, the play of the
waves, &c. Thisis to blame Ari-
stotle for not having the bad taste
to drop from the realism of a
zoological description into the
style of a feuilleton, or the im-
pertinence to explain to people
who had the sea daily before
their eyes the things they had
known all their lives.

* EUCKEN, Meth. d. Arist.
Forsck., p. 163 sqq., gives in-
stances from Meteor. ii. 3, 359, a,
12, 358, b, 34 (H. An. viii. 2,
590, a, 22); H. An. vi. 3, 560,
8, 30 (Gen. An. iii. 1, 7563, a, 4) ;
De An. ii. 2, 413, b, 16; De
Respir. iii. 471, a, 31; H. An.
vi. 37, 580, b, sqq. (if this was
really an experiment, and not
rather a chance observation).
Then again there are others in-
troducéd with a Aéyovow, Gen.
An. iv. 1, 765, a, 21 (which is
later on disputed by himself),
and Hist. An. ii. 17, 508, b, 4
(though in Gen. An. iv. 6, 774, b,
31 the same is stated in his own
name). Some of these experi-
ments are of such a questionable
kind, that we may well doubt
whether Aristotle himself con-
ducted them ; and, on the whole,
he appeals to experiments so
seldom that we cannot avoid see-
ing how little he, or Greek

science in general, recogunised
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high admiration by their extent and their accuracy.'
To received accounts he so far takes a critical attitude
that he is careful to correct many false views,? to direct
attention to the untrustworthiness of some of his
authorities, and to attack even universally accepted
myths.* Where he lacks adequate means of observa-
tion, he is willing to reserve his judgment ; > where there
might be a tendency to close an inquiry too precipi-
tately, he gives us warning that we should first weigh
all the objections suggested by the matter in hand
before we decide.® In a word, he shows himself not
only an untiring inquirer whose thirst? for the know-
ledge of all things great and small was never satisfied,

' Besides the numberlessitems
of information from the History
of the Greek States, of Philosophy,
of Poetry, and of Rhetoric, which
the extant works contain, we
may refer here to what is quoted
to us from the Politics and other
lost works; de quo vide p. 101,
n.1; 73,n.1; 62,n.5; 68,n.1;
103, n.1, and 104, n. 1.

? Thus in the cases named by
EUCKEN (loo. cit. 124), Gen. An.
iii. 5, 755, b, 7 sqq., 756, a, 2;
ch.6,756,b, 13 sqq., 757, a, 28qqg. ;
iv. 1, 765, a, 16 sqq., 21 sqq.;
H. An. viii. 24, 605, a, 2 sq.

3 As in Hist. An. viii. 28, 606,
a, 8,ii. 1. 601, a, 25, where cer-
tain statements of Ctesias are
called in question as untrust-
worthy ; in Gen. An. iii. 5, 756,
a, 33, where he says that fisher-
men frequently overlook the oc-
currence in question: odfels ydp
abrdy obOty Tmpel Towbrov TOD
yvavas, xdpw. So in Hist. An.
ix. 41, 628, b, 8: albréxry & ofixw

évretuxfixapev. But, on the other
hand, in c. 29, 37, 618, a, 18,
620, b, 23, he appeals to eye-
witness.

¢ As in doubting the genuine-
ness of the poems of Orpheus,
and the existence of their sup-
posed author; as to which see
ZELLER, Ph. d. @r. vol. i. 50.

8 Cf. supra, p. 169, n. 1.

$ De Celo, 1. 13, 294, b, 6:
&N’ dolkaos péxps Twds (nreiv,
AN’ ob péxpt wep o Buvardy Tijs
éwoplas* waoL ydp Nuiv Tovro oly-
n0es, uh wpds Td wpaypa woieioOa
Thy (hrnow &AAG xpds TO¥ Tévarria
Aéyorra* xal ydp adrds &v adrg
(et péxpt wep &v ob pmiére Exp
&rrinéyev abrds abr@: Bid el TdV
péArovra xaAds (nrhoey édvora-
Ticdy elvar 3id 7év olxelwy évord-
gewy T@ Yéve, Tovto 8 doTly ix
7ot wdoas Tebewpnxévar Tas Bia-
¢opds. :
7 T ¢ihocoplas Bifiv: vide
supra, p. 169, n. 3.
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but also an obeerver of care and common sense. Never-
theless, we find that glaringly incorrect statements are
not rare in Aristotle, and occur sometimes in cases
where, even with the simple methods to which he was
limited, the correction of the error should have been
easy enough.! And still more commonly do we find
that he draws from insufficient and incomplete data
conclusions much too rash and sweeping, or that he
forces his facts to conform to some general theory which
has itself no adequate experiential basis. In his
inductions he is often far too rash, and by basing them
on various popular assumptions ke leaves them without

any sure foundation. He

! Cf. EUCKEN, loc. cit. 155
sqq. Such cases are: that Ari-
stotle gives the male sex more
teeth than the female (Hist. An.
ii. 3, 501, b, 19; on the con-
]ectnred cause of this error see
LEwes, Arist. § 332, A. 19);
that the human male has three
sutares in the skull, and the
female only one running around
it (ibid. i. 8, 491, b, 2); that man
has only eight ribs on each side
(ibid. i. 15, 493, b, 14)—a sup-
position, as it would seem, uni-
versally held at that time, and
explained by supposing that it
was founded, not on anatomical
observations of human corpses,
but on observations of living
bodies; cf. p.89,n.1; thatthelines
in the hand indicate longer or
shorter span of life (ibid. 493, b,
32 8q.); that the hinder part of
the skull is empty (H. 4n. i. 8,
491, a, 34 ; Part. An. ii. 10, 656,
b, 12; Gen. An. v. 4, 784, b,
85). Further examples in LEWES,

shows himself but little

§ 149 sqq., 154 sqq,-315, 332,
347, 350, 352, 386 sq., 398, 400,
411, 486. When, however, it is
said that Aristotle in the Part.
An. iii. 6, 669, a, 19, asserted that
only man has a pulsation of the
heart (so LEWES, § 399, ¢, where
he adds: ‘According to this pas-
sage one might think that Ari-
stotle never held a bird in his
hand ;’ and EUCKEN, 155, 2), this
is an inaccurate accusation. Ari-
stotle distinguishes, in De Respir.
20, 479, b, 17, the opryuds or
heart-beat always going on,
from the m9dnaois s x¢p8‘¢s=the
strong throb of the heart in pas-
sion. And even the latter he
does not confine to men, for he
says in the tract referred to that
it sometimes becomes so strong
that animals die of it. All that
is said in the passage cited is:
&y &vlpdmy Te ydp cupPalve: névov
bs elmelv—ie. the passion-throb
occurs almost exclusively in
Man.
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skilled in the art of analysing the phenomena methodi-
cally into their real factors, of following out each fact
to its causes and the laws of its action, and of unravel-
ling the conditions of the causal nexus. He has not
mastered—even in the degree which with the scanty
technical skill of Greece was possible to him—the best
methods of establishing and analysing facts, of check-
ing observations and theories, or of applying experi-
ment to science. He does not, in a word, come up to
the standard to which in our day a student of nature is
expected to attain. There is nothing strange in this;
rather would it be strange if it were otherwise.

If Aristotle were without the faults we note in his
theory and practice, he would not only be far more in
advance of his own time than in fact he was—he would
have belonged to another and much later period of
human thought. Before science could attain to that cer-
titude, correlation and exactness of procedure by which
we excel the ancients, it was necessary in all ranges of
scientific and historical inquiry that the facts should be
collected and all manner of experiments made, that the
laws of particular classes of phenomena should be
sought out and gradually universalised, that hypotheses
should be proposed for the elucidation of various series
of facts, and these again continually checked and
revised by the facts themselves. To this end no general
disquisitions on methodology, but only scientific work
itself could assist. Until the experimental sciences had
passed far beyond the position at which they stood in
Aristotle’s time, it was not possible that either the
methodology or the methods of experimental knowledge
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should really advance beyond the form in which he
stated them. In the then state of science it was
already a great thing that observed facts should be
collected in such vast masses and with such care. It
was not to be expected that they should also be with
the like care tested, or that his personal observations
should be exactly discriminated from information other-
wise received, and the value of the latter critically
appraised. Many of the assertions which we find
absurd, were probably taken by Aristotle from others
in all good faith, and were not doubted by him, merely
because the knowledge of nature which he possessed
gave him no reason to think them impossible. When
we are surprised by the rashness with which the Greeks
often built hypotheses or theories upon facts whose
falsity is obvious to us at first sight, we do not stop to
think how utterly they were ignorant of all our aids to
accurate observation, and how greatly this poverty of
tools must have hindered every sort of helpful experi-
ment. To fix time without a watch, to compare degrees
of heat without a thermometer, to observe the heavens
without a telescope and the weather without a baro-
meter—these and the like were the tasks which the
natural philosophers of Greece had to set themselves.
Where there is no basis for accuracy as to facts, the
difficulties that attend the classification of phenomena,
the discovery of natural laws, and the correction of
hypothesis by experience are so vastly increased, that we
camnot wonder if scientific inquiry rises but slowly and
insecurely above the levels of prescientific fancy. The
service which Aristotle nevertheless did for the world in
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the collection of data, and the acuteness with which he
strove to explain the facts he knew, cannot but be
appreciated if we try to judge him by any standards
that conform to the knowledge and the opportunities
of his day.

To enter into the details of Aristotle’s Topics, or to
examine his refutation of the Sophistic fallacies, are
equally beyond our present scope. No wider view of
his scientific principles is to be got from them, but only
an application of them to a field beyond the limits of
Science properly so called.! But this is the proper
place to touch upon his researches into Definition,
which we find partly in the second Analytics, partly
in the Topics.? As the Concept forms the starting
point of all scientific research, so we may say con-
versely that a complete acquaintance with the Con-
cept—which is Definition—is the goal toward which it
strives. Knowledge is indeed nothing but insight into
the grounds of things, and in the concept this insight
is summed up. The ‘what’ is the same as the ¢ why.’
We apprehend the concept of the thing as soon as we

apprehend its causes.?
problem as Demonstration.

So far, Definition has the same

In both we try to discover

the means by which the object has been brought to be

what it is.t
entirely coincide.

! BRANDIS, pp. 288-345 gives
& sketch of both.

? Besides the general works
on Aristotelian Logic, see KUHN,
De notionis definitione, etc., and
Rassow, Arist. de notionis defini-
tione (cf. swpra, p. 212, n. 2);

Nevertheless, they do not, with Aristotle,
In the first place, it is clear that

HEYDER, Vergl. d. arist. u. hegel.
Dialektik, p. 247 sqq., and
KAMPE, Erkenntnissth. d. Arist.
195 sqq.

* Vid. supra, p. 163, n. 2,and
p.-173,n. 2,

¢ Vid. supra, p. 173, n. 2,



266 ARISTOTLE

everything which admits of demonstration does not
equally admit of definition ; for negatives, particulars,
and propositions predicating properties, can all be de-
monstrated, whereas definition is always universal and
affirmative, and is not concerned with mere properties
but with the substantial essence only.! The converse
is no less true—not everything that can be defined
admits of demonstration, as may be seen at once
from the fact that demonstrations must start from
undemonstrable definitions.? Indeed, it seems to be
true in general, that the contents of a definition are
undemonstrable by syllogisms : for demonstration pre-
supposes & knowledge of the essence of the object, while
this is precisely what definition seeks. The one points
out that a property belongs as predicate to a certain
subject ; the other does not concern itself with indi-
vidual properties, but with the essence itself. The one
inquires for a ¢that,’? the other for a ‘what’;* and
in order to specify what anything is, we must first know
that it is.® Here, however, we must draw a distinction.
The fact is that a definition cannot be derived through a
single syllogism. We cannot take that which is asserted
in the definition of an object and use it as the predicate
of a middle term in our major premiss, in order to attach
it again in the conclusion to the object which was to
be defined: for if, in such a process, we are dealing
with not merely one or other of the properties, but
with the whole concept of the object, then it must

1 Anal. Post. ii. 3. 3 3119 €01 T68¢ xatd Tobde A
2 Ibid. 90, b, 18 sqq. (cf. odx Eorwv.
supra, p. 246 sqq) Another 4 Anal. Post. ibid. 90, b, 28
kindred reason is there given 84q,; cf. c. 7, 92, b, 12.
also. 5 Ibid.c. 7,92, b, 4.
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follow that both major and minor premisses would be
alike definitions —the one of the middle term and-the
other of the minor. A proper definition, however, cannot
be applied to any other object except the one to be
defined.! Consequently, in every definition, the subject
and the predicate must be equal in comprehension and
extension, so that the universal affirmative proposition
which expresses the definition, must always be simply
convertible. Therefore it follows that, by such a process
as we have described, we should only be demonstrating the
same by the same,? and should get, not a real definition,
but a verbal explanation.? '

Plato’s method of arriving at the idea by means of
division is no better ; for the division presupposes the
concept.t The same objection also applies to the
method® of assuming a definition and proving its
validity a posteriori by reference to individuals; for
how can we feel certain that the hypothesis which we
-assumed, does really express the idea of the object, and
not merely a number of particular marks ?6 If, lastly,
we endeavoured to bring definition within the province

! Vid. supra, p. 216 sqq.

2 Anal. Post. ii. 4. As an
illustration he uses the definition
of the soul as ‘a self-moving
number.” If we wished to estab-

have to argue: ‘the concept of
that which is itself the cause of
life consists in its being a self-
moving number ; the concept of
the soul consists in its being

lish this by means of the syllog-
ism: ¢everything that is itself
the cause of life is a self-moving
number; the soul is itself the
cause of life, &c,’ this would be
insufficient, for in this way we
could only prove that the soul is
a self-moving number, and not
that its n/iole essence, its concept,
is contained in this definition.
In order to show this, we should

itself the cause of life,” &c.

3 Anal. Post.ii. c. 7, 92, b, 5,
26 sqq.; cf. c. 10 init. 1. 1, 71, a,
11; Top.i. b init.; Metaph. vii.
4, 1030, a, 14.

¢ Vid. supra, p. 241, n. 3.

5 Which one of the philoso-
phers of that time (we know not
who) had likewise made.

¢ Anal. Post. ii, c. 6, and also
WAITZ,



268 ARISTOTLE

of the epagogic process, we should be met with the
difficulty that induction never brings us to a ¢ what,’
but always to a ‘that.’! But although definition can
neither be obtained by demonstration nor by induction,
so long as they are separately used, yet Aristotle thinks
it possible to reach it by a union of the two. When
experience in the first instance has tanght us that
certain characteristics appertain to an object, and we
begin to search for their caunses, or for the conception
which links them to their subject, we are so establish-
ing by demonstration the essence of the thing;? and
if we continue this process until the object is defined
in all its aspects,’ we at last obtain the concept of it.
Although syllogistic demonstration, therefore, may be
insufficient to constitute a perfect definition, yet it helps
us to find it,* and in this sense definition may be said
to be under another form a demonstration of the
essence.” This process is admissible in every case but
that of things the being of which is not dependent on
any causes outside themselves; and the conception of

! Loe.oit.c. 7,92, a,37 : Induc-
tion shows that something in
general is of such and such a kind,
by proving that it is so in all par-
ticular instances; but this is
equivalent to proving merely a
81 &arv ) obx Eorv,not theriéor:.

3 Ibid. c. 8, 93, a, 14 sqq.

? It is necessary at this point
to fill out the too short hints of
Aristotle’s statement by reference
to the argument cited at p. 216,
n. 1 supra, from Anal. Post. ii.
13.

¢ Anal. Post. ii. 8 fin.: ovA-
Aoyiouds udv Tob Tf doTwv ob ylvera

o0’ axddedis, SHiror uérrot 81 ouA-
Aoyiopot xal 80 &wodeifews: &or'
obr’ Bvev éwodelfews ot yrvas T
7l éorww ol éoTiv alTiov BANe, obr’
E&orwv dxbbedis adrob.

5 Ibid. c. 10, 94, a, 11: ¥&orw
&pa Spiopds els uly Adyos Tob Tl
dorwv dvaxédewxtos, els 3¢ -
pds Tob Tl dori, wrdoe v
Tiis dwodelfews, Tpiros 8¢ Tis Tob Tl
eorw éxodeifews ouuwépacua: the
fuller explanation of which is
given above. That definitions of
the latter kind do not suffice,
Aristotle tells us in De An. ii. 2;
vid. supra, p. 173, n. 2.
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these can only be postulated as immediately certain, or
elucidated by induction.!

From these researches into the nature and coudi-
tions of Definition we obtain some important rules as
to the method by which in practice it is arrived at.
Since the essential nature of an object ? can only be
defined genetically by the indication of its causes, Defi-
nition must embrace those distinctive characteristics
by which the object is actually made to be what it is.
It must, by Aristotle’s rule, be got at by means of that
which is prior and more known; nor must these
principles be such as are prior in our knowledge, but
such as are prior and more known in themselves. It
is allowable to prefer the former only in the case of
scholars who are incompetent to understand the latter;
but in such a case they get nothing which really eluci-
dates the essence of the object.® This rule, indeed,
follows from the axiom that Definition consists of the
genus and the specific differences: for the genus is

' Anal. Post. ii. c. 9: ¥ori 8¢
Téy uév érepdy 11 alrioy, Tav &
obx Eoriv. Bore Sijrov Y1t Kkal Taw
7l ot Td piv Yueoca xal dpxal
elow, & xal elvar xal Ti ¢orv dwo-
0églas 3¢t A Aoy Tpdwov Pavepd
woificas. Cf. preceding note and
Anal. Post. ibid. 94,8, 9: 8 8¢ rav
duéowy Spopuds Oéois dor) Tob Tl
dorw dvaxdédeixros. Metaph. ix.
6, 1048, a. 35: JijAoy &' éxl Taw
xabéxaora Tii éxaywyji b BovAduea
Aéyerv, xal ob Bdel warrds 3poy
(nreiv, &AAQ Kkal Td &vdAoyor
ouvopdr ; and above, p. 263. To
Induction also belongs the pro-
cess which is described in De
An. i. 1, 402, b, 16: ¥owxe ¥ ob

puévoy T v dori ywavas xphiopor
elvar wpds Td Oewpijoas Tds airlas
T&v cvuBeBnrdrwy Tais odofass . . .
&AAG xal &vdwaly T& ouuBeByxéra
ovuBdArerar uéya pépos wpds Td
€i8évar Td 7f éory : for a definition
is only correct when it explains
all the cvuBeBnkéra (i.c. the xabd’
abrd ouuBePniéra, the essential
properties ; vid. p.214, n. 3 supra)
of anobject. On immediate know-
ledge, cf. p. 246 sqq., 197'sqq.

2 Of course with the ex-
ception of the ¥uesa just men-
tioned, i.e. that which is con-
ditional on no principle other
than itself. ‘

3 Top.vi.4; cf. p.208,n. 2 supra.
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prior and more certain than its contents, and the
differentise are prior to the species which they mark
off! Inversely we obtain the same result: for if
Definition consists in specifying the aggregate deter-
mining characteristics by which the object is conditioned
in ite essential nature, it must include the genus and
the differentise, for these are simply the scientific
expression of those causes which in their coincidence
produce the object.? But these, in their turn, are
definitely related to one another in an order of supe-
riority and inferiority. The genus is narrowed by the
first of the differentiating marks; then the species so
produced is farther narrowed by the second, and so on.
It is not, therefore, a matter of indifference in what
order the separate properties shall follow in any de-
finition? A definition, in fact, implies not a mere
enumeration of the essential marks,® but also the
completeness ® and the proper sequence of them.®
Bearing this in mind, it will be found that in the

descent from universals to

v Loc. ctt. 141, D, 28 ; cf. supra,
p- 215, n. 1, 216, n. 1.

2 This follows from the pas-
sages cited supra, p. 173, n. 2,
compared with pp. 215, n. 1,244,
n. 3. By reason of this con-
nection Tnpics vi. 5 sq., imme-
diately after the remarks on the
apérepa  kal yywpiudrepa, gives
rules for the correct- determina-
tion of the definition by yévos
and Siagopat.

2 Anal. Post. ii. 13, 96, b, 30;
cf. 97, a, 23 sqq.

$Ta év 1¢ 7l éori xarnyop-
obueva, af T0v yévovs Siapopal. It
is obvious that only such things

particulars the practice of

“can occur in the definition; cf.

p. 217 sqq., Anal. Post. ii. 13, 96,
b, 1 sqq., i. 23, 84, a, 13., Top. vi.
6 ; and other passages WAITZ on
Categ. 2, a, 20.

5 It hasbeen already remarked
on p. 246, that the number of
intermediate grades must be a
limited one. Cf. also Anal. Pust.
ii. 12, 95, b, 13 sqq.

¢ Anal, Post.ii. 13, 97, a, 23 :
els 8¢ T xataoxevd(ew pov Sid Tav
Suupéorewy Tpiay 36t oroxd(eodas,
T00 AaBeiv Td Karnyopovmeva év

‘7@ i éori, xal Tavra Tdia Tf

wpiotov #) Sebrepov, xal I1i Taira
wdvra. '
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progressive division is our surest method, while a corre-
spondingly gradual building up of concepts is equally

- proper to the upward process towards the universal.!
And thus Plato’s method, though Aristotle could not
accept it as a satisfactory process for deducing definitions,
was yet recognised and further worked out by him as a
means to their discovery.?

Supposing, then, that we have defined and surveyed
the whole field of the knowledge of concepts on this
method, we shall obtain a system of ideas such as Plato
looked for,® carrying us in an unbroken line from the
Summa Genera through all the intermediate members
down to the lowest species. And since scientific
deduction must consist in the specification of causes,
and since each specific difference in the upward scalo
implies the introduction of a new cause, and every
added cause creates a corresponding differentia, it
results that our logical structure must exactly corre-
spond with the actual sequence and concatenation of
causes. Plato never undertook actually to set; forth that
derivation of everything knowable out of unity, which
he saw ahead as the end and goal of science. Aristotle

1 Aristotleincludesboth, with-
out further separating them, in
the concept of Division. For
this he gives full rules in Anal.

the object to be divided; and
lastly (to which Plato devoted
less attention), that it should
not proceed by means of deduced

Post. ii. 13, 96, b, 15-97, b,
25; Top.vi. 8, 6; Part. Anim.
i. 2, 3. Like Plato (ZELLER,
Ph. d. Gr. pt. i. p. 624 sq.),
he also considers that the most
important thing is that the di-
vision should be continuous,
-should omit no intermediate
grade, and should totally exhaust

or contingent differences, but by
the essential ones. Cf. preceding
note.

2 Two further rules, contained
especially in the sixth book of
the ZTopios—wherehe enumerates
at length the mistakes made in
defining—are omitted here.

* See ZELL. ibid. p. 625, 588.
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considers such a demonstration to be quite impracticable.
The highest genera, according to him, are no more
capable of being derived from any one higher principle

than are the special postulates of each science.!

They

are connected, not by any complete community of
nature, but only by a kind of analogy,? and the reason

! Anal. Post. i. 82, 88, a, 31
8qq., &c.; vid. supra p. 246. sqq.
Aristotle says, in Metaph. xii. 4,
1070, b, 1 (xapd yap Thv obofav xal
73AAa 7& Karyopolueva obbéy ¥oTe
xowdy), that the categories especi-
ally can be deduced neither from
one another nor from a higher
common genus: v. 28, 1024, b,
9 (where the same is said of
Form and Matter); xi. 9, 1065,
b, 8; Phys. iii. 1, 200, b, 34; De
An. 1. 5, 410, a, 13; Eth. N.i. 4,
1096, a, 19, 23 sqq.; cf. TRENDE-
LENBURG, Hist. Beitr.i. 149 sq.
The concepts, which one would
be most inclined to consider the
highest genera, ¢Being’ and
¢One,’ are no yém: Metaph. iii.
8, 998, b, 22; viii. 6, 1045, b, 5;
x. 2, 1083, b, 21; xi. 1, 1059, b,
27 sq. ; xii. 4,1070, b. 7; Eth. N.
ibid.; Anal. Post. ii. 7, 92, b, 14 ;
Top. iv. 1, 121, a, 16, c. 6,127,
a, 26 sqq. Cf. TRENDELENBURG,
loc. ¢it. 67 ; BoNITZ and SCHWEG-
LER on Metaph. iii. 8 (more
on p. 276 infra). Therefore the
principle ¢that eventually every-
thing is contained in a single
highest concept as in a common
genus,’ which STRUMPELL, Gesch.
d. theor. Phil. d. Gr. p. 193,
gives a8 an assertion of Aristotle,
is not really Aristotelian.

2 In Metaph. v. 6, 1016, b,
31, four kinds of Unity are dis-
tinguished (somewhat different
is the other fourfold enumera-

tion in Metaph. x. 1, in which
the unity of analogy does not
occur) : the unity of number, of
species, of genus, and of analogy.
Each of these unities includes in
it the subsequent unities (i.e.
that which in number is one is
also one in species, &c.) ; but not
vice versa. Hence the unity of
Analogy can occur even in those
things which belong to no
common genus (cf. Part. An. i.
5, 645, b, 26: T& utv yap ¥xovos
70 Kkowdy xar &varoylav, Td B¢
xard yévos, & 8¢ kar’ eldos). It
occurs in everything 3oa Exe: &s
&Aoo wpds ¥Aro. It consists in
identity of relation (isérns Aéywr),
and hence supposes at least four
members (Eth. N. v. 6, 1131, a,
31). Its formulais: &s rovro é»
TobTe ) wpds TobTo, TOY év TEde
xpds 768¢ (Metaph. ix. 6, 1048, b,
7; cf. Poet. 21, 1467, b, 16). It
is found not only in quantitative
identity, such as arithmetical
and geometrical (Eth. N. v. 7,
1181, b, 12, 1132, a, 1), but also
in qualitative identity, such as
similarity (Gen. et Corr. ii. 6,
333, a, 26 8qq.), or in identity of
operation (cf. Part. An. i. b, 645,
b, 9: 70 évdroyor Thv abrhy ¥xor
Svvapuy; ibid. i. 4, 644, b, 11;
ii. 6, 652, a, 3), and in fact in all
categories (Metapk. xiv. 6, 1098,
b, 18). Besides those in the
passages just mentioned, other

instances are given in De Part.
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why the sciences are not all one, is just because each
class of actual existences has its own peculiar sort of
knowledge which applies to it.! If it be true that
among the sciences we find one which is a science of
first principles—the ¢ First Philosophy ’—we must not
expect it to develop its subject-matter out of any single
principle of being. On the contrary, we shall find it
necessary, before proceeding to any further researches,
that we should inquire into all the most general points
of view from which the world of actual existence can
be considered, or, in other words, enumerate the highest
generic concepts themselves.

This it is with which the doctrine of the Categories
is concerned, and these form accordingly the true con-
necting link, in Aristotle’s philosophic system, between
Logic and Metaphysics.

Anim., Anal. Pri. i. 46, b1, b, 22,
and Rhet. iii. 6 fin. That which
cannot be deduced from any
other thing (the highest prin-
ciples), must be explained by ana-
logy,as, for example, the concepts
of Matter, of Form, &c.; cf. Me-
taph. ix. 6 (vid. sup. p. 269, n.1);
xii. 4, 1070, b, 16 8qq., and Phys.
i. 7,191,a,7. Thisisthe account
given by TRENDELENBURG in
his Hist. Beitr.i. 151 sqq. “Ana-
logy ’ is of special importance to
Aristotle in his study of Natural
History; see thereon infra, and
cf. MEYER, Arist. Thierkunde,
334 sqq.
! Anal. Post. i. 28 init.: pla
8 émorhun éatly 1) évds yévous . . .

VOL. L.

érépa ¥ emorhpn édotly érépas,
Sowv ai épxal uh1’ éx TGy adrav
ph0 Erepas éx v érépwy. Metaph.
iii. 2, 997, a, 21: wepl ody 7 adrd
Yévos T& ocuuBeBnrdra kad’ adrd
Tis abriis [émarhuns] dorl Oew-
pioas éx 1@y abrav Oofav. Ibid.
iv. 2, 1003, b, 19: &ravros 8¢
yévous kal alobnais ula évds xal
émorhpy.  Ibid. 1004, a, 3:
TooabTa uépn ¢ikocodlas éorly
8oaimwep al obolas ... Iwdpxes yop
€0BYs yévn Exovra 10 & kal TO Iv°
810 kad al émorijuar dxorovbhoovas
rovrois. The relation between
this and the concept of the First
Philosophy will be examined
infra.
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CHAPTER VI

INTRODUCTORY INQUIRIES TOUCHING ARISTOTLE’S
METAPHYSICS

1. The Categories®

ALL the objects of our thought fall, according to Ari-
stotle, under one or other of the following ten concepts:
Substance, Quantity, Quality, Relation, Where, When,
Situation, Possession, Action, Passion.?

These highest concepts—the Categories >—neither
mean to him merely subjective forms of thought, which
would be utterly foreign to his Realism, nor are they
merely concerned with logical relations. What they ex-

! TRENDELENBURG, Gesch.
d. Kategoricenlehre (Hist. Beitr.
i. 1846), pp. 1-195, 209-217;
BoNITZ on Aristotle’s Catego-
ries, Aristotel. Stud. vi. H. (first
published in the Sitzungsbe-
richt der Wiener Akad., Hist.-
philol. Kl. 1853, B. x. 691 sqq.);
PRANTL, Gesch. d. Log. i. 182
8qq., 90 sq.; SCHUPPE, Die
arist. Kategorieen. (Gymn. progr.
GQleiwitz, 1866) ; cf. BRENTANO'S
essay Von der mannigfachen

Bedeutung des Seienden mnach .

Ar,, published in 1862.

2 Categ. c. 2 init.: TGy Aeyo-
ubvov T plv  Kkatd  ouuwAokhy
Aéyeras, 1@ & Hvev oupuwAoxijs.

C. 4 init.: 74v xard undeular
gupmAokhy Aeyouévwr Exaarov frot
oboiav onualver ) woody # wodr
wpés Tt ) wob # wort # xeiobaud
Exew ) woieiv ) wdoxew. Top.i
9 init.: perd Tolvwy Tabra 3¢
Sioploaclas T& yéyn @y KaTYOpIEY,
év ols imdpxovow ai pnleiga: Tér-
Tapes [Bpos, ~yévos, Wiov. aupBebn-
kés). Eore 8¢ Tavra TO¥ Gpibudy
déxa, Ti do7i, woody, wol0v, wpbs Ty
wob, woté, Keiolai, Exew, wouel,
wdoxew.

® Aristotle uses various eI
pressions to designate them (cf.
TRENDELENBURG, loo. cif. at P-
6 8qq., and BONITZ, ut supra, st
P- 23 8qq., and in the Ird. Arist.
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press is rather the different forms of the Actual.! Not
-all forms of the Actual, however, are categories or divi-
sions of categories ; but only those which represent the
different formal points of view under which the Actual
may be treated. Therefore he does not reckon among-the

378, a, b sqq.). He calls them
7& yém (scilioet, Tov ¥vros, cf.
De An. i. 1, 402, a, 22), T ®paTa
Metaph. vii. 9, 1034, b, 7), also
Siatpéoeas (Top. iv. 1, 120, b, 36,
121, a, 6), and wrdoes (Metaph.
xiv. 2, 1089, a, 26, with which
cf. Eth. Eud. i. 8, 1217, b, 29), r&
xowd wpara (Anal. Post. ii. 13,
96, b, 20, and Metaph. vii. 9,
1034, b, 9); but most frequently
xarnyoplas, kaTnyophuara, yérn or
oxhpara Tév karyyopidy (Tis kaTn-
~yopfas).—BONITZ (with whom
LUTHE, Heitr. zur Logik, ii. 1
8qq. agrees) rightly explains the
last expression by simply trans-
lating karnyopla = ‘assertion’; and
consequently yév or oxfuara T.
kar. = ¢ the chief genera or funda-
mental forms of assertion,’ = ¢ the
various senses in which an object
can be spoken of’ The same
meaning is conveyed also by the
shorter xarnyoplat=*the various
modes of assertion,’ or xarnyopfa:
Tov dvros (Phys. iii. 1, 200, b, 28 ;
Metaph. iv. 28, 1024, b, 13, ix. 1,
1045, b, 28, xiv. 6,1093,b, 19, &c.);
the latter phrase implying that
every such assertion is concerned
with being.—-The meaning of
¢ predicate,” which karnyopla often
has in other places, and which
BRENTANO (loc. oit. 105 sq.) and
SCHUPPE give it here, does not
suit the Aristotelian categories,
for the latter designate the
different senses of the 7& kard
undeuiay  quuxAokhy  Aeydueva,

whereas the predicate, as such,
can only occur in the proposition.
Hence it is needless to ask the
question (over which SCHUPPE,
loe. cit. 21 sq., gives himself un-
necessary trouble) in what sense
¢ Substance,” which is notapredi-
cate-concept (vide infra, ch. vii.
init.), can belong to the scheme
of the categories. Any concept
becomes a predicate by being
asserted of something, and this
may occur even with concepts
expressing substance (cf. Metaph.
vii. 3, 1029, a, 23, 7a& uiv Yap
&AAa Tijs obolas karnyoperra: alry
8¢ 7iis ¥Ayns). For instance, in
the proposition, ‘this man is
Socrates,” Socrates is predicate.
From this logical function, which
a substance-concept may take on
in a proposition, it by no means
follows that such an idea, when
regarded out of this special rela-
tion and with reference solely
to the content of the idea itself,
is to be regarded as signifying
anything dependent, or in the na-
ture of a property or cuuBeBnrds.
—STRUMPELL is mistaken ,in
saying (Gesch. G theor. Phil.b. d.
Griechen, p. 211)that the catego-
ries treat of the various ways of
predicating or the distinctions to
bedrawn in the ways of combining
concepts, though in other respects
he correctly apprehends the
merely formal character of the
categories.

v Metaph. v. 7, 1017, a, 22

T 2
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categories either those concepts which are so universal
as to be predicable of things of the most different kinds,
and to have a different meaning according to the rela-
tion in which they are used (such as the concepts of
Being and of Unity!), or any of those more definite
expressions which concern the concrete condition of

xaf adrd 3¢ elvau Aéyerar Joawep
onualves & oxfpara Tis Kxary-
yoplas: doaxds ydp Aéyerar, Too-
avraxds 10 elvas onualver (cf.
FEth. N.i. 4,1096, a, 23). Hence
the categories are called xary-
yoplas Tov ¥rros (see preceding
note). That of which they re-
present the various meanings is
the b (Metaph. vi. 2 init. ix. 1,
1045, b, 32; De An. i. 5, 410, a,
13 : &re 8¢ woArax@s Aeyouévov Tob
8vros, onpalver yap 1O piv Téde T4,
&c.); cf. Ind. Arist. 378, a, 13
8qq.—Logical relations of con-
cepts, on the other hand (such as
8pos, ~yévos, T8iov, cuuBeBnkds), are
not expressed in separate cate-
gories, but run indifferently
through them all. In answer to
the question 7f éori; for instance,
you may get according to cir-
cumstances an obola, a woody, &c.:
see Top. i. 9.—As little are the
categories concerned with the
opposition of ‘true and false,
which has reference, not to the
nature of things, but to our rela-
tion to them (Metaph.vi. 4,1027,b,
29). Yet Aristotlesometimesdoes
make, after all, an ontological
application of the categories, as
when, for example, he deduces
the different kinds of change
from the circumstance that one
kind is concerned with things as
to their substance, another as to
their quality, a third as to quan-

tity, and a fourth as to place ; cf.
following note.

! These two concepts (which
katd wdvrwy pdhiora Aéyerar Tav
dvrwv, according to Metaph. iii
3,998, b, 22 sqq.; x. 2, 1053, b,
16 sqq. ; viii. 16, 1045, b, 6, cf.
supra, p. 272, n. 1), are no yéry,
but predicates which may be
applied to all that is possible.
That they cannot be geners,
Aristotle proves in Metaph. iii. 3,
by observing that ‘a genus can
never be predicated of the mark
which stands to it as a specific
difference, but that Being and
Unity must be predicable of
every mark which can be added
to thebvand the odoia.’—Both the
concepts are used in various
meanings. Metaph. v. 7, gives
JSour senses of ¢ Being,’ while ix.
10 (ct. xiv. 2, 1089, a, 26, where
the kard cvuBeBnrds Aeyduevor dr
is omitted) gives three, one of
these being that xard 78 oxfiuara
7@y karyyopudv, which suggests
that a different kind of Being cor-
responds to each category, and
therefore implies that ¢Being'’
cannot as such coincide with any
single category. The same is
true of ‘Unity’: 70 & & =arrl
Yéver éorl mis Plois, xal odferds
TobTd o abrd % Pdats, 1O & (=
‘ there is nothing whose essence
consists in Unity as such’), It
likewise occurs in all categories,
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any  object and its physical or ethical properties.!
Equally does he exclude from the number of categories
those general metaphysical conceptions which serve to
explain concrete peculiarities and processes, such as
the conceptions of the Actual and the Possible, of
Form and Matter, and of the four kinds of Cause.? The

but adds to the concept of the
object, of which it is predicated,
no new mark ; and Aristotle con-
cludes from this, 8r: 7adrd onualve:
wws 75 & xal 70 by (Metaph. x. 2,
1054, a, 9 8qq.), the 70 & kal 7>
by radrdy kal pla Pplois 7§ xoA-
ovfely &AAfAots . . . GAN obx s
&l Adyp dnrolueva (Metaph. iv.
2, 1003, b, 22), and that both
have the same extension (éwri-
orpépe, xi. 3, 1061, a, 15 sq., cf.
vii. 5, 1030, b, 10, c. 16, 1040,
b, 16). Upon ¢ Unity,’ cf. also
Metaph. x. 1 sqq. (where in par-
ticular ‘unity of measure’ is
treated of), and the references at
P- 272, n. 2 supra; and see also
HERTLING, De Arist. notione
unius, Berl. 1864. As to the by,
see particularly BRENTANO, Von
der mannigfachen Bedeutung des

! For this reason such a con-
cept as Movement (or Change)
is not put among the categories ;
it israther, according to Aristotle,
aphysical concept which, through
the different categories, receives
its further determination as sub-
stantial change, qualitative or
quantitative change, or move-
ment in space (Phys. v. 1 fin,,
c. 2 init., ibid. 226, a, 23, iii. 1,
200, b, 32; Gen. et Corr. i. 4, 319,
b, 31; De Celo, iv, 3, 810, a, 23;
Metaph. xii. 2, 1069, b, 9; more
about this infra). He allows
that, looked at in itself, it may

be put in the category of Action
and Passion (Zop. iv.1, 120, b,
26; Phys. v. 2, 225, b, 13, iii. 1,
201, a, 23; De An. iii. 2, 426, a,
2 ; TRENDELENBURG, Hist. Beitr.
i. 135 sqq.), and in this sense it is
even used in Metaph. viii. 4, 1029,
b, 22, to illustrate how the cate-
gories other than Substance have
a substratum, yet it does not
itself become a category. 8till
less would it be a category if we
were to accept the belief of the
later Peripatetics (which is not
established by Metaph. v. 13,
1020, a, 26 ; SIMPL. Categ. 78, 3,
§ 29 Bas.) that it belonged to
the category of the wocbdv, or as
others preferred (SIMPL. ibid. 35,
3, § 38) to the wpds 7e.—So also,
when Eudemus (Eth. Bud. 1217,
b, 26) gives Motion (in place of
Action and Passion) among the
categories, it is not Aristotelian.
Other Peripatetics, notably Theo-
phrastus, said more -correctly,
that it ‘runs through many cate-
gories’ (SIMPL, idid. 35, 8, § 38; -
Phys. 94, a).—In the same way
‘the Good’ is to be found in
various categories (Zth. M. i. 4,
1096, a. 19, 23).

2 None of these concepts is
reckoned among the categories
or comprised under any one of
them. On the contrary, when
Aristotle is considering the
various meanings of ¢Being, he
mentiong the distinction of dyw-
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purpose of ¢categories’ is not to describe things by their
actual qualities, nor yet to set forth the general con-
ceptions which are needful for this purpose. They are
confined to pointing out the different sides which may
be kept in view in any such description. In Aristotle’s
’ intention, they are meant to give us, not real con-
ceptions, but only the framework into which all real
conceptions are to be set, whether they are confined to
one- division of the framework or extend to several.!

duet and évreAexelq, with the dis- the former is ‘no real predicate.’
tinction of truth and falsity, as It seems, however, that precisely
matters to be superadded to the the opposite is the case. The
distinctions expressed by the categories are not themselves di-
categories (Metaph. v. 7, 1017, a, rectly taken as predicates, but
7, 22, 81, 3b, vi. 2 init., ix. 10 , only as designating the place of
init., c. 1, 1045, b, 32, xiv. 2,7 certain predicates in the scale;
1089, a, 26; De An. i. 1,402, a, 22, whereas the distinction of Possi-
cf. TRENDELENBURG, Gesch. der ble and Actual is based on real
Categorieenlehre, ut supra, p.1567 and definite facts, the contrast
sqq.; BONITZ, ut supra, p. 19 between the different conditions
8q.), but themselves running of development in individual
. through the various categories things, and the opposition in the
indifferently (Phys. iii. 1, 200, b, universe as a whole between the
26 ; Metaph. ix. 10 init.: 75 8 corporeal and the spiritual. The
xard Sbvauw kal éyépyeiay Tobrwr). one kind of distinction is only an
Aristotle does not tell us why abstract, metaphysical expression
they cannot be reckoned among of theother. But it is not possi-
the categories; but the reason bleentirely to agree with BoN1TZ
seems to be that indicated above, when he says on p. 18, 21, that
viz. that these ideas do not merely the categories ¢ are only meant to
relate, like those of substance, render possible a survey of what
quality, &c., to the formal cha- is contained in the empirical
racter and the formal differences data,’ and hence that ¢such con-
of that which falls under them, cepts are excluded as extend
but designate definite real rela- beyond the comprehension of
tions of actual being. empirical data, to any kind of

! Thus also BRANDIS, ii. b, explanation of them.’ For the
894 sqq. Onthe otherhand TREN- concept of Motion is given by
DELENBUR@, ibid. 162 sq. ex- experience just as much as that
plains the absence of ¢ Possibility of Action and Passion, and the
and Actuality’ from the cate- concept of Substance is as valu-
gories by saying that the latter able for ¢explaining the data’ as
are ‘ separated predicates,’ whilst that of form and matter, or of
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Of the completeness of this framework, Aristotle is
convinced,! but he nowhere tells us how he came to set

actuality and possibility.—Nor
does it seem possible to say with
BRENTANO (loc. ¢it.p. 82 sq. ), that
the categories are ‘real concepts,’
if by this we are to understand
such concepts as designate the
common object-matter of a series
of experiences, such as are the
concepts of weight, extension,
thought, &c. For those very
categories which are most fre-
quently and universallyapplied—
substance, quantity, quality, re-
. lation, action, and passion—
designate merely formalrelations,
and hence are adapted to cover
and apply to a content of the
most diverse character; and
though this is not so absolutely
true of others—such as wov, xore,
or xeigfar—that peculiarity only
proves that Aristotle was not able
strictly to carry out through
them all the point of view with
which he started his category-
scheme asa whole. BRENTANO
himself, at p. 131 sq., admits
that ¢ the distinction of the cate-
gories is not a real distinction.’

! PRANTL, Gesch.d. Log. i.204
sqq.,denies that Aristotleadopted
any absolutely fixed number of
categories ;. but it is clear, not
only from the enumerations given
at p. 274, n. 2 and p. 282, n. 3,
but also from many other expres-
sions, that he did. Thuswe have
in Soph. El. c. 22, imit.: émeimep
Exouey 78 yém Tav KaTnyopIOY—
namely, the ten enumerated in
Top. i. 9, to which at c. 4, 166, b,
14, after mentioning 71 (7abdrd),
wody, woady, wowiv, wdaxov, dia-
xeluevor (really only a kind of
wow, the Sidfeots: see Catey. c.

8, 10, a, 85 sqq. Metaph. v. 20),
he refers back with the words:
xal T38\Aa ¥ &s dufpprar mpdrepov.
De An. i. 1, 402, a, 24: wérepov
768€ Tt kal obala A wody ) woody 9
kafl Tis ¥AA TGy Suipedetoiv
karnyopidy. Ibid. c. 5, 410, a, 14:
onualver ydp Td pév Téde 11 TO B¢
wogdy §) wodv A xal Tiva EAANY TGV
Siupebeioy  karnyopiv. Anal.
Pri. i. 37: 70 & Imdpxew Téde
T8¢ . . . Togavrax®s Anwréoy
doaxds al xarnyoplar Sufpnvras.
Metaph.xii. 1,1069, a, 20 : xparov
# obola, elra 1O wowdy, elra T
woodv; vi. 2, 1026, a, 36: T&
oxfhpara Tis karnyoplas, ofov 7d
puty 7Y, 70 8¢ wordy, 7d 8¢ woady, Td
8¢ wob, TO B¢ wore, kal € 1 ¥ANo
anualves Tdv Tpbwov TovToy; Vii. 4,
1030, a, 18: xal ydp 70 7 éorew
&va ptv Tpbwov anuaiver THv obolay
xal 70 Td8e Ti, &AAoy B¢ ExaoTov
T@y KaTyopovpévwy, woody, woidy
kal §oa #AAa ToavTa ; xii. 4, 1070,
a, 33: it is a question of, wérepoy
érepar 3 al abral &pxal oroixeia
T&v obo1dY Kal TdY wpds Ti, kal Kal
éxdorny 3¢ Tdv Karnyopidv duolws.
Likewise in Metaph. vii. 9, 1034,
b, 9, xiv. 2, 1089, a, 7; Phys. iii.
1, 209, b, 26, after mentioning
some of the categories, he refers
to the rest with a mere ‘ai
¥AAa: kaTnyoplas,’ as to something
well known, and in Anal. Post.
i. 22, 83,b,12, a, 21, the impossi-
bility of an infinitely extended
argument is proved by the asser-
tion that the number of categories
is limited to those there named.
The completeness of Aristotle’s
list of categories is also sup-
posed by the proof referred to
at the end of p. 276, n. 2, that



ARISTOTLE

out these ca'tegories and no others;' and alhong the
categaries themselves there is so little indication of
any fixed principles for their evolution ? that we are

there are only three kinds of
motion (in the narrower sense),
qualitative, quantitative, and
local (PAys. v. 1 sq.), inasmuch
as that theorem is proved by the
process of exclusion. ¢Motion,’
Aristotle argues, ¢ does not occur
in the categories of substance,
&c. : therefore only those three
categories remain.’

! Even in the lost writings no
such demonstration seems to
bave occurred; otherwise the
early commentators would have
appealed to it. Whereas, on the
contrary, SIMPL. Schol. in Ar.
79, a, 44,8ays: SAws oddauod wepl
Tiis 7diews T&v yevdv obdeulay
alriav 8 *ApioToTéAns dxedfvaro.

2 To TRENDELENBURG (in his
dissertation De Arist. Categoriis
[Berl. 1833] and the Elementa
Logices Aristotelice, p. 54) be-

longs the credit of having first ,

endeavoured to find one. But
even his repeated explanation in
Hist. Beitr. i. 23 8qq., 194 sq. has
not persuaded us that he has
really succeeded in doing so. It
seems rather that the objections
which RITTER, iii. 80, and still
more exhaustively BONITZ, loc.
oit. 35 sqq., have brought against
his opinion, are well justified.
TRENDELENBURG (and after him
BIESE, Phil. d. Arist.i. b4 sq.)
believes that in setting out these
ten genera Aristotle was proxi-
mately influenced by gramma-
tical distinctions. He suggests
that obofa corresponds to the
substantive, wocdy and wodv to
the adjective; with =pds 71 cor-
respond such forms of expres-

sion as those referred to in

. €. T; wot and woti are re-
presented by the adverbs of place
and time; the last four cate-
gories are to be looked for in the
verb, for woteiy and wdoxew trans-
late into a general conoept the
force of the active and passive
voices, as keigfa: renders one side
of the intransitive, and ¥xetr the
special force of the Greek per-
fect.—But, in the first place, as
BoONITZ, p. 41 sqq., fully proves,
Aristotle himself nowhere gives
any indication of his having
arrived at his categories in this
way. On the contrary, he does
not distinguish the parts of
speech on any such method as
that which Trendelenburg’s
theory of the categories would
presuppose, for he nowhere ex-
pressly distinguishes the adverbs,
he treats the adjective (as piua)
along with the verb, and in fact
the only ¢ parts of speech’ which
he names (apart from the article
and conjunction) are the droua
and the pfiua. Tt is therefore
not probable that grammatical
forms to which, as ¢parts of
speech’ he paid no attention,
should nevertheless have guided
him in distinguishing the classes
of concepts. And, again, the
two series do not in fact corre-
spond to any such extent as we
should have expected if Trende-
lenburg’s  supposition were
correct.  For ‘quantity’ and
¢quality ' may just as well be ex-
pressed by substantives (e.g. Aev-
xérys, Oepudrys, &c., Categ.c. 8,
9, a, 29) or verbs (AeAelxwras,
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reduced to supposing that he obtained them empirically,
by patting together the main points of view from which
the data of experience can be practically treated. It is
true that a certain logical progress is to be found

among them. We begin
Thing. Next in order to

&c.) as by adjectives; ‘action
and passion’ as well by substan-
tives (wpakis, wxdbos, &c.) as by
verbs; ¢ time’ not only by adverbs
but also by adjectives (x0:(ds,
Sevrepaios, &c.) ; very many sub-
stantives designate no substance
(Categ. c. B, 4,a, 14, 21); and
for ‘relation’ a corresponding
grammatical form cannot be
found.—BRENTANO, loc. cit. p.
148 sqq., also seeks to defend the
Aristotelian categories against
the charge of having no scientific
derivation and suggests another
scheme. He believes that in
arranging them Aristotle first dis-
tinguished ‘substance’ from
¢accidents,” and, among the
latter, distingnished the absolute
from the relative; and that he
went on to divide the former
into (1) inAerences (material =
=xoody, and formal = woudy); (2)
affections (woieiv and wdoxew, to
which, at one time, Aristotleadded
Exew) ; (3) external ciroumstances
(wob and word, and, for a time,
xeicdat). The question is not,
however, whether it is possidle to
bring the ten categories into
some logical scheme (for that
oould be done with any series,
unless it were merely put to-
gether at haphazard), but whe-
ther Aristotle arrived at them by
means of a logical deduction.

And against any such supposition

with the Substantial—the
this, he deals with Quali--

there are two facts: first, that
Aristotle in speaking of the cate-
gories, never indicates such a
deduction, and next, that mone
can be found into which they
naturally fit. Kven in Bren-
tano’s ingenious scheme, this is
not the case. If the ten cate-
gories had come about in the
way he suggests, they would
have been enumerated by Ari-
stotle in a corresponding order.
Instead of that, the w=pés 7,
which, according to Brentano,
should come last, stands in the
middle in every enumeration (see
p-274, n.1 and p.282, n.3),andits
regular place (the only exception
being Phys. v. 1) is immediately
after the ¢inkerences” After
it, again, the ¢ affections’ do not
follow (as they should according
to Brentano’s order), but the
¢ ewternal oiroumstances’ Nor is
the distinction of inkerences and
affeotions itself Aristotelian.—So
far as a logical disposition of the
categories ex» post facto is con-
cerned, ZELLER gives on p. 288
infra, that which he prefers,
although he does not believe that
Aristotle arrived at his list of
categories by any method in
which he had in his mind before-
hand either that or any other
logical scheme into which they
were to fit,
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, ties: first (in the mocov and mrocov), those qualities '.
which belong to a thing in itself, and then (in the mpos
7t), these which belong to a thing in its relation to
other things. From these he passes to the external
conditions of sensible existence—Space and Time.
And he ends the list with the concepts which express
changes and the conditions thereby produced. This
cannot be called a deduction in the strict sense ; for that,
according to Aristotelian principles, was not possible
in the case of the highest general conceptions at all.!
In fact, the order of the categories is not always
the same,? It even seems that ten is somewhat ar-
bitrarily fixed as their number. Aristotle himself so
far recognises this, that in his later writings he passes
over the categories of Possession and Situation, in
places where he apparently intends to give a complete
enumeration.? It is possible that it may have been the
example of the Pythagoreans, and the predilection

! Vide supra, pp. 246 and 272.

2 Examples will be found in
what follows, and also at p. 279,
n.1. The most striking thing
with regard to this is that in
Cat. c. 7, contrary to the other-
wise constant rule, and even to
the order given in c. 4, mpds T«
precedes waudy. No satisfactory
reason can be found for this, but
it would be rash to conclude any-
thing from it against the genuine-
ness of the work, since a later
writer would probably be less
likely to permit a divergence
from the order given than would
Aristotle himself, for whom it
was not firmly established.

3 Anal. Post.i. 22, 83, 8, 21:
Gored) &v 7§ 7l dariv [kaTyopeitar]

h 871 wordy ) woody ﬂ wps 71 § wor-
ovy %) wdoxov §) wov § wore, §rav &
kaf’ évbs xa-rn'yop'nen T bul b,15:
TaYéyn TV KATYYOPIGY ﬂvr(pman .
» rop wody # woady & ﬂ'pds T d
wowiy ) wdoxov %) wob 3 woré (the
obola to which the latter are op-
posed as cuuBeBnxéra has been
already mentioned). Phys.v.1
Jfin.: €l odv al xar pyoplas Styfp'nrral
ofm'(q xal rouf-nrn kal T¢ wov xal
7§ ®oT¢ Kal T@ wpbs Tt kal 7§ wooH
xal 'ri woicty ) wdoxew, avdyxn
Tpels elvar kwfoas (cf. p.279,n. 1
Jin.). Metaph.v. 8,1017, a, 24:
T&Y KaTyopovpévay TA pév { doms
onpalver, Td 3¢ wody, Td 3¢ woody,
7a 8¢ wpds 71, Td 8¢ wod 1& 3¢ woré,

4 8ee ZELL. Ph. d. Gr.pt. 1,
325.

B
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for a decimal system inherited from them by the
Platonists,! which made it at first seem to Aristotle
natural that he should find a round number of cate-
gories. But we cannot well suppose any further con-
nection between his doctrine and the Pythagorean ;?
nor is the conjecture® much more probable, that he
borrowed his categories from the school of Plato.# It is
true that almost all of them appear in Plato’s writ-
ings; % but we cannot attribute any great weight to this
coincidence, for the reason that in Plato they are merely
used as occasion arises, without any attempt to arrive
at a full enumeration of all the categories in one scheme.

Among the categories themselves, much the most

! ZELLER, ibid. p. 857 sqq.

2 As PETERSEN supposed in
Philos. Chrysipp. Fundamenta,

12

p- 12.
3 RosE, Arist. Libr. Ord. 238

q.

*In the first place, there is
no trace whatever of the ten
categories among the Platonists ;
and it is not likely that informa-
tion about so notable a point
would neither have been trans-
mitted through their writings nor
through Chrysippus and other
scholars of the Alexandrian pe-
riod to the later Peripatetics,
and through them to us. And
again, the theory of the catego-
ries is 80 closely connected with
the other opinions of Aristotle

that it is not likely to have-

sprung up on other ground.
Take, for example, merely the
fundamental statements as to
the obo’a and its relation to pro-
perties, on which the whole
division of the -categories in
Aristotle is based. These are

certainly not Platonic; in fact it
is one chief point of dispute be-
tween Aristotle and his master
that the latter conceded to ideas
of quality the position of sub-
stances and made the wowy an
obola. —We might rather suppose
(as UEBERWEG doesin his Logik,
§ 47, atp.100) that Aristotle was
led to his theory of Categories
in his recoil against the theory
of Ideas, and, in particular, by
the reflection that the Ideas only
represented things under the
form of substantiality, whereas
things in the actual world ex-
hibit many different forms of ex-
istence. But as this explanation
itself presupposes the distinction
of substance from properties, &c.,
too much importance must not
be attached to the theory.

5 See TRENDELENBURG, Hist,
Beitr. i. 206 sqq.; BONITZ, ut
supra, p. 56. PRANTL, Gesoh. d.
Log. i. 73 sqq., and ZELLER, Ph.
d. @r. pt. i. p. 589.
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important is that of Substance, which may here be fitly
treated at once in detail. Substance, in the strict sense,
is individual Substance. That which can be set out in
parts is a Quantum.! If these parts are divided, then
the Quantum is a discrete Quantum, a multitude; if
they are interdependent, then it is a constant Quantum,
a quantity ;* if they are in a definite position (féa:s),
the quantity is extensive ; if they are only in an order
(rdfis) without position, then it is non-extensive.?
The undivided, or the unity by means- of which quantity
is distinguished, is the measure of it. This is the dis-
tinguishing mark of quantity, that it is measurable and

has a measure.*

! Metaph. v. 13 init.: woody
AéyeTaiTd Suauperdy eis eyuwdpxorra,
&v éxdrepov ) ExacTor & T xal
163¢ 71 wépukev elvar. The éyvx-
dpxovra, however, are, the consti-
tuent parts as distingunished from
the logical elements of the con-
cept. Thus, e.g., in Metaph. iii. 1,

995, b, 27, ¢, 3init. he inquires’

whether the yévm or the évuwdp-
xovra are the highest principles;
ibid. viii. 17 fin. the groixeioy
is defined as that eis % diaipeirar
[se. 7] évumdpxor [Acc.] s SAqy.
Similarly in viii. 2, 1043, a, 19, cf.
Gen. An. 1.21,729,b. 3 : &s évvxdp-
xov kal pbpioy by ebBus Tot ywopévov
adparos pryvipevoy Tj SAp. Ibid.
c. 18, 724, a, 24: 8oa &s & TAns
ylyveafas & yiyvépeva Aéyouev, &
Twos évuxdpxovros . doriy.
Cat.c. 2,1, a, 24, ¢, B, 3, a, 32,
&c. (Ind. Arist. 257, a, 39 sqq.)
The =oody i8 consequently that
which is made up of parts, like a
body, and not of logical elements,
like a concept. But since num-

As Quantitas belongs to a divisible

ber and time are also wood, we
must not suppose that these
¢ parts’ are merely material ones

and in Metaph.v. 13, the 1éd¢ 11
must be understood not of indi-
vidual substance, but in a wider
sense, as signifying anything
numerically distinct (&pifug &).

2 Metaph. v. 13 (where also
xoody xkad’ adrd and xard ovuBelfn-
kds is spoken of). C(at. 6 init.
TRENDELENBURG, ibid. p. 82,
treats further of discrete and
continuous quantities, with spe-
cial reference to Cat. 6, Phys. v.
3, 227, a, 10 sqq. and Metaph.
loo. cit.

2 Cat. c. 6 init., ibid. b, a, 15
8qq. Aristotle does not here ex-
press the opposition of that
which hasand that which has not
extension in any general form,
but merely by means of examples
(of the former—line, surface,
body; of the latter—time, num-
ber, word).

. * Metaph. x. 1, 1052, b, 15

el
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and substantial whole, so Qualitas expresses the differ-
ences whereby the conceptual whole is divided; for
under Qualitas,in the stricter sense of the word,! Ari-
stotle understands nothing else but the distinguishing
mark, or further determination wherein a given Uni-
versal particularises itself. As the two chief divisions
of qualities, he notes those which express an essential
distinction, and those which express a movement or

activity.?

Elsewhere he names four determinations of

quality as the most important,® but these again fall

sqq.; Cat. c. 6, 4, b, 32. This
follows immediately from the
above definition of woodv: that
which can be divided into parts
can also be built up of parts and
be measured by them.—Further
marks of woodv (Cat. c. 6, B, b,
11 sqq.) are that nothing is op-
posed to it, and that it is what it
is and neither more nor less, and
that the concept of equality and
inequality belongs peculiarly to
it.

! The generic concepts (edre-
pas obolai) are sometimes also
called woidv, or more correctly
wowd obgla (Cat. c. 5, 3, b, 13 ; cf.
Metaph. vii. 1, 1039, a, 1); and
sometimes the ouuBeBnkéra are
comprised under the same term
(4nal. Post. i. 22, 83, a, 36).

2 In Cat. c. 8 the concept of
woibrys is not explained except
by reference partly to forms of
speech and partly to examples.
In Metaph. v. 14, 1020, b, 13,
however, there is an enumeration
of its different meanings thus:
oxeddy &% kard 8% Tpéwovs Aéyoir’
v 10 wowdy, Kai TobTwyv Eva TO¥
xvpibraroy © xpdrn uiv ydp wobrys
% 7is obolas diapopd . . . T& 5

xdfn Tdy kwoupdvay i xwolpeva.
xal al &y kwfcewy diagopal. To
the first class belong, among
other things, the qualitative dis-
tinctions of numbers; to the
second, &perh and xaxla. With re-
gard to the diagopd see supra, p.
215, n. 1. Therefore Quality ex-
presses a determination of form,
for that is true of the diuagopa;
Metaph. viii. 3, 1043, a, 19 : ¥oixe
Yop & piv 81d Tav Siapopdy Adyos
Tovu €fdovs kal Tijs évepyelas elvai, &
& & Tdv évumapxdvrwy Tiis UAns
RGAAOY,

v 3Cat. c. 8. The four 3y
moibrnros (besides which, we are
told, 10, a, 25, others might
occur) are the following : (1) ks
and diudleots, which are distin-
guished inasmuch as é%s expresses
a lasting state, while Sudfesis is
used sometimes for every state
whatsoever, and sometimes for a
transitory one (cf. Metaph. v. 19,
20; BONITZ and SCHWEGLER
on this passage ; TRENDELEN-
BURG, Hist. Beitr. i. 96 sqq.
WAITzZ, Arist. Org. i. 303 sqq.)
Instances of &s are émoriuat
and éperal; of mere Jdudfeats,
health and sickness. (2) “Ocs
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under the same heads.!

ARISTOTLE

He treats as the peculiar

mark of Qualitas, the opposition of the like and the

unlike.?

But in dividing off this category from others
Aristotle finds himself in difficulties.?

To the category

of Relativity * belongs that of which the peculiar essence
consists in a definite relation to something else ;®and in
this sense Relativity is the category which ¢ expresses

xatd Stvapy puowhy 9 &duvaulay
Aéyeras (a class which, however,
cannot be strictly distinguished
from the & eis and dwxbéoess; see
TRENDELENBURG, ibid. 98 sqq.
More about the dvvauts later).
(3) The passivequalities, vadqrucal
woibryres, also called wdfos in
the meaning of woubrns ka6’ v
&AAowoiola: évdéxerar (Metaph.v.
21), and distinguished from the
xd6éy (which fall under the cate-
gory of wdoxew), by theirduration.
Aristotle,however,understands by
them not only the qualities which
are produced by a wdfos (such as
white and black colour) but also
those which produce a =dfos or
an &AAofwois on our senses: cf.
De An. ii. b init. (4) Figure
(oxiipa xal poppth).

! For the first two and a part
of the third express ‘activities
and movements’; the rest, ‘essen-
tial properties.’

2 Cat. c. 8, 11, a, 15; on the
other hand (ibid. 10, b, 12, 26),
the évavriérns and the parior xal
#rrov (=“ditferenceof degree’)do
not belong to all quantities. The
notion of Similarity, cf. Top.i.17 ;
Metaph. v. 9, 1018, a, 15, x. 3,
1054, a, 3, and infra, p. 287,n. 2.

3 For, on the one hand, the re-
mark in Cat. c. 8, 10, a, 16, that
the concepts of rarity and dense-
ness, roughness and smoothness,
designate no quality, but a situ-

ation of the bodily parts (i.e.a
xetodar), would (as TRENDELEN-
BURG rightly perceives, Hist.
Beitr. i. 101 sq.) equally apply
to many other things which Ari-
stotle includes under Quality;
whilst, on the other hand, the
impossibility of a constant defi-
nition of the categories is seen
from the fact that a generic
concept (e.g. émorhun) may
belong to the wpés i, when a
corresponding specific concept
(ypauparich) belongs to the wowdr
(Cat. c. 8, 11, a, 20; Top.iv. 124,
b, 18 ; whereas mMataph v. 15,
1021 b, 3, iatpuch is counted
under -rpds 71, that it may follow
its generic concept, émorhun).

4 That the category of Rela-
tivity, in Cat. c. 7, precedes
that of Quality (vide supra) is
contrary to the natural relation
of both, as is clear, not ouly in
all other enumerations and in the
express explanation in M .
xiv. 1, 1088, a, 22, but indirectly
also (in Cat. c. 7 itself) from the
fact that the 3uowov and Yoor
(qualitative and quantitative
equality) is in 6, b, 21 counted
as wpés 7u; cf. Top.i. 17; TREN-
DELENBURG, tbid. p. 117.

8 Thus Cat. c. 7, 8, a, 31:
Eori Ta wpds Teols T elvas TabTdy
éote ¢ wpbs Tl wws Exew: where
the earlier verbal explanations
are expressly declared (at the
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the least reality.’! Aristotle distinguishes three kinds
of Relativity, which are again reduced to two.? In
this, however, he is not consistent throughout,* nor has
he been able to find any sure marks of this category,’
or to avoid confusing it in many ways with others.®

beginning of the chapter) to be
insufficient. Cf. Top. vi. 4, 142,
a, 26, c. 8,146, b, 3.

' Metaph. ut supra: td 8t
wpés 1t wdvrwy [for which ALEX.
read wacdv] fxiora ¢baois Tis 4
obola T@v Karwyopidy dori, Kal
dorépa Tob woiol kal wogod, &o.; b,

_2: 7d 8¢ wpbs 71 obre Suvdpet obola
olfre dvepyelg. Eth. N.i. 4; 1096,
a, 21: wapapudds yap Tovr’ Eoixe
xal cupBeBnrdri Tod Yyros.

2 Metaph. v. 15: the =pés 7
appears in the following forms :
(1) ka0’ &pibudy xal &pifuot wdon
(and in-other related forms); to
this head belong the Yoor, 3uotov,
rabrdy in so far as these are con-
cerned with relations to a given
unity: ralre ptv ydp v ula
obola, Spoia & &v ) wobrys pla, loa
3¢ &v 7d woody & (the latter also
in @en. et Corr. ii. 6, 333, a,29);
(2) xard Odlvauy womruchy Kal
wabyruchy, like the OepuarTucdy
and the Oepuarrdv; (3) in the
sense which comprises such ex-
pressions as perpnrdv, émioTnTdy,
Siavonrdv, The first two Kkinds
come also in Phys. iii. 1,200, b, 28.

3 Metaph. ibid. 1021, a, 26:
In the first two of the cases
adduced the =pds 7t is called 7¢
dwep dotly EAAov Aéyeglar adrd O
éorly (double is Huioeos Siwrdaior,
that which warms 6Oepuarrod
Oeppavricdr). In the third case
it is 7¢ ¥AAo wpds adrd Aéyeslai
(what can be measured or thought
has its proper essence indepen-

dently from the faot that it is
measured or thought, and only
becomes a relativein so faras that
which measures and thinks enters
into relation with it). The like
also in Metaph. x. 6, 1056, b, 34,
1087, a, 7.

* Another division is found
in Ib{ vi. 4, 128, a, 33 sqq.

5 The various peculiarities of
the Relative which are mentioned
in Cat. c. 7 are all found, as is
there remarked, only in a part of
that class : e.g. the é&vavribrys
(6, b, 15, cf. Metaph. x. 6, 1056,
b, 35, c. 7, 1067, a, 87, and also
TRENDELENBURG, 123 8qq.), the
paAAoy kal frrov, the property of
correlatives to be simultaneous
(Cat. 7,b, 15), which is not found
in the relative of the second
class (the émioernrdv, &c.,seenote 3,
supra). Butitis a universal mark
of every relative, to have a cor-
responding correlative (& wpds
dvriorpépovra Aéyeobai, Cat. 6, b,
27 sqq.), which, in the main,
tallies with the statement made
at first (c. 7 init.) and afterwards
repeated (8, a, 33), that the xpds
718 Joa avra Ewep éorly érépwy
elvas Aéyerar §) dxwooiy EAAws mpds
érepoy, the latter statement dif-
fering merely by being less exact.
Individual substances (wpdras
obolat) cannot be relative; but
generic concepts (Sedrepas obolar)
may be. Cat. 8, a, 13 sqq.

¢ Thus in Cat. c. 7, 6, b, 2,
the &kus, dudbeois, alobnos, éwi-
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The remaining categories are dealt with so briefly in
the treatise on the Cafegoriss—and, indeed, wherever
Aristotle mentions them—that an extended account of
them cannot be given here.!

The essential meaning of the theory of the cate-
gories lies in the fact that it indicates to mus how to
distinguish the different meanings of concepts and the
different corresponding relations of the actual. Thus,
in the first place, the original and unchangeable essence
or substance of each thing is distinguished from all that
is derivative.? Among things which are derivative, a
division is again made between the qualities, the activi~
ties, and the external circumstances. Of the qualities,
one class belong to things in themselves, and in this
case they express sometimes a quantitative and sometimes
a qualitative determination—that is to say, they
have relation either to the substratum or to the form ;3

orhun, 8éois are referred to =pés
7, of which, however, the first
four belong also to Quality, the
last to Position; woeiyr and
wdoxew, according to Metaph. v.
15, 1020, b, 28, 1021, a, 21, are
relative concepts ; the parts of
a whole (xddAior, kepard, &c.)
are also said to be relative (Ca?.
c. 7, 6, b, 36 sqq., cf., however,
8, a, 24 sqq.). Also Matter ( Phys.
ii. 2,194, b, 8); and if so, why not
Form as well ?

! In the abrupt ending of the
genuine Categories, c. 9 (as to
which, see the latter part of n. 1
to p. 64, supra) it is merely said of
the category of moieiv and xdoxew,
that it is susceptible of opposition
and of More and Less. As to
the other categories, there is
nothing but a reference to what

has gone before. Gen. et Corr.i.
7, treats Action and Passion more
at length, but that passage deals
with the physical meaning of these
terms, and we shall have to men-
tion it later on. “Efis is discussed
etymologically in Metaph. v. 15,
and in Cat.c.16 (in the Postpre-
dicamenta).

2 Cf. note 4 on next page.

3 As TRENDKLENBURG, p. 103,
rightly remarks, the ‘Quale is re-
lated to the Form, the Quantum
to the Matter; vide supra, 284,
n. 1 and 4, p. 285, n. 2, cf. p. 219,
n. 2. Thus similarity also, which,
according to Aristotle, consists
in qualitative equality (see p.
286, n. 3, 287, n. 2), is de-
fined, in another place, as
equality of Form (Metaph. x. 8,
1054, b, 3: Buoia 8¢ dav uh Taird
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another class belong to things only in relation to other
things—that is to say, they are relative.! With regard
to activities, the most far-reaching opposition is that of
Action and Passion; on the other hand, the categories
of Possession and Situation, as has been already re-
marked,? have oaly a precarious rank, and are afterwards
dropped by Aristotle himself sub silentio. Finally, as
regards external circumstances, these are taken on the
one hand in terms of Space, and on the other in terms
of Time, in the categories of the Where and the When.
In strictness, however, both of these ought to have been
ranged under the Category of Relation ; and perhaps it
was this kinship which led Aristotle to place them as a
rule next in order after that category.® All the cate-
gories, however, lead back to Substance as their base.*

gnAds Byra . . . . katd TO eldos
Tabre ), in Metaph. iv. 5, 1010,
a, 23 sqq. moodv and mowdy are
transpused with woodv and eidos,
and in Metaph. xi. 6, 1063, a, 27,
wowdy is taken as ¢iais dpiouévn,
woodyv (like Matter, vide infra)
as &dpioros.

! All concepts of relation re-
fer to something which is con-
ditioned ; substances are not mpds
TL: vide supra.

2 Vide supra, p. 282.

3 That this is not without ex-
ception is clear from p. 282, n. 3.

4 Anal. Post.i. 22,83, b, 11:
wdvra Y&p Tavra [mowdw, &c.]
ovuBéBnre kal kard TRV obaIGY
karnyopeitar (about ouuBeBnkrds
in this mearing see p. 275 sqq.).
Similarly 1. 19, ibid. a, 25; c. 4,
73. b, 5. Phys. i. 1, 185, a, 31:
ovbey yap TEv YAAwY xwpiaTdy éaTL

VOL. L.

wapd Thy ovolay ' wdvra vyap Kabd
vmokepévov Tiis obolas Aéyerar
(but what is asserted ka0’ Smwoxel-
pévov is a oguuPeBnids in the fur-
ther sense: Anal. Post.i. 4, 73,
b, 8; Metaph.v. 30 firn. &c); c.
7, 190, a, 34: kal ydp woodv kal
wotdy kal wpds ETepov kal woré kal wob
yiverar bOmokeypévov Twds Six Td
uévny Ty obaiay unBevds kar’ &EAAov
Aéyesfar Omokeiuévov T& § dAAa
wdyra katd THs ovolas; iii. 4, 203,
b, 32. Metaph. vii. 1,1028, a, 13,
ibid. 1. 32: wdvrwv % odala wpiTov
kal Abyy ral yvdae: kal xpbve (cf.
the whole chapter); c. 4, 1029, b,
23,c¢.13, 1038, b, 27, ix. 1 init. xi.
1, 1069, a, 29, xiv. 1, 1088, b, 4:
Jorepov yap [1iis obelas] mioal ai
karnyoplar. Gea. et Corr. i. 3,
317, b, 8. Hence in all the enume-
rations odofa goes first. Cf. also
infra, ch. vii. tnit.

*y
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An inquiry, therefore, into Substance,or Being as such,
must be the starting-point in the investigation of the
Actual.

2. The First Philosophy as the Science of Being.

As Science in general has for its task the investiga-
tion of the grounds of things,' so the highest Science
must be that which refers to the last and most universal
of the grounds of things. For this gives us the most
comprehensive knowledge, everything else being com-
prehended undér the most universal. It gives us the
knowledge which is most difficult to attain, as the most
universal principles are the furthest removed from
sense experience. It gives -us the surest knowledge,
since it has to do with the most simple concepts and
principles. It gives us the most instructive knowledge,
because it points out the highest grounds, and "all
instruction is a setting forth of the grounds of things.
It gives us that knowledge which is most truly an end
to itself, in that it is concerned with the highest object
of knowledge. It gives us that which dominates all
other knowledge, for it establishes that end to which
all knowledge serves.? But any knowledge which is to

|

! Vide supra, p. 163 sqq. For
this we may especially cite
Metaph. i. 1, where, with refer-
ence to prevailing views as to
wisdom, it is shown (981, b, 30)
that 8 utv &uwepos T@v éwoiavoiy
éxbvraw alobnow elvai Sokel copd-
Tepos, & 8¢ TexviTns Tav éuwelpwy,
xeporéxvov d¢ &pxiréxtwy, ai 3¢
OcwpnTikal TEY WoTIKDY MGAAOY.
Hence: 871 utv obv % gopla wepl
Twas airias kal &pxds éoTww émi-
othun, Sioy.

2 Metaph. i. 2,where the above
is thus summed up (982, b, 7): &
andvrwy oby Tav elpnuévoy éxt iy
adThy émorhuny wlwre 75 (nrob-
pevoy Bvoua [gopla]* dei yap Tadrny
Tav RpdTwy bpx@v K2l aiTidv elya
Oewpnruchy. Cf. iii. 2, 996, b, 8
sqq. Kth. N.vi.7. Metaph.vi.1,
1026, a, 21: Th Tyuwrdryy
[éxiorfiuny] Bet mepl- 7& Tepidraror
Yévos elvar. ai pév oby Oewpyrinal
Tdv 8AAwy émioTnudy alperdrepal,
adrn 8¢ &y OewpnTinav.

- el
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set forth the ultimate grounds of things must clearly
include all actuality, for these ultimate grounds are
simply those which explain Being as such.! Other
sciences, such as Physics and Mathematics, may limit
themselves to a particular sphere, the conception of
which they take no further. The science of the ultimate -
grounds of things must go through the whole world of
things, and must take them back, not to finite principles,
but to their eternal causes, and, in the last resort, to
that which is unmoved and incorporeal, from which
proceeds all movement and formation in th> corporeal
world.2 This science is the First Philosophy, which

! Metaph. iv. 1: &orw ém-
oriun Tis §) BewpeT 73 by fi v ral T&
Tobry Imdpxovra ka6 abTé. alrn ¥’
oty obdepid Tav & péper Aeyo-
pévwviadtd: oddeutaydp Tdv BAAwy
emonoxel ki05hov wepl Tob ByTos
71 bv, GAAG pepas av . ob T dmoTens-
pevar wepl TovuToy Oexpobat TO
oupBeBnids . . . éxwel B¢ Tas apxds
kal Tas akpordras aitfas (nrovuev,
S7iAov &s ¢loeds Tivos abras
avaykaiov elvat ka® abthy. . . . Bid
kal Auiv Tod dvros § by Tas mpdras
aitlas Apxréov. Cf. note 2 and
supra, ch. iv. passim,

* See the previous note, and
sce also Metaph. vi. 1:  al dpxal
kal & ofria (nrefrar Ty Svrwy,
37iAoy 8¢ 871 §f dvra. Every science
has to do wi h certain principles
and causes. &AAY wdcas abrat
[iarpuch, padnparuch, &c.] wepl &
71 kal yevos Tt meprypayduevar wepl
Tobrov Wpayuarevovtar, GAA’ obxl
wepl Svros &xAds obd 5 dv, 0dde Tov
i éatv ov0éva Aéyov woloUrTal”
&AM’ & Tobrov al piv aicOfce
worficacar abro 5oy, ai & érdﬂemf

astd dwdpxovra 1§ yévei wepl § elaw
arodewviovay A Gvaykaibrepov #
paraxdrepos. . . . dpofws B¢ odd’
el Lot ) ph doTi TO yévos wepl b
wpayparebovras obdty Aéyova: 51&
70 Tis adTis elvar Siavolas 16 Te T{
éort 8fAov motely kal €l Errw.  So
it is with Physics and Mathe-
matics, the former being con-
cerned with that which is moved
and in which the Form is not
separated from the Matter, the
latter being at the best concerned
with that which is abstracted
from Matter and Movement, but
which does not exist of itself as
immaterial and unmoved (cf. p.
183, n. 3): €l 8¢ 7i doTw alSioy Kkal
axivrov kal xwpiatdy, pavepdy b71
BewpnTixils TO Yv@var. o5 uévror
Puaiijs ye . .. obd¢ pabnuarikis,
GAAQ wpoTépas dugoiv. The object
of this science is the xwpiord Kkal
brbynra © Gudykn 8¢ mivra uiv T
afria &idia elvat, udArora 8¢ raira
TabTa Yap alria Tois pavepois Tds
Oelwy. In them, if anywhere, 7o
6eioy must be sought; with them
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Aristotle also names Theology,' and its task is to inves-
tigate all actuality and the ultimate grounds thereof,
which, as being ultimate, are necessarily also the most
universal, and concern, not any part of the actual, but
the whole.

It is true that the possibility of such a science is
open to much question. How can one and the same
science treat of causes which are of different kinds, and
which do not act collectively together? And, on the
other hand, if we were to refer the causes of each genus
to a special science, how could any one of these sciences
claim to be that which is described above—since in this
case the qualities claimed for it would rather be divided
up among the special sciences?? Again, it is a
question whether the First Philosophy is to draw into
its scope the principles of scientific procedure, or
whether these belong at all to any definite science,
inasmuch as all sciences make use of them and it is
impossible to assign any definite object to which they
relate.? Or, again, is it to be a single science, or more
than one, which will deal with all classes of the actual?
If there are more than one, the next question i,
whether they are all of the same kind or no, and which
of them is the First Philosophy. If there be only one,
then it would seem that that one must include all

a First Philosophy : if there is ovra §j ov.

nothing else besides natural sub- ' Metaph.loc. cit. et alib. ; vid.
stances, Physics is the first sci- supra.
ence ; €l 8 éorl Tis obaia ax'vyros, 2 Metaph. iii. 1, 995, b, 4, c.2

adiry mwpoTépa kal dikogodla mpdrn init.

kal kaBbAov offitws 11 wpdTN* Kal 8 Ibid. c. 1, 995, b, 6, c. 2, 996,
xepl Tov dvros p by Tabrys by €ln b, 26; cf. supra, ch. v. passim.
Oewpiigar kal Tl éoTi kal T& Iwdpx-
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objects of knowledge, and thereby the multiplicity ot
the special sciences would disappear.! Finally we may
ask whether this single science is to relate only to sub-
stances or to their qualities also. The first alternative
seems inadmissible, because it would be then impossible
to say what kind of science had to do with the qualities
of Being. The latter seems untenable, because sub-
stances cannot be known by the same method of
demonstration as qualities.?

Aristotle answers these questions by remarking
that not only that which falls under the same conception,
but also that which relates to the same object, belongs
to one and the same science.* This, he says, is the case
as regards Being. Only that which is itself Substance,
or is somehow related to substance, can be named Being.
All those conceptions which are in question denote
either that which is Substantial, or else qualities, activi-
ties and circumstances of Substance, and in the end they
all lead up to certain elementary pairs of opposites, and
opposites fall under the same science.! TFor these
reasons he concludes that it is one and the same science
which has to deal with all Being assuch.> The difficulty

Y Metaph. ibid. 995, b, 10, c.
2,997, a, 15.

2C. 1, 995, b, 18, c. 2, 997, a,
26. Among the gvuBeBnkéra Tais
obolais must be counted also the
concepts of rTabrdy, érepov, Suotov,
évayriov, &c. enumerated in 995,
b, 20; cf. iv. 2, 1003, b, 34 sqq.
1004, a, 16 sqq. The furtler
Apories of the third book, which
are concerned not only with the
concept of the First Philosophy
but also with its contents, will
be mentioned later on.

3 Metaph. iv. 2, 1003, b, 12:
ov yap ubvoy TV Kab & Aeyouévwy
émoThuns éoTl Gexplioar wias, GAAG
kal Ty wpds plav Aeyouévwy plow.
1bid. 1. 19,1004, a, 24, cf. note 4;
and as to the difference between
kad & and wpds &, see Metaph.
vii. 4, 1040, a, 34 sqq.

4 On this point see p. 224,
supra.

s Mctaph. iv. 2: b 8¢ by
Aéyerar uév woAAax@s, GAA& mwpds
& kal p'av Twd ¢pvow (for which
later : &mav mpds plav dpxw) kal
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that this science must needs resume in itself the content
of all other sciences, is removed in Aristotle’s mind by
the distinction he draws between the different senses of
Being. As Philosophy in general has to do with
Essential Being, so there will be as many sections of
Philosophy as there are kinds of Essential Being.! As
Being determinate is distingnished from Being in
general, so is the First Philosophy as the universal
science distinguished from the special sciences. It
deals with the particular also, not in its particularity,
but as a form of Being. It abstracts from the peculiari-
ties whereby a particular thing distinguishes itself from
others, in order to have regard to that only in it which
appertains to all Being.? The objection that Substance
itself must needs be treated in other ways than that

oby Spwvipws . ... T& iy yip o1t
odolor ivra Aéyerar, Ta 8’ 871 wdOn
ovolas, T& 8’ &7i 63ds eis ovolay, 9)
¢Plopal ) orepfigets ) wobrnres )
wornTind §) yewynTina oboias, §) Tav
wpds Thy obolay Aeyouévwy, ) Tobrwy
Twds &wopdoes %) ovolas * 8id xal Td
uh by elvas uh by papéyv. Theconsid-
eration of One also belongs to
this science, forthe & and the o»
are (ibid. 1003, b, 22) Tairdv kal
pa ¢lois T¢ axorovleiv, Sawep
apxh kal alriov, &AN' odx ds évl
Aye dnrolueva . . . BiAov odw
31t kal T& yTa puas Oewpiioar
8vra. wavraxoi 8¢ kupiws ToU
wplrov 9 émariun xal é ob Ta
#AAa fipTnTas kal 8¢ b Aéyorrar. €l
olv Tovr’ éotlv ) obola, TOV ovoIBY
v 3éoi Tas dpxds kal Tas aitias
Exew TOv pinboodoy. . . . Bid kal Tob
Svros 8oa B Bexphoar pids éoTw
¢xiaThuns 7¢ yéver 1d Te ldn Tav
eidov. Further, 1004, a, 9 sqq.

25, b, 27 sqq.

! Metaph. iv. 2, 1004, a, 2
&c.

2 Metaph. iv. 2,1004, a, 9 sqq.
Since the concepts of the One
and the Many, of Identity and
Distinction, &c., relate to one
and the same object, therefore
one and the same science must
deal with them; 1004, b, 5:
étel ol o évds ) & xal 10D Jrros
7 b Tabra xal aird domi 1601),
GAN ody 1 &piBuol § ypauual § wtp.
3oy &s lxs!rrls s émiaTiuns xal
7l ¢oTt yvowploas kal T& oupBeBnxét’
ajrois. As the mathematical
and physical properties of things
form a special province, ofrw xal
76 dvr § by Eori Tk Wia, xal
TaiT’ doTi wepl Gv ToU Pihocdpuy
émokéyaabar T&An0és. IThid. 1005,
a, 8. This is further illustrated
in xi. 3, 1061, a, 28 sqq.
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which proceeds by deducing its essential attributes would
not trouble Aristotle,! since the same thing would be true
of the fundamental conceptions of any science what-
ever. To the question whether the First Philosophy
would also deal with the general principles of scientific
procedure, Aristotle answers in the affirmative, inas-
much as these principles themselves relate to Being in
general rather than to any particular class of Being.
In fact, he proceeds immediately to a detailed investi-
gation of the law of Contradiction and the Excluded
Middle, which by reason of its relation to Methodology
has been already discussed at p. 251. By Aristotle,
however, these inquiries are in the present connection
treated ontologically, as giving knowledge of the actual,
for which reason he includes them in his First Philo-
sophy.?

8. The Fundamental Questions of Metaphysics and
their Treatment by earlier Philosophers.

The forerunners of Aristotle had left him a series of
problems in the way of metaphysical inquiry for which
he found it necessary to obtain a new solution. The
most important of these, to the answering of which the
fundamental ideas of his system are 1mmed1ately
directed, were the following :

1. First of all, how are we to think of the actual ?
Is there nothing but corporeal existence, as the pre-
Socratic natural philosophy assumed ? Or is there,
beside and above that, something uncorporeal, as

! It is nowhere expressly answered in the Metaphysics.
2 Metaph. iv. 3.

VOL. 1. *vu4

-1~~——_
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Anaxagoras, the Megarians and Plato said? Are the
altimate grounds of things of the nature of matter
only, or is form to be distinguished from matter as a
peculiar and a higher principle ?

2. Connected with this is the question of the rela-
tion of the Individual to the Universal. What is that
which is essential and in the last resort actual? Is it
the individual things or the universal ideas, or is there
perhaps in truth only one universal Being? The first
was the common view which had lately come out, bluntly
enough, in the Nominalism of Antisthenes ; the second
was the theory of Plato; the third that of Parmenides
and of Eucleides after him. \

3. Seeing that unity of being and manifold existence
are both given in experience, how can we hold these
two together in thought? Can the One be at the same
time a manifold, including in itself a number of parts
and qualities? Can the Many come together in an
actual unity ? These questions also were variously
answered. Parmenides and Zeno had denied that the
two ideas could be reconciled, and had therefore
declared the manifold to be a delusion, while the
Sophists used the assumption of the manifold for their
theory of argument, as Antisthenes for his theory of
knowledge.! The Physicists of the Atomic and
Empedoclean schools limited the relation between the
Many and the One to that of an external and mechanical
juxtaposition of parts. The Pythagoreans found in
number, and Plato, with keener philosophic insight, in
his Ideas, a means of combining a multitude of different

! S8ee ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1, pp. 985 etc.



METAPHYSICS 297

determinations of being in an inner unity, while the
corresponding relation in sensible things explained
itself, according to Plato, by impact.

4. Equally different were the views held as to the
passing of the one into another—that is, as to the theory
of Change and Becoming. How can being become
not-being, or not-being being ? How can anything
come to be or cease to be? How is movement possible,
or change? Such were the questions that Parmenides
and Zeno had asked in doubt, and the Megarians and
the Sophists had repeated their questionings. The like
difficulties drove Empedocles and Anaxagoras, Leuc-
ippus and Democritus to explain the coming to be and
ceasing to be of all things by the combinations and
separations of unchangeable matter. Plato himself so
far agreed with them that he confined change to the
sphere of appearances, and excepted from it all that
was truly actual.

Aristotle has all these questions clearly in view.
To the first two problems related most ' of the amoplac
with which he opens his great work on Metaphysics,
after the introductory discussions of the first book. Are
sensible things the only essential being, or is there
besides them some other ? Is the ¢ other ’ of one kind, or
is it manifold like the Ideas and mathematical entities
of Plato?? The limitation of Being to sensible things
is contradicted by the series of arguments on which Plato
had already based his Ideal Theory: such as, that the

! With the exception of those 2 Metaph. iii. 2, 997, a, 34 sqq.
just mentioned, which are con- (xi. 1, 1059, a, 38, c. 2, 1060, b,
cerned with the office of the First 23), iii. 6, viii. 2.

Philosophy in general.
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particular things of sense, passing and indistinct as
they are, can be no object of knowledge ;' and that all
the world of sense, as passing, presupposes an eternal—
as moved, presupposes an unmoved—as formed, presup-
poses a forming cause.? These Platonic assumptions,
however, as we presently find, are beset by all manner
of difficulties. The problem returns in the form of the
question 3 whether the ultimate grounds of things are
to be sought for in their genera, or in their constituent
parts—the latter being the basis of their material -
conditions, the other the basis of their formal deter-
minations.* For either view plausible arguments may
be adduced. On the one hand there is the analogy of
corporeal things, whose constituent parts we name when
we have to explain their character. On the other
hand there are the conditions of knowledge, which we
attain to by a process of determination through concepts
in the assignment of genera and species. And as
between these again there arises immediately the ques-
tion, whether the highest genera or the lowest species
ought to be treated as the true principia. The former
would be universal, including all individual existence as
an ultimate principle should do. The latter would be
determinate conceptions, and out of such only could the
individual in its peculiarity of character be obtained.’

\. Metaph. vii. 15, 1039, b, 27;
iv. 5, 1009, a, 36, 1010, a, 3, cf. i.
6, 987, a, 34; xiii. 9, 1086, a, 37,
b, 8.
* Ihid. iii. 4, 999, b, 3 sqq.

* Metaph. iii. 3: wérepov Jet
7& yévn gToixeia kal kpxds Smorapu-
Bdvew A parrov é ov évuxapxbvrwy
eorly Exaorov wparov (Xi. 1, 1059,

b, 21).

4 Vide supra, ch. v.

S Metaph. iii. 998, b, 14 sqq.
(xi. 1, 10569, b, 34). Among the
varied and often intricate forms
of Aristotle’s dialectic, it is only
possible to state here the leading
line of reasoning.
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On the like considerations rests the other difficulty, to
which Aristotle rightly gives special prominence!—the
question whether it is only individual things that are ac-
tual, or whether the universal of the generabe actualalso.?
The former theory seems untenable because the sphere
of individual existences is unlimited and of that which
is unlimited no knowledge is possible, and since all
knowledge in any case is of universals. The latter is
open to all the objections which lie against the theory
of a universal existing independently, or the Ideal
Theory of Plato.2 An application of this question to a
particular case is contained in the further inquiry,
whether the conceptions of the One and of Being denote
enything substantial or are only predicates for some
subject of a different nature. = Those who accept
universals at all (e.9. Number) as in any way sub-
stantial, must affirm the first proposition; but the
opposite opinion is not only supported by the analogy
of the whole world of concrete things, but alse by the

" argument that you cannot treat the One as substance

without denying, as did Parmenides, the existence of
Metaph. iii. 4, 999, b, 1: e uiv

oby unbév éori wapd T& Kad’ éxacra,
o000ty by efn vontdy GAAE wdvTa

V Metaph. iii. 4 init. c. 6 fin.
(cf. vii. 13 §q.), xiii. 6, xi. 2 init.,
thid. 1060, b, 19. In the first

passage this Apory is called the
waodv xaAerwrdrn kal dvaykatordTn
Oewpijoar ; similarly in xiii. 10,
1086, a, 10; and we shall find
later on, that its importance and
difficulty rest not merely on the
opposition of Aristotle to Plato,
but also on the intrinsic contra-
diction involved in the founda-
tions of his own system.

2 That this Apory coincides’
with that adduced on p. 298,
Aristotle himself asserts in

aiobnra, and hence he here again
adduces the reasons, which were
there mentioned. :

3 Metaph. iii. 4, c. 6, 1003, a,
5, cf. p. 161, 4. Only another
expression for the above is the
question (iii. 4, 999, b, 24, xi. 2
fin.), whether the &pxal are efde
& or dpibud &v: o yap apibup &
A 70 KabéxaoTor Aéyewy Siagpéper
o6ty (999, b, 33 cf. c. 6, 1002, b,
30).
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the Many, as such.! To the same head belongs the
question whether Numbers and Figures are Substances
or no, and to this also opposite answers are possible.
For as the qualities of bodies are mere predicates from
which we distinguish the bodies themselves as their
substrata, and as these Dbodies presuppose, as their
elements, the surface, the line, the point, and unity, it
would seem that surface and unity must be as sub-
stantial as body is; while on the other hand these have
not any existence for themselves but ounly in corporeal
things, and they do not come to be and cease to be, as
Substances do.? Yet auother difficulty which leads back
to the relation of the individual to the Universal is this.
The principia must on the one hand, as it seems, be of
a potential character,since possibility precedes actuality :
on the other hand, they must be actual, since otherwise
Being would be merely accidental.? Individual things,
indeed, do actually exist : whereas the universal concept,
except in so far as it has found for itself a place in
individual entities, exists only potentially. And finally,
if there be besides the corporeal, an uncorporeal, and
beside the changing, an eternal, the final question must
be whether both ot these have the same principia‘ or
not. If we say Yes, it seems impossible to explain the
difference between them. If we say No, then we must

! Metaph. iii. 4, 1001, a, 3 of the Pythagorean and Platonic

sqq., and, referring to this, x. 2, doctrines. .
xi 1, 1089, b, 27, c. 2, 1060, 8 I'bid. iii. 6, 1002, b, 32 cf.

a, 36. BoNITZ and SCHWEGLER on this
2 Metaph. iii. b (cf. xi. 2, 1060, passage.
b, 12 sqq., and on p. 1002, b, 32: 4 As Plato supposed, in full

viii. 5 init. c. 3, 1043, b, 15). We accordance with Aristotle’s view.
shall meet with further objec- Cf.ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr.pt.i.p. 628
tions to this view in the criticism sq. 805 sq.
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decide whether the principia of the changeable are
themselves changeable or unchangeable. If they be
changing, then we must go back to deeper principia,
with which the same dilemma will recur. If they be
unchangeable, then we have to explain how it can be
that out of the unchanging, in one case the changeable,
in another the unchangeable, arises.! The like dif-
ficulty, in truth, applies to all the different classes of
Being. How, for example, is it possible that things
which fall under wholly different categories, such as
those of Substance and Relation, can lead back to
principles that are one and the same ??

The other questions stated above —those relating to
the unity of the manifold, and the possibility of change—
were clearly present to Aristotle’s mind, and he sought
in the first principles of his Metaphysics to find a solu-
tion for them. The combination of the manifold into
unity, concerns him chiefly as leading up to the inquiry
how the genus and the differentia can be one in con-
ception ;3 though he recognises that the same question
may be raised in all cases where things of a different
nature are combined.* Aristotle’s answer, in all such

L

v Metaph. iii. 4, 1000, a, 5
sqq. (xi. 2, 1060, a, 27).

2 Ibid. xii. 4. Aristotle
answers (ibid. 1070, b, 17) that
the final grounds of things are
only analogically the same for
all.

3 This question also occurs in
Anal. Post. ii. 6, 92, a, 29. In
De Interpr. c. 5,117, a, 13, it is
proposed, discussed more fully
in Metaph. vii. 12, again touched
upon in viii. 3, 1043, b, 4 sqq,,

1044, a, 5, and settled in the
manner stated in the text by viii.
6.

4 Thus with regard to num-
bers (Metaph. viii. 3, 1044, a, 2,
c. 6 nit.), and to the relation
between soul and body (c. 6,
1045, b, 11; De An. ii. 1, 412, b,
6 8qq.); but also in many other
cases : cf. Metaph. viii. 6, 1045,
b, 12: xalrot 6 avrds Adyos éml
wdvrwy, &C.
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cases, as will be seen, is in its essence one and the
same. It is based upon the relation of the possible
and the actual—of Matter and Form.! The problems
of Becoming and Change are of still greater importance
for the Aristotelian system. If a thing comes to be,
does it arise out of being or out of not-being? If a
thing ceases to be, does it become something, or nothing ?
Does change mean the becoming of opposite out of
opposite, or of the same out of the same ? "The one
seems to be impossible—because nothing can come out
of nothing, nor can anything return to nothing, nor
take on it the qualities of its opposite (e.9. warmth the
qualities of cold). The other alternative is equally
impossible, because it is absurd that anything should at
a definite time come to be that which it already is.? A
similar case is the analogous problem whether those
things which act upon each other are likes or opposites.3
In all these questions, difficulties are brought to light
which are soluble only by a careful inquiry into the
first principles of philosophy.

! Cf. Phys. i. 2 fin, where
Lycophron and others are blamed
for running into difficulties by
the inference that one must at
the same time he many : dawep
ok éyBexbuevoy Tabrdv Ev Te xal
xOAAY elvas, py Térrikelpeva 8é:
Zore ydp 70 & kal durduer xal
&yrehexelg.

2 Cf. Phys. i. 6, 189, a, 22, c.
7, 190, b, 30, c. 8 init. tbtd .19'1 ,
b, 10 8qq., Gen. et Corr. i.3 init.
ibid. 317, b, 20 sqq. Metaph. xii.
1 fin.
s See Gen. et Corr.i.7; Phys.
i. 6, 189, a, 22, c. 7, 190, b, 29,
c. 8 191, a, 34, To Aristotle

this question coincides with the
other, as to Change, since that
whi acts corresponds with
thatf which suffers: &ov' ardyxn
7b wdoxov eis Td moioty peraBiArew
(HFen. et Corr. 1. T, 324, a, 9).
Hence it is true that, on the one
hand, things which are not op-
posed cannot act upon one
another: oix &lomnor yap BAANAG
Tiis ¢pioews doa uhr’ évavria pfr’
& &yavrlwy dovl (ibid. p. 323, b,
28); but on the other hand.
neither can absolute opposites :
bx’ GAAfAwy ydp wdoxew Tavarria
addvarov (Phys. i. 7, 190, b, 33).
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The contributions which his forerunners had made
towards their solution, did not in any way satisfy Ari-
stotle.! He takes exception to most of the pre-Socratic
philosophies primarily because of their materialism,
which made it impossible for them to reach out to the
first principles of the incorporeal ;2 and he further
objects that they practically took no account of ideal
and final causes.?

The earlier Ionic school is criticised by him because
of the difficulties which beset every one of their pre-
suppositions,* because of their tendency to overlook the
moving cause,® and because of the superficial way in
which they erected an arbitrarily chosen element into
the universal basis of things, whereas the sensible
qualities and changes of bodies are conditioned by the
opposition of different elements.®

The same criticism holds for Heraclitus, in so far as
he agrees with the Ionic school in assigning a material
element as the basis.” To his peculiar doctrine as to
the flux of all things and the meeting of opposites,
Aristotle bas other objections. He thinks that the
doctrine of the flux is on the one hand not accurately
thought out, while on the other hand it overlooks the

! For what follows cf. STRUM- 4 See De Celo, iii. 5, Metaph.

PBLL, Gesch. d. theor. Phil. d.
Gr. 1567-184 ; BRANDIS, ii. b, 2,
p. 589 sqq. Aristotle’s criticism
of earlier philosophersisheredealt
with only in so far as it éoncerns
their fundamental doctrines.

2 Metaph. i. 8 init. cf.iv. b,
1009, a, 36, 1010, a, 1.

* Metaph.i. 7, 988, a, 34 sqq.
1_3_,\28, Gen. et Corr. ii. 9, 335, b,

i. 8, 988, b, 29 sqq.

5 Metaph.i. 8,988, b, 26 ; Gen.
et Corr. ii. 9, 335, b, 24.

¢ @en. et Corr. ii. 1, 329, a,
8; De Celo, iii. 6, 304, b, 11, cf.
ibid. i. 3, 270, a, 14; Phys. i. 7,
190, a, 13 sqq. iii. 5, 205, a, 4.

7 Aristotle, indeed, generally
puts him along with Thales,
Anpaximenes, &c.; see ZELLER,
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fact that every change presupposes a substratum ; that
under alterations of matter, the form maintains itself ;
that it is not all kinds of change which could go on
ad infinitum; and that from the changeableness of
earthly things we ought not to draw any conclusion as
to the universe as a whole.! The theory of the unity
of opposites he dismisses by the argument that Hera-
clitus is in conflict with the Law of Contradiction.?

The objections to Empedocles cover various points
of detail regarding his natural philosophy which cannot
be gone into here, but they reach also to the funda-
mentals of his system. His assumptions as to the
immutability of the original matter are held to involve
the impossibility of qualitative change, of the passage of
the elements into one another as seen in experience, and
of their combination into unity in the derivative forms
of matter, and also of the doctrines, upheld by Empe-
docles himself, as to the quantitative identity of the
elements and their co-existence in ¢the Sphere."?
Aristotle also objects that the derivation of these ele-
ments is not shown, and that they are not carried back
to the original divisions of material being.* which are
only incompletely presented in the definite kinds of
matter known to us as fire, water, &.> He remarks
that the opposition of heavy and light is not explained

' Metaph. iv. 5, 1010, a, 15 gives a detailed refutation of the
sqq.; Phys. viii. 3, 253,b, 9sqq. atomistic redaction (by EMPB-

® See ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. i. DOCLES) of aAAolwots to Expuois.
600 sq., and 483, 1. 4 The opposites ‘ warm and

3 Metaph. i. 8, 989, a. 22-30; cold,’ &c.,, on which Aristotle
Gen. et Corr. ii. 1, 329, b, 1, c. bases his own theory of the ele-
7, 334, a, 18, 26, c. 6 inif. ibid. ments.

i. 1, 314, b, 10, 315, a, 3. c. 8, 325, S Gen.et Corr. i. 8, 325, b, 19,
b, 16. In De Cel,iii. 7 init,bhe ii. 3, 330, b, 21.
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at all,! and that in the theory of the pores and efluxes
an explanation of the mutual influence of bodies is
put forward which would logically lead to absolute
Atomism.? The two ¢ causes of motion’ in the Empe-
doclean system he considers not to be properly deduced
from first principles nor to be sufficiently distinguished,
since Love not only unites but also divides, and Hate not
only divides but also unites ;3 and he remarks that since
no laws of their working are laid down, an inordinate
scope is left, in the fashioning of the world, to Chance.*
He holds the assumption of alternating states of the
world to be arbitrary and untenable,’and the theory of the
composition of the soul out of the elements to be beset
with difficulties of all kinds.® Finally, Aristotle believes
that the philosophy of Empedocles would lead in the end
to a sensationalism which would makeall truth uncertain.?

The criticisms on the Atomic theory are of a similar
kind. Aristotle admits that the theory has a very
plausible basis. If we start from the Eleatic presup-
positions, and if we desire nevertheless to save the ideas
of the manifold and of movement, then an Atomic
theory is the most convenient way of escape. So if we
think it an impossibility to suppose bodies to be actually
divisible ad infinitum, the only alternative seems to lie
in the assumption of indivisible atoms as their ultimate

! De Celo, iv. 2, 309, a, 19. Part. An.i. 1, 640, a, 19 ; Phys.
2 Gen. et Corr. i. 8; cf. viii. 1, 262, a, 4.
ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. parti. 635, 5 Phys. viii. 1,251, b, 28 sqq. ;
3. De Celo, i. 10,280, a,11; Metaph.
3 See ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr. pt.i. iii. 4, 1000, b, 12.
698, 2, and Metaph. iii. 8, 986, 8 De An. i. b, 409, b, 23-410,
a, 25. b, 27; Metaph. iii. 4, 1000, b, 3.
4 @en. et Corr. ii. 6,333, b, 2 7 Metaph. iv. 6. 1009, b, 12;
sqq. (cf. ZELLER, ibid. 703,1); cf. ZELLER, ibid. 727, 1. -

VOL. I. X
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constituents.! Aristotle, however, neither admits these
Eleatic presuppositions, nor does he concede that the
division of bodies can ever reach its limit,? or that the
coming of definite things into being could be treated
as a combination of minima, or their passing out of
existence as a resolution into atoms.? - Rather does he
hold that indivisible bodies are impossible, since every
fixed quantity can be divided into fixed quantities, which
again must be divisible. He says that atoms which are
neither qualitatively distinguished nor capable of acting
on each other could not explain the different qualities
and the interaction of bodies or the passage of the
elements into one another or the processes of becoming
and change.® The theory that the atoms are infinite in
number and kind is also rejected, because the pheno-
mena can be explained without this hypothesis, since all
differences of quality or of form are reducible to cer-
tain fundamental types, and since the situation and
movement of the elements in nature are also limited
by number; and it is Aristotle’s view that a limited
number of original entities is always to be preferred to
an infinity of them, because the limited is better than
the limitless.® The assumption of empty space, so far

! Gen. et Corr. i. 8, 324, b, 35
sqq. c¢. 2, 316, a, 13 sqq.; cf.
ZELLER, ibid. 764 sqq.

2 Gen. et Corr.i. 2, 317,a, 1
sqq. But Aristotle expresses
Limself more exactly on this
point, though without explicit
reference to the Atomic theory,
in Phys. iii. 6 sq.

3 @en. et Corr. i. 2, 317, a,
17 sqq.

* Phys.vi.1; De Celo, iii. 4,
303, a, 20. .
5 Gen. et Corr.i. 8, 325, b, 34

'sqq. ¢. 9, 327,8, 14; De Celo, iii.

4, 303, a, 24 ; ibid. c. 7, c. 8, 306,
a, 22 sqq. We shall have more
to say on this subject later.

¢ De Ceelo, iii. 4, 303, a, 17 sqq.
29 sqq. b, 4; cf. Phys. i. 4 pin.
viii. 6, 259, a, 8.
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from being necessary! to explain phenomena such as
those of movement, would rather be inconsistent with
the characteristic movement of bodies and the dif-
ferences of weight, for in a vacuum nothing could have
any particular place towards which it would tend, and
everything would necessarily move with equal quick-
ness.2 He finds that movement and its different kinds
are, in the Atemic Philosophy, simply presupposed, and
not deduced from first principles.? He objects that the

school completely overlooks the teleology of nature, '

and that instead of giving us any principles on which
phenomena rest, it refers us to an unsolved necessity,
or to the assertion that in fact things have always been
as they are.! There are further polemical passages,
which can only here be mentioned in passing: against
the theory of an infinite number of co-existent worlds ; *
against Democritus’ explanation of sense-perception ;®
against his doctrine concerning the soul,” and his
acceptance of sensory appearance as truth.®

The natural philosophy of Anaxagoras is so closely
connected with the physics of the Atomists and Empe-

v Phys. iv. 7-9, cf. c. 6. More
on this later.

2 Phys. iv. 8, 214, b, 28 sqq.;
De Celo,i. 1,275, b, 29, 277, a,
33 sqq. ii. 13, 294, b. 30, iii. 2,
300, b, 8. With regard to the
theory of Weight held by Demo-
critus, see further De Cwlo, iv. 2,
6; as to the influence of Ari-
stotle’s attack upon tke changes
which Epicurus made in the
atomic theory, see ZELLER, Ph.
d. @r, pt. iii. a, 378.

3 Metaph. xii. 6, 1071, b, 31.

¢ See ZELLER, Ph. d. G7. pt.
i. 788sqq., and Gen. An. v. 8 vers.
Jin., where Aristotle’s criticism of
the mechanical explanation of
nature by Democritus, is very
similar to Plato’s criticism in the
Phedo of that proposed by
Anaxagoras.

5 De Celo, i.8; see ZELLER,
ibid. 797, 2.

§ De Sensu, c. 4, 442, a, 29.

7 De An. i. 3,406, b, 15, cf. c.
2, 403, b. 29, 405, a, 8.

8 ZELLER, ibid. 822,

X 2

-
. —
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docles that it is open for the most part to the same
objections. The infinite number of his primary bodies is
not only needless, inasmuch as a small number would do
equally well, but it is also mistaken inasmuch as it would
make all knowledge of things impossible. Again, since
the primary differences of kinds of matter are limited in
number, so must be the primary bodies also. Since all
bodies have a natural magnitude, their constituent
parts (the so-called ouovouepsl) cannot be of indefinite
size ; and since all bodies are limited, there cannot be
in each thing, as Anaxagoras was logically obliged to
hold, constituents belonging to the infinitely various
kinds of matter.! Further, if primary matter is to be
looked for in the simplest bodies, few of the ouotouspi
could be considered as primary matter.? Anaxagoras
recognises the existence of change in things, but the doc-
trine of the unchangeability of their constituent parts is
inconsistent with that admission. The continuity of
bodies is negated by the infinite number of their consti-
tuents,? in spite of Anaxagoras’s weak attack upon the
theory of empty space.* Aristotle finds that Anaxagoras
is as little able to account for differences of weight as was
Empedocles.® The original mingling of all kinds of
matter, as Anaxagoras states it, would be unthinkable ;

' Phys. i. 4, 187, b, 7 sqq;
De Calo, iii. 4. For a further
remark as to the infinite in space,
see Phys. iii. b, 205, b, 1.

2 De Celo, iii. 4, 302, b, 14.

2 Gen. et Corr. i. 1; Phys.
iii. 4, 203, a, 19. Further objec-
tions of a similar kind, but not
especially directed against Anax-
agoras, will be dealt with in

|

the latter part of ch. viii. infra.

+ Phys. iv. 6, 213, a, 22.

5 De Celo, iv. 2, 309, a, 19,

¢ Besides the physical objec-
tions which are raised against it
in Metaph. i. 8, Gon. et Corr. i.
10, 327, b, 19, Aristotle asserts
both of this statement and of the
corresponding one (that, at all
times, everything is in every-.
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but if it were more correctly stated it would lead to the
substitution of ¢ matter’ (conceived of as one and with-
out qualities) for the infinite variety of primary bodies
which Anaxagoras assumed.! The theory, common to
him and others, of a beginning of movement among
matter, after infinitely continued rest, would contradict
the regularity of the order of nature.? Aristotle freely
recognises the advance made when Anaxagoras formu-
lated the doctrine of universal mind, but he considers
it to be still unsatisfactory, inasmuch as, on the one
hand, it did not bear fruit in the explanation of nature,
and, on the other hand, as applied even to man, it mis-
conceived the distinction between the spirit and the
soul.?

With regard to the Eleatics (among whom he takes
little account of Xenophanes and Melissus),* Aristotle’s
first point is that their philosophy contains no basis for
any explanation of phenomena.” Their primary axioms
he takes to be vitiated by grave obscurities; they talk
of ‘the unity of being’ without keeping distinct the
different meanings of unity ; and thus they attribute to
being such qualities as negate in turn its unconditional
unity (e.g. limit in Parmenides, and limitlessness in
Melissus). They do not understand that every proposi-
tion involves the duality of subject and predicate, of

thing), that it destroys the Phys.i. 2, 185, a, 10,i. 3 init.,
principle of contradiction. See and De Cewlo, ii. 13, 294, a, 21;

ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr. pt. i. 911. on the other hand Parmenides is
! Metaph. i. 8, 989, a, 30. always treated with respect.
2 Phys. viii. 1, 252, a, 10 sqq. 8 Metaph. i. 5, 986, b, 10 sqq.;

3 See ZELLER, ibid. 887, 4, Phys. i. 2,184, b, 25; De (elo,
893, 2; De An. i. 2, 404, b, 1, iii. 1,298, b, 14; Gen. et (prr. i.
405, a, 13. 8, 325, a, 17 ; cf. SEXT. Mgath, <.

¢ Metaph. i. 5, 986, b, 26; 46,
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thing and quality, so that we cannot even ray that
¢ Being is’ without distinguishing between Being as
substance and the Being wé attribute to it as quality—
which latter, if there were only one Being, would
necessarily be something other than Being, i.e. not-
being.! The Eleatics assert the unity of Being and
deny not-being, whereas in fact ¢ Being’ is only a com-
mon predicate of all things, and ¢ Not-being’ is perfectly
thinkable as the negation of some definite kind of being
(e.g. not large, &c.).? They attack the divisibility of
Being, and yet at the same time describe it as extended
.in space.> They deny all ‘ Becoming, and therefore
the multiplicity of things, on the ground that every
process of becoming must start either from Being or
from Not-being, and both hypotheses are untenable.
They overlook a third possibility, which not only
makes Becoming conceivable, but is the sole expres-
sion of any actual process of becoming—namely, that.
anything becomes what it is, not out of absolute Not-
being, but out of that which is relatively not-being.*
Aristotle holds that Zeno’s polemic against move-
ment rests upon similar misconceptions, inasmuch
as he treated space and time not as fixed but as
discrete quantities, and argued on the assumption

} This is the essential point * Metaph. iii. 4, 1001, b, 7; cf.
of the complicated dialectical ZELLER, ibid. 541.
discussion in Phys. i. 2, 105, a, * Phys. i. 8, cf. Mctaph. xiv.
20-c. 3 zers. fin. On the second 2,1009, a,26sqq. (The point will
half of these discussions (c. 3), be treated more in detail in ch.
cf. PrLATO, Parm. 142, B sq., viil. ¢nfra.) On the other hand,
Soph. 244, B sqq.; and see the Eleatic hypothesis is an-
ZELLER, ibid. p. 562 sq. swered in Gen. ¢t Corr. \. 8, 325,
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that they consisted of an infinite number of actual
subdivisions, whereas in fact they merely include poten-
tially in themselves all possible subdivisions.! Still
less importance does he attach to the arguments used
by Melissus to prove that Being is limitless and motion-
less.2 How can it be supposed that ¢All is One,
unless we are prepared to ignore all the differences of
things, and to represent even contradictory opposites
as one and the same?3 Here also Aristotle finds
unproved assumptions as to the principles of things, and
an absolute failure to solve the weightiest questions of
philosophy. .

Neither does he find a solution among the Pytha-
goreans, who attempted a philosophy of nature, although
their principles made movement and change, which are
the basisof all natural processes, inconceivable.* They
proposed to explain the corporeal by referring it to
number. Yet how can that which is extended in space
be derivable from numbers, or how can weight arise out
of that which is neither light nor heavy?® ) How, in
fine, can the qualities of things be so derived at all ?6
‘What is the meaning of saying that in the formation of
the world, the One, as corporeal size, was ¢the centre
which drew unto itself portions of the limitless’??

' Phys. vi. 9, c. 2, 233, a, 21;
cf. ZELLER, ibid. £45 sqq.

2 Phys. i.3 init.; cf. ZELLER,
ibid. 554, 3.

3 Phys. i. 2, 185, b, 19 sqq.

4 Metaph.i. 8, 989, b, 29 sqq.

5 Metaph. i. 8, 990, a, 12 sqq.
iii. 4, 1001, b, 17, xiii. 8, 1083, b,
8 sqq. xiv. 3, 1090, a, 30; De
Ceely, iii. 1 fin.

8 Metaph. xiv. 5, 1092, b, 15.
Tt e passage refers to Platonics
and Pythagoreanstogether. Other
remarks, which refer immediately
to Plato and his school, but also
apply to the Pythagoreans, need
not be here cited.

? Metaph. xiii 6, 1080, b, 16,
xiv. 3, 1091, a, 13; cf. ZELLER,
ibid. 381 sq. 349, 4.

.
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Again, where things different in character are explained
by one and the same number, are we to distinguish
between different classes of numbers by reason of the
difforences of the things they signify, or are we to deny
the variety of these things by reason of the likeness of
the numbers that denote them?' How, again, can
universal conceptions such as the One and the Infinite
bo of the nature of substance ?? Finally, if we pro-
ceed to inquire as to the way in which the Pythagoreans
applied their theory of numbers, we come upon singular
superficiality and caprice.* The theory of number itself
is very incompletely worked out,* and there are numer-
ous untenable positions in their theory of physics which
Aristotle marks with censure.®

Not ounly the earlier schools of Natural Philosophy, but
nlno the later systems called, in Aristotle’s view, for fun-
damental reconsideration. Only one of the later schools
can be specially dealt with here, because in this con-
nection there is no account to be taken of the Sophists.
What they taught was to Aristotle’s mind only a mock
wisdom, which dealt in the contingent, the unessential,
and the unreal.® His task in regard to them was, not

V Mcetaph. i. 8, 990, a, 18 (cf. 3 Metaph. i. B, 986, a, 6, 987,
ZRLLNR, ibid. 362, 1), vii. 11. a, 19.

1036, b, 17 cf. xiv. 6,1093, a, 1, 10.

¥ With regard to Being and
the One, this view is explained
(against Plato and the Pytha-
goreans) in Metaph. iii. 4, 1001,
a, 9, 27 cf. x. 2; and it is there
especially remarked that the
assertion of the substantiality
of the One would destroy the
plurality of things. As to the
&repoy cf. Phys. iii. 5, and also
c. 4, 203, a, 1.

4 See ZELLER, ibid. 367, 2.

5 Su¢h as the ¢ Antichthon’
(ZELLER, ibid. 383, 4), the har-
mony of the spheres (De Celo, ii.
9), a theory about time (Phys.
iv. 10, 218, a, 33, cf. ZELLER,
ibid. 406, 3 sq.), and ‘certain
views as to the soul (De 4=. i. 2,
404, a, 16, c. 3 fin. cf. Anal. Post.
ii. 11, 94, b, 32).

¢ See ZELLER, tbid. 968.
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to establish any metaphysical propositions, but to
combat the scepticism which brought all manner of
truth into question, and to prove the untenable nature
of their sophisms.! The services rendered by Socrates
to philosophy are by no means minimised by Aristotle,
although at the same time he emphasises the limitation
of Socrates’ achievement to the sphere of ethics, and
observes that in this connection Socrates did not esta-
blish any metaphysical basis.? Of the lesser Socratic
schools Aristotle criticised only the Megarians, for their
assertions about the relation of the possible and the
actual,® and the Cynics, in regard to their theory of
knowledge and ethics.* ‘

The attention which Aristotle pays, however, to
Plato and the Platonic school is as thoroughgoing as
his treatment of the other Socratics is slight. His own
system grew directly out of that of Plato. He was com-
pelled, therefore,® to distinguish his views from those of
Plato exhaustively, and to set out the arguments which

P

led him to go beyond the Platonic school. Thus it is

! The former in Metaph. iv.
6, cf. c. 4,1007, b, 20, x. 1, 1053,
a, 35, xi. 6 init. ; the latter in the
treatise on the fallacies.

2 Cf. the passages cited,
ZELLER, tbid. at pp. 94, 2, and
1143 ‘'I'hat even the Ethics of
Socrates are one-sided, is shown
by Aristotle in £th. Nie. iii. 7,
1113, b, 14 sq. c. 11, 1116, b, 3
sqq. 1117, a, 9, vi. 13, 1114, b,

17 ‘%qq. .

Metaph. ix. 3 (cf. ZELLER,
ibid. 220,1). Aristotle here con-
futes the Megarian principle, that
the merely possible is actual, by

proving that it would not only
destroy all motion and change,
but also all possession of skill or
power: one who does not now
hear would be deaf; one who is
not actually building would be
no architect.

4 The former are spoken of in
Metaph. v. 29, 1024, b, 32, viii. 3,
1043, b, 23 (cf. ZELLER, ibid.
252 sq.), and in Eth. Nie. x. 1,
1172, a, 27 sqq. Aristotle attacks
the exaggerations of the moral
doctrine of the Cynics.

* Supra, pp. 14, 56 sq., 162,
&c,
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. in no spirit of jealousy or detraction that Aristotle
comes back again and again to discuss the Platonic
doctrines, and to set out their defects from all points of
view with untiring patience ; for such a criticism of his
master was unavoidable if he was to defend his own
philosophic individuality, and his right to found a new
- school, against the fame of his predecessor and the
prestige of the flourishing Academy. His main cri-
ticism, leaving out of account incidental objections, is
directed against three leading points: first, against the
Ideal Theory, as such; secondly, against the later
¢ Pythagorising statement of the Theory;’ and, thirdly,
against the principles laid down concerning the ulti-
mate basis of things, Matter and the One.!

The Ideal Theory of Plato rested upon his convic-
tion that it is only the universal essence of things that
can be an object of knowledge. This conviction was
shared by Aristotle.? So likewise did Aristotle accept
without criticism Plato’s doctrine as to the mutability of
all sensible things (which for Plato was the second
buitress of the Ideal Theory), and the necessity to
pass beyond these to something stable and essential.?
But when Plato draws from this the conclusion that it
is only the Universal, as such, which can be actual, and
that it must exist for itself as something substantial
beyond phenomena, Aristotle parts company with him.
This, therefore, is the central point about which revolves
the whole Aristotelian attack on Plato’s Metaphysics.
For Aristotle holds as to this assumption that it is

! Cf. ZELLER, Platon. Studien, 2 Vide supra, pp. 163,300, &c.
p- 197 sqq. 3 Vide supra, p. 300 sqq.
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devoid of all scientific basis in itself; that it leads in its
results to difficulties and contradictions absolutely in-
soluble, and that instead of explaining the world of
phenomena, it makes them impossible.

He holds that the hypothesis of the Ideas is not
established ; of the Platonic arguments for it, there is
not one that is not open to decisive objections.! The
ends that Plato sought thereby to attain are and must
be attainable otherwise. The content of each of these
Ideas is, indeed, exactly the same as the corresponding
thing of which it is said to be ¢ the Idea;’ for in the.
conceplion of the ideal man, of man as such, exactly the
same marks are included as in the conception of man in
the ordinary sense, there being no difference between
the two beyond the addition of the word ‘ideal’ (7o
av76).2 In this view, the Ideas appear as nothing more
than a needless reduplication of the world of things,
and the introduction of the Ideas to explain things is
to Aristotle as if a man who could not count in small
numbers should attempt to count in large ones.® But
even apart from the failure of proof, the Ideal Theory
is in his view in itself untenable; for Substance cannot

' Cf. Metaph. i. 9, 990, b, 8
sqq. xiil. 4, 1079, a.

® Metaph. iii. 2, 997, b, 5:
woAAaxfi & éxdrrwr BuaxoAlav,
obBevds frror Eromwov Td Ppdvar udv
elval Twas ¢ploeas wapd Tas év T
odpavd, Tabras 8¢ Tas adras pdvas
Tois aigBnrols wAWY 811 T pév
atdia T8 3¢ pbaprd * adrd ydp &v-
Opwndy pagw elvaikal ixwov kal B i-
eav, EAAo &' oddiv, wapamwAiciov
waiobvres Tois Oeods piv  elvai
¢pdokovow avlpumoedeis 3é: obe

y&p éxeivor obBy &AAo émo’ouw, §
avbpdmous &idlovs, ot ofTer T& 1By
AN 9 aioOprd aldia.  Similarly
Metaph. vii. 16, 1040, b, 32:
wowdow oby [ras idéas] Tis adras
7@ eldet Tois PpOapTols, adrodvBpwmoy
kal abrdirmov, wposTiBévTes TolS
algfnrois 75 piiua Td adbrd. Ihid.
xiii. 9, 1086, b, 10 cf. Eth. N.i.
4,1096, a, 34, Eud. i. 8, 1218, a,
10.

3 Metaph. i.
1078, b, 32.

9 init. xiii. 4,
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be separate from that whereof it is the Substance, nor
Genus from that to which (as forming part of the
essence) it belongs.! This proposition, in fact, sum-
marises the whole difference between the Platonic and
Aristotelian systems. Aristotle holds, however, that
even if this were waived, the Platonist would only pass
out of one difficulty into another. It would appear, for
instance, that in reason there could only be Ideas ot
that which was substantial; and the Platonic school
accordingly ascribed Ideas only to natural things. Yet
when once it is admitted that the Universal Essence is
divided among individual things, it must follow that
Ideas should be ascribed also to privative and relative
conceptions and to artificial products of all kinds;? and
even among the Ideas themselves, the most of them
must have Ideas over them to which they stand in the
relation of copies, so that it would be true of them that
the same thing would be at the same time type and
copy.? Thus also for every thing— inasmuch as it must
fall under a series of genera, superior and subordinate
in form —there must be several Ideas;* or again, the
various general marks which together make np a con-
cept must be themselves so many Substances, and it
would follow that one Idea would be made out of many
Ideas, or one Substance out of many real Substances,

\

' Metaph. i. 9, 991, b, 1: 24,85, b, 18; cf. ZELLER, Ph. d.
d6keiev v &30vatov, elvas xwpls Thy  Gr. pt. i. 587, 2.
obalay xal ol % oboia; xiii. 9, 1085, 3 Metaph. i. 9, 991, a, 99, xiii.
a, 23, cf. vii. 6, 1031, a, 31, c. 14, b5, 1079, b, 34. In the first of
1039, b, 15. these passages we should read:
2 Metaph. i. 9, 990, b, 11 sqq. ooy T3 yévos, bs yéves, eiBar (sc.
22, 991, b, 6, xiii. 4, 1079, a, 19, wapdSeiyua éoras).
c. 8, 1084, a, 27; Anal. Post. i. 4 Metaph. i. 9, 991, a, 26.
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and these sometimes of opposite kinds.' Or again, if
the Idea is to be Substance, it cannot at the same time
be a general concept ;2 for it is not the unity of many
individual things, but an individual itself among other
individuals.? Conversely, the things of which it is
predicated could not be true subjects.! Of Ideas of
this kind any defivition would be as impossible as it is
of other individuals,® and since the Idea, like the
individual, is numerically one, it follows that one or
other of the contradictory predicates by which we sub-
divide the genus must always be predicable of it, in
which case it clearly cannot be itself the genus also.
Aristotle considers the assertion that the Ideas con-
tain the essence of things to be inconsistent with the
view that they are at the same time incorporeal. He
represents Plato as speaking sometimes of a ¢ matter of
the Ideas’ (that being inconsistent with the notion that
they are not in space’), and as holding at other times
that in the case of all natural objects matter and the
process of becoming belongs to the essence and concep-
tion of them, in which case the conception of them
cannot exist by itself separately.® Similarly, he argues
that the ethical conceptions cannot be separated from

v Metaph. vii. 13, 1039, a, 3,
c.14;cf.c. 8, 1033, b, 19, i. 9,
991, a, 29, xiii. 9, 1085 a, 23.

2 Metaph. xiii. 9, 1086, a, 32,
vii. 16, 1040, a, 26 sqq. cf. iii. 6,
1003, a, 5.

3 Metaph. i. 9, 992, b, 9, xiii.
9, ut supra.

* Metaph.vii. 6,1031,b,15 ; cf.
BoxITz and SCHWEGLER on this
passage, and the citation at

p. 215, supra, from Catey. c. 2.
5 Metaph. vii. 15, 1040, a, 8-
7

¢ Top. vi. 6, 143, b, 23. Length
in itself must be either &wAarés
or wAdros &xov, and then the genus
must be at once a species also.

7 Phys. iv. 1, 209, b, 33; cf
ZELL. ibid. 556 sq., 628 sq.

8 Phys. ii. 2, 193 b, 35 sqq.

4
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their objects. There can be no ‘Idea of the Good’
standing by itself, for the conception of the Good appears
under all possible categories, and determines itself dif-
ferently according to the different circumstances ; and as
there are different sciences that deal with the Good, so
. there are different kinds of good, among which there is,
in fact, an ascending scale—a fact which of itself ex-
cludes the possibility of a commonIdea existing by itself.!
A further objection is that the theory of Ideas logically
carried out would be a process ad infinitum : for if an
Idea is always to be posited in every case whereé more
things than one meet in' a common definition, the
common essence of the Idea and its phenomenon must
always come in as a third term diffrrent from either of

them.2

Even if the Ideal Theory were better founded and

VEth. N.i.4(Lud.i. 8); cf.pre=
ceding notes. As to the principle
that what is wpérepov and Jorepoy
cannot be reduced to a common
generic concept, see Polit. iii. 1,
1273, a, 34 sqq. (ZBLL., ibid, 571
sq.).- On the same principle in
Eth. Nie.loc. cit. Aristotle remarks
in criticising the ‘Idea of the
Good,’ that the upholders of the
doctrine of Ideas themselves say
that there is no Idea of that
which stands in the relation of
Before and After; but this is
actually the case with the Good,
for it is found in all the cate-
gories: e. g., a substantial good
is the Divinity and Reason, a
qualitative good is Virtue, a
quantitive good is Measure, a
relative good is the Useful,