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    Between philosophical inquiry and the challenge of recovering a teacher through competing voices, George Grote’s Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates turns intellectual history into a study of how thought is preserved, interpreted, and contested.

This work is a substantial nineteenth-century study of ancient Greek philosophy, centered on Plato and the wider circle associated with Sokrates in classical Athens. Written by George Grote, a historian best known for his work on Greece, it belongs to the Victorian era of learned prose and expansive scholarship. Rather than presenting a modern introductory handbook, it offers a sustained critical examination of texts, arguments, and historical relationships. Its setting is the literary and political world of ancient Athens, approached through close engagement with surviving philosophical sources.

At its core, the book explores Plato not in isolation but among the other figures linked to Sokrates, asking how different disciples, associates, and traditions shaped the philosophical legacy attached to his name. Grote is concerned with the dialogues, with the problem of distinguishing historical personality from literary construction, and with the larger movement of Greek speculation in which these works participated. The result is less a simple biography than a broad inquiry into schools, methods, and rival interpretations, designed to show how a philosophical inheritance became plural rather than singular.

The reading experience is marked by an authoritative, analytical voice and a style that reflects serious nineteenth-century scholarship. Grote writes with patience, precision, and argumentative energy, often lingering over distinctions that matter to the interpretation of philosophical positions. His tone is formal and often judicial, weighing evidence and competing claims rather than pursuing dramatic narrative. Readers should expect density rather than speed: this is a book that invites slow reading, especially for those interested in how historical criticism and philosophical analysis can be combined in the same sustained work.

Among its central themes are the relation between Sokrates and Plato, the diversity of Socratic thought, the status of dialogue as a philosophical form, and the difficulty of reconstructing ideas from partial and partisan records. Grote repeatedly brings attention to the problem of evidence: what can be known, what rests on inference, and how much interpretation enters into every account of the past. The book also engages the tension between individual genius and intellectual community, showing that philosophical development emerges from conversation, disagreement, and competing acts of remembrance.

The book still matters because the questions it raises have not disappeared. Contemporary readers continue to confront conflicting sources, contested authorship, and the challenge of separating a historical figure from the traditions built around that figure. In that sense, Grote’s study speaks not only to classicists or historians of philosophy but to anyone interested in how knowledge is transmitted and debated. Its attention to method, argument, and evidentiary restraint models a way of reading influential texts without collapsing them into easy certainty or mere reverence.

For modern readers, Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates offers both a portrait of ancient philosophy and an example of scholarship as disciplined interpretation. It rewards those willing to enter a world where intellectual history unfolds through close reading, comparison, and critical caution. Even when its style reflects the era in which it was written, its core concerns remain recognizably alive: how traditions form, how thinkers are grouped or separated, and how philosophy survives through texts that demand renewed judgment. It is best approached as a serious companion to the enduring complexity of the Socratic legacy.
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    George Grote’s Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates is a large nineteenth-century study of Greek philosophy that combines intellectual history, textual criticism, and biography. Rather than treating Plato in isolation, Grote places him within the wider Socratic circle and the political and cultural conditions of classical Athens. The work begins by examining what can be known about Sokrates through often difficult and partisan sources, then asks how later writers, especially Plato and Xenophon, shaped his image. From the outset, Grote stresses the need for caution, comparison, and historical method when reconstructing early philosophy from imperfect evidence.

The account then turns to Sokrates himself as a public moral inquirer whose conversations challenged accepted opinions without offering a finished doctrine. Grote emphasizes the practical and dialectical character of Socratic questioning, its effect on citizens and youth, and its relation to Athenian civic life. He considers the charges, trial, and death of Sokrates not as isolated anecdote but as a decisive event for subsequent philosophy and for the self-understanding of his followers. This treatment frames the central problem of the book: how a master known for questioning rather than system-building became the source of multiple, divergent philosophical traditions.

From there Grote surveys the “other companions” of Sokrates, including figures associated with schools and tendencies outside Plato’s own development. He treats these associates as important witnesses to the range of Socratic influence, not merely secondary names orbiting a greater philosopher. Their writings and reported doctrines illustrate how Socratic habits could lead toward ethical rigor, rhetorical adaptation, logical analysis, or practical instruction. By reconstructing these lines of descent, Grote resists a simplified story in which Plato alone inherits Sokrates. The result is a broader map of post-Socratic thought, showing both common origins and substantial divergence among disciples.

When Grote reaches Plato, he proceeds dialogue by dialogue, attending closely to dramatic setting, argumentative movement, and philosophical purpose. He resists reading the dialogues as straightforward containers of a single finished system, arguing instead that their literary form is integral to their meaning. Characters, occasions, and modes of inquiry matter as much as stated theses. This method allows him to distinguish early, exploratory discussions from later, more constructive treatments without forcing every work into rigid consistency. Throughout, he presents Plato as both heir to Socratic dialectic and an original thinker who expanded its reach into metaphysics, ethics, politics, and psychology.

A central thread of the study is Grote’s sustained attention to dialectic, definition, and the testing of belief. He often highlights Plato’s power to expose confusion, sharpen concepts, and stage conflicts between plausible positions rather than simply deliver settled answers. In discussing major dialogues, he considers recurring concerns such as virtue, knowledge, justice, the soul, and the conditions of good government. He also examines the place of myth, speculation, and constructive hypothesis, noting how these elements interact with critical argument. The book therefore presents Platonic philosophy as an active process of inquiry, where methodological tensions are as important as doctrinal content.

The work also engages broader interpretive controversies, especially how far Plato should be treated as a dogmatic teacher and how far as a dramatist of philosophical examination. Grote frequently tests ancient testimony against internal evidence from the dialogues and weighs modern assumptions about development, authorship, and unity. His approach is notable for its independence: he does not accept inherited rankings or religiously colored readings without scrutiny. At the same time, he situates philosophical debate within institutions, education, and public life, showing that these texts emerged from concrete historical pressures. The book thus joins philology and philosophy in a single, sustained argument about interpretation.

By the end, Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates stands as both a history of an intellectual circle and a defense of careful, evidence-based reading. Its enduring interest lies in the way it opens Greek philosophy as a field of competing voices rather than a fixed canon of conclusions. Grote presents Sokrates as a catalytic figure, Plato as a uniquely inventive continuator, and the wider companions as essential to understanding the movement’s full complexity. Without reducing the dialogues to easy messages, the work clarifies the questions they keep alive, which helps explain why Socratic and Platonic inquiry still resonates across philosophy, politics, and education.
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    George Grote published Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates in London between 1865 and 1867, during the high Victorian period, when classical scholarship, parliamentary reform, and debates over religion and education were closely intertwined. Britain’s expanding print culture and university reforms encouraged large historical works aimed at educated general readers as well as specialists. Grote had already established his reputation through his multivolume History of Greece, issued from 1846 to 1856. The later study of Plato grew from that broader project, presenting Greek philosophy within a historical narrative rather than as a purely abstract or theological tradition.

The ancient setting of Grote’s work is primarily Athens in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, the leading polis of the Greek world in drama, rhetoric, and political experimentation. Athens developed institutions that shaped Sokrates and Plato directly: the Assembly of male citizens, the Council, the popular law courts staffed by large juries, and the civic festivals that joined religion with public life. Intellectual activity flourished through sophists, poets, historians, and teachers who circulated among Greek cities. Grote treats philosophy as embedded in this civic environment, not detached from the institutions, conflicts, and educational practices of democratic Athens.

The most influential background event for both Sokrates and Plato was the Peloponnesian War between Athens and Sparta, fought from 431 to 404 BCE. The war strained Athenian finances, intensified factional politics, and culminated in military defeat. Its consequences included the brief oligarchic regime of the Thirty in 404–403 BCE and the democratic restoration that followed. These upheavals mattered because several associates of Sokrates were linked to anti-democratic circles, while Plato himself belonged to an aristocratic family with political connections. Grote emphasizes that philosophical debate in Athens unfolded amid civic crisis, litigation, and contested memories of democracy’s failures and recoveries.

Another crucial event is the trial and execution of Sokrates in 399 BCE on charges of impiety and corrupting the young. Ancient evidence for Sokrates survives chiefly through authors such as Plato, Xenophon, Aristophanes, and Aristotle, each writing from different genres and purposes. Grote approaches these sources comparatively, reflecting nineteenth-century historical criticism and philology. He rejects simply treating Plato’s dialogues as transparent records of the historical Sokrates. Instead, he distinguishes between the historical citizen tried by the Athenians and the literary-philosophical figure developed in Platonic dialogue, a distinction central to modern scholarship and to the book’s historical framework.

Plato’s career unfolded after the restoration of democracy, in a Greek world transformed by shifting power balances among city-states. He founded the Academy at Athens in the fourth century BCE, creating one of antiquity’s most influential centers of philosophical teaching. His dialogues addressed ethics, politics, knowledge, rhetoric, mathematics, and cosmology while also engaging rival intellectual movements, especially sophistic argument and Isokratic education. Grote places Plato among the wider ‘companions of Sokrates,’ including Xenophon, Antisthenes, Aristippus, and others, because the Socratic legacy was not singular. This comparative frame reflects the historical reality of multiple schools claiming descent from Sokrates.

Grote’s own intellectual and political background decisively shaped his interpretation. He was a banker, Radical Member of Parliament, and advocate of parliamentary reform, secret ballot, and broader civic inclusion. He was closely associated with the philosophical Radicals and with utilitarian circles linked to Jeremy Bentham and James Mill. Although not reducing Greek philosophy to utilitarian doctrine, Grote consistently viewed democratic institutions more sympathetically than many earlier classicists had done. His Athens is not merely a cautionary example of mob rule; it is a complex political society whose participatory institutions fostered public reasoning, intellectual competition, and the conditions under which Socratic debate became possible.

The book also belongs to a nineteenth-century movement in classical studies that combined German philological methods with English historical narrative. Scholars increasingly emphasized source criticism, chronology, manuscript traditions, and the historical development of ideas. At the same time, Victorian readers were debating Biblical criticism, secular education, and the authority of inherited moral systems. In that climate, Plato could be read either as a quasi-religious sage or as a rigorous dialectician. Grote strongly favored the latter emphasis. He highlighted argumentative method, logical difficulty, and the dramatic form of the dialogues rather than extracting a single orthodox Platonic creed suited to Christian moral instruction.

Viewed in context, Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates is both a study of classical Athens and a Victorian intervention in how antiquity should be read. It reflects an era that prized historical evidence, liberal education, and public debate, while also contesting the relation between authority and reason. Grote critiques earlier idealizing portraits of Plato and harsher condemnations of Athenian democracy by returning to institutions, sources, and competing Socratic traditions. The result is a historically grounded account that mirrors nineteenth-century confidence in critical scholarship and uses the ancient past to reconsider political judgment, intellectual freedom, and the social conditions of philosophy.
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This work follows and supplements a history of Greece by turning from political events to Hellenic philosophy, especially Sokrates and Plato, who cannot be adequately treated unless philosophy stands first and history second. Plato and Aristotle rise above the rest; enough of their writings survive to count as a rare good fortune beside the vast lost literature known mostly by titles. The Platonic dialogues, brilliant in themselves, grow more precious as scant remains of that vanished world. The full ancient list of Plato’s works is kept intact here, though disputed dialogues are defended separately, and the inquiry centers on Athens after Sokrates’ death.
The inquiry begins from Sokrates, with only a brief glance backward so the theories around him are not wholly unknown. His singular power over minds helped produce the “Sokratic dialogues,” written by many companions, with Plato foremost. These dialogues show philosophy in dramatic form, unlike Aristotle’s later system-making, and they often lean heavily on the negative element. Philosophy, aiming at reasoned truth, tests belief by conscious examination, stated first principles, and weighed reasons on both sides. Ordinary belief, sincere and forceful though it is, usually rests on authority and custom, as if judgment had been given before any pleading was heard.
The philosopher therefore calls the missing pleadings into view, demands proof, rejects unsound doctrine, and offers only truths defended by reasons and replies to objections. Philosophy is thus necessarily polemical: independent reason opposes reigning unreasoned belief, and reasoners also differ among themselves. Early Greek thinkers proposed new accounts of the universe, but mostly without attacking accepted views. With Sokrates, both topic and method changed. He turned to ethics and politics, put negation first, and used cross-examination to expose false knowledge. These dialogues are treated as genuinely negative where they remain so; no hidden doctrine is invented where Plato leaves difficulties unsolved.
He treats each dialogue as its own whole, the reach and impulse of a particular moment, whether or not it fits the rest. Plato, no less than Cicero, would have resisted anyone who tried to shut debate in the hard search for reasoned truth by chaining one dialogue to a verdict already pronounced in another. Two conflicting lines of thought cannot both be true, yet both may be useful to know, and anyone claiming mastery should know each. Minds thirsty for reasoned truth gain much from the many points Plato opens, even when he does not finally settle them for them.
Some critics, finding inconsistencies in Plato, either twist them into agreement by subtle interpretation or reject one side as spurious. He does neither. He accepts such inconsistencies as facts, and as revealing facts in Plato’s philosophical character. He especially marks the sharp contrast between the spirit of the Leges and the earlier works. Plutarch called Plato a blend of Sokrates and Lykurgus; in truth the two elements oppose each other and rule at different times. Plato begins with the confessed ignorance and philosophical negation of Sokrates, and ends with the peremptory, dictatorial affirmation of Lykurgus.
He has given Xenophon, who belongs only partly to this undertaking and stands in striking contrast to Plato, a separate treatment. He has also tried to do justice to the lesser Sokratic companions, so far as scanty evidence allows, especially because they have been widely misunderstood and unfairly belittled. Yet these volumes contain only half the speculative activity of fourth-century Hellas. The other half, with Aristotle as the central figure, is still missing. If health and strength remain, he hopes to supply it one day and complete, from his own point of view, the speculative and active history of the Hellenic race to the date he fixed long ago.
The philosophy of the fourth century B.C. is precious not only for its own speculative worth, for the originality and greatness of its two chief heroes, and for its flowering beside drama, rhetoric, and art, but also because it is purely Hellenic. It comes before Alexandria and before Oriental currents mingle with the inspirations of the Academy or the Lyceum. The Orontes and the Jordan had not yet begun to flow westward and tint the waters of Attica and Latium. The real and ideal worlds before Plato and Aristotle were still wholly Hellenic, whereas in the next century that purity had already begun to fade.
As foreign centers of rhetoric and letters rose under royal favor, Asiatic and Alexandrian Hellenism gained strength. Plato and Aristotle therefore stand as the special representatives of genuine Hellenic philosophy. Their extraordinary ascendancy in their own day and through later centuries helped the Hellenic vein endure, though impoverished, against the ever-growing pressure of the East. They outlasted all their pagan successors, who were at once less purely Hellenic and less gifted. Near seven hundred and fifty years after Plato’s death, Saint Jerome exulted in the triumph of unlettered Christians over pagan accomplishment, and showed the scale of that triumph by naming Plato and Aristotle as the defeated philosophy.
CHAPTER I.

  SPECULATIVE PHILOSOPHY IN GREECE, BEFORE AND IN THE TIME OF SOKRATES.
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Plato lived from 427 to 347 B.C., born in the fourth year of the Peloponnesian War[1] and dying when Philip of Macedon took Olynthus. His last years saw the first sorrowful break in the Greek world’s independence, with signs of the subjugation later sealed at Chæroneia. Yet in his youth such a future seemed impossible. Greece, though divided within itself, had strength enough for defense and even for attacking foreign enemies like then-feeble Macedonia. Plato’s mind was shaped in a Hellas that seemed self-sustaining: many cities, each its own state, yet bound by race, language, religion, and common feeling.
Greek speculation first moved within the theology and cosmology of Homer and Hesiod. Their gods, genealogies, and divine powers satisfied curiosity about the world, and Herakleitus[2] later attacked them fiercely, condemning Hesiod with Pythagoras[3], Xenophanes, and Hekatæus, and saying Homer and Archilochus should be driven from festivals and scourged. Men did not ask what caused rain, thunder, or earthquakes, but who sent them. Zeus or Poseidon was enough; physical causes would have seemed absurd and impious. Hesiod gave this belief detail and order, filling the world with divine agents from Okeanus and Gæa to Zeus, Apollo, and Chaos before all.
That popular faith endured even after philosophy arose, and hostility to scientific explanation remained strong; Aristophanes mocked Sokrates for probing heavenly causes, while Sokrates himself rejected such inquiries and blamed Anaxagoras and others for prying into what the gods kept hidden. Still, Thales of Miletus opened a new path, making Water, not a god, the first substance from which all things came and to which they returned, with the flat earth floating on the ocean. Anaximander followed, writing that the Infinite or Indeterminate was the first principle, containing latent opposites and generating all things, which later paid penalty by dissolving back into it. He described the heavens, earth, living creatures, storms, and even drew an early map; then Anaximenes took Air as the first principle, with substances arising through condensation and rarefaction.
Anaximenes, the third Milesian physical philosopher, chose Air as the primordial substance: eternal, infinite, always moving, and able to generate all things through rarefaction and condensation, linked with heat and cold. In utmost rarefaction it became fire and aether; growing denser, it became cloud, then water, then earth, and finally stone. Air surrounded and penetrated the world and carried the vital principle animals drew in by breathing and lost at death. He pictured the earth as a broad flat round plate resting on air, and earth, sun, and moon as condensed air beneath a revolving hemispheric heaven.
From this search for one generating principle, thought turned to Pythagoras, Xenophanes, and Herakleitus, with Pythagoras standing out as traveler, religious innovator, and founder of a brotherhood both ascetic and political. He taught the soul’s immortality and transmigration into human or animal bodies, recognized kinship between humans and animals, and forbade using animals for food or sacrifice. After winning fame in Samos and Ionia, he moved to Kroton and Metapontum, where his followers gained wide power in the Greek cities of Italy until fierce public hostility broke them violently and scattered them. Yet the sect endured for generations as a close social, religious, and philosophical body.
Pythagoras answered the old question of what underlies the universe by declaring that the essence of things is Number, not as a mere attribute, but as substance, force, and determining principle. The Monad held both the Determining and the Indeterminate; from their union came numbers and all things. One through four culminated in the perfect Dekad, and numbers were tied to geometric forms and qualities of life. The universe itself was a numerical system centered on fire, the Hearth of the Universe, around which ten bodies revolved, including the Counter-Earth. Their motions formed perfect harmony, and when asked why no one heard it, they answered, "We have heard it always.
To the Pythagoreans, Ten was the perfection of number: One through Ten were primary and generative, and all larger numbers were compounds from the decad. On that perfect total they built both astronomy and a table of contraries. Where others chose Hot and Cold, Wet and Dry, they set ten pairs: Limit and Unlimited, Odd and Even, One and Many, Right and Left, Male and Female, Rest and Motion, Straight and Curve, Light and Darkness, Good and Evil, Square and Oblong. Good and Evil, regularity and irregularity, stood as primordial and indestructible, while number and figure ruled their view of nature.
That mathematical cast marked one of the most striking turns in Greek thought. They first cultivated mathematics, clearing a road later traveled by Euclid and Archimedes, though symbolic and mystical fancies often distorted their rigor. Pythagoras himself was said to have found the theorem later known as Euclid’s forty-seventh proposition, but how far he and his followers advanced arithmetic, geometry, and harmonics cannot be fixed with certainty. Beside him stood Xenophanes of Kolophon, another Ionian émigré to Italy, settled at Elea, long-lived, active late in the sixth century B.C., composing and reciting epic, elegiac, and iambic poems, of which only fragments remain.
Xenophanes fiercely attacked received belief about the Gods and the authority of Homer and Hesiod. “If horses or lions could paint, they would draw their Gods like themselves. The Ethiopians make theirs black, the Thracians fair and red-haired.” He rejected divination, mocked honors paid to Olympic victors, denounced mourning rites for Leukothea, and would allow no birth of Gods. “The whole Kosmos, or the whole God, sees, hears, and thinks.” From that One he denied genesis, parts, change, and Non-Ens. Yet he lamented, “No man knows clearly.” Parmenides then made Ens alone truth: one, self-existent, eternal, extended, indivisible, motionless, while plurality and change belonged only to opinion.
Parmenides fixes Ens as the bare minimum thought cannot do without: you cannot think without thinking of something extended and enduring. Men call this the Absolute, the thing in itself, yet thought and what is thought cannot truly be torn apart: “τὸ γὰρ αὐτὸ νοεῖν ἔστιν τε καὶ εἶναι.” He separates enduring duration from passing succession, granting only duration to Ens and truth, while succession belongs to shifting appearance. Thus ontology first stands forth: Ens is everything, and everything is Ens. Yet this being is narrow and closed, while all else falls under human opinion drawn from sense and inference alone.
He keeps ontology apart from nature. Ens is one and enduring; nature is many, successive, changing, moving, and different for different observers. So, leaving certainty for probability, he offers his own account of the world: earth, water, air, and the heavens. Two contrary positive principles rule it, Light—hot, bright, rare—and Darkness—cold, heavy, dense. A generating goddess, like Aphrodite, with first-born Eros, joins them, and from that union spring the powers of nature and the concentric cosmic circles: outer fire, aether, the Milky Way, sun and moon condensed from it, and earth fixed at the center, spherical and zoned.
Between earth and the outer fire dwells a goddess, Justice or Necessity, keeping the cosmic motions in harmony. The stars feed on earth’s exhalations; the human race comes forth through the sun; bodies and minds are mixtures of the two elemental powers, so like knows like, sensation and thought depend on bodily composition, and every natural thing holds some limited knowledge. Then the scene turns to Herakleitus, “the Obscure,” harsh toward others: “Much learning does not teach reason,” and Homer and Archilochus deserve scourging. His dark, forceful book proclaims not stable being but ceaseless change: fire, river, war, opposing paths, all one process where everything flows and each thing becomes its contrary.
Universal law, destiny, or divine working is an endless exchange of generation and destruction, where each thing should appear and vanish at once beneath its contrary. The river seems the same, yet its water is always gone; we seem still, yet everything rushes on, and sameness is a delusion. Still, some particular things hold out for a time, more durable than others, and this persistence becomes a kind of usurpation, delaying what should replace them. So hostility arises: the universal force creates and destroys at once, while each particular state, all positivity and rest, struggles to keep its footing against the moving, renovating pressure of the whole.
He allows no permanent substance at all, only ceaseless movement, change, assertion and negation joined together. He names this force “the common,” “the universal,” “the divine,” “fire,” “strife,” “destiny,” “justice,” “Time,” and more, often speaking through paradox, because contraries coincide and every change means passage into its opposite. Fire stands foremost as symbol and element alike: first fire, then water, then earth, the downward road that is also the upward road. “The death of fire” is water; water dies partly into earth and partly into flame. The sun and stars are fed and spent like meteoric exhalations; eclipses come when their troughs turn darkward, and thunder and lightning rise from clouds and winds.
The ordered world is always being destroyed into fire, the indeterminate, and always renewed from fire into water and earth, though the line between symbol and physical process remains blurred. The soul too is an outflow of the universal fire, ever moving but hindered by the body’s fixity. In death the body becomes “fit only to be cast out like dung.” No one owns reason separately; wisdom lives only in the universal. In sleep the soul’s channels close, memory fails, and each person retreats into a private world. Awake, most still miss the common reason, trusting dull eyes, ears, and private judgment. Truth comes only by abandoning separate opinion and moving with the universal order of contraries.
Herakleitus set the absolute against Parmenides: not stable being, but ceaseless movement, change, birth, and ruin. The real was drawn not from substances but from events, governed by a law of justice or necessity that alone endured. His followers spread the doctrine in ways he may not have owned, using it to exalt the universal and belittle passing things, and it stirred later disputes about proof and truth. Then comes Empedokles of Agrigentum, writing in admired poems. With Parmenides he denied true generation and destruction: what is cannot be born or perish. Men only mistake mixtures and separations for birth and death.
Empedokles set beneath all things four eternal roots—Earth, Water, Air, and Fire—and over them two opposed powers, Love joining and Enmity sundering. So the many become one, and the one breaks into many: birth is only combination, death only dissolution. The world moves through a fated, endless cycle. Under Love’s full rule all elements are fused in Sphærus, one motionless, partless sphere. Then Enmity enters, “agitating the members of the God one after another,” loosening the mass. Air gathers around Earth and Water, Fire outside Air by the crystalline rim; rotation forms sea, steadies earth, and brings day and night, seasons, and the heavens.
Earth, stirred by Fire within, then throws up its living tenants. First come plants alone; later animals appear in fragments, then monstrous mismatched forms, and at last fitting bodies that endure and breed—men, horses, birds, fishes, and even the “long-lived Gods.” Every compound is a blend of the four elements; none turns into another. Their fine particles enter one another’s pores so completely that, like mixed colors, they cannot be separated. He named equal portions in flesh and blood, and for bone one-fourth earth, one-fourth water, and half fire. He also traced generation, gestation, breathing through body and lungs, and blood’s ebb and flow driven by inner fire.
Empedokles explains sensation through pores and effluvia: like knows like. Since man is made of the same four elements as the world, he knows earth by earth, water by water, and the rest, as streaming particles enter fitting channels. Plants and other things also possess some knowledge, though less than man; intelligence rises with a richer mixture of elements, and blood, being most compounded, is its chief seat. Vision works chiefly through fire within the eye, helped by outer light: white fits the fiery pores, black the watery. Some animals, by differing mixtures of fire and water, see better by day, others by night.
For hearing, the ear is like a bell or trumpet moved by outer air, setting inner parts against incoming air and producing sound. Smell belongs to breathing; those who breathe most strongly smell most keenly, and odorous effluvia come especially from light, thin bodies. Taste and touch need only the general traffic of pores and effluvia, with immediate contact. Pleasure comes when what flows in both fits the passages and harmonizes in elemental mixture. Empedokles also cries that justice forbids killing any living thing; souls wander through many forms—boy, girl, shrub, bird, fish—suffering exile, while he boasts godlike powers over wind, rain, and even death.
He also mourns that no one can grasp great truth in this brief, distracted life, each following private impressions without reaching the whole. Anaxagoras, plainer in character, likewise denies generation and destruction: things only mix, separate, and exchange compounds. But he does not stop at four elements; every kind of matter is primordial, with like particles, homoeomeries, making flesh, bone, blood, fire, earth, water, gold, and the rest. Yet everything is in everything, never pure. At first all were crowded together in one indistinguishable mass until Nous, pure and self-ruled, set it spinning, separated opposites, and gathered likes into distinct bodies, though never completely apart.
Nothing except Νοῦς is wholly pure; everything else is mixed, though some things come nearer purity than others. Flesh and bone are purer than air or earth because one ingredient strongly prevails while the rest lie hidden; air, fire, earth, and the like are more crowded compounds, a great seed-store from which many forms can emerge. Air and fire seem to generate many products, while flesh and bone do not; yet through all change the total mass neither grows nor shrinks. Like Empedokles, this view denies creation from nothing and also denies one kind of matter turning into another; all things are unions and separations of primordial stuffs.
Empedokles admitted only four elemental forms, each able to stand apart; Anaxagoras admitted indefinitely many forms, each with endless particles, yet none except Νοῦς ever fully severed from the rest. Every body contains all forms, but one or a few dominate and become visible while the others remain latent. The thought seems prompted by nourishment: bread and meat feed blood, flesh, bone, veins, hair, and more, so food must already contain matter akin to each. Both systems begin from a motionless chaos. To break it, Empedokles brings in Love and Enmity; Anaxagoras brings in Νοῦς, which starts the cosmic whirl and lets like particles gather.
Later ages took Νοῦς for a god, but here it is not a person: it is many in manifestation, like soul or life in humans and plants, a substance thinner than air or fire, wholly unmixed, knowing all and first to act. It orders things by stirring the inert mass into rotation; once the whirl begins, the homoeomeries follow their own properties, known by Νοῦς but not commanded by it. Thus the dense, wet, cold, dark, and heavy collect where Earth now is, while the hot, dry, light, and bright move outward. Earth stays central; heavenly bodies are fiery stones, the Sun larger than Peloponnesus, and the Moon earthy, sunlit, with plains, mountains, cities, and inhabitants. Earth is flat, air-supported, and later tilted southward, making the heavens seem oblique.
Anaxagoras explained the sea, rivers, earthquakes, hurricanes, hail, snow, animals, and plants. Animals first rose from hot, moist earth, then continued by breeding; plant seeds were first in the air, then fell into warm, wet ground and rooted. He held that plants and animals all shared intelligence and feeling, differing from humans only by degree, with human superiority due largely to hands. Sensation came from unlike acting on unlike, which he applied to the five senses; yet the senses were dim and inadequate, needing intelligence to compare and judge their conflicting reports. On this point, his view remains hard to fix.
His teachings were judged offensive and impious. Living at Athens and closely linked with Perikles, Anaxagoras became unpopular and was even threatened with prosecution, especially for saying the Sun was a fiery stone and the Moon an earthy mass. To people who revered Helios and Selênê as gods, that was absurd blasphemy, and Perikles had to send him away. Diogenes of Apollonia, somewhat younger, later taught at Athens and left under the same threat. He declared there was one primordial element only: air. All things must be one at bottom, or they could neither act on, mix with, nourish, help, nor harm one another.
For Diogenes, air was infinite, eternal, powerful, intelligent, and the source of life, soul, and thought, taken in by breathing and lost when breath stopped. It varied endlessly—hot or cold, moist or dry, dense or rare—and all things were generated from air and dissolved back into it, while air alone endured. He traced intelligence and sensation through veins, placed thought chiefly in the chest and heart, sensation in warm dry air near the brain, denied intelligence to plants, and tied pleasure and pain to air mixed with blood. He described a world shaped from transformed air, then turned at last to Leukippus and Demokritus and the atomic theory.
Of Leukippus almost nothing is known; of Demokritus, enough to show a life devoted to inquiry, careless of politics and even of inheritance. He studied nature with wider observation and less vagueness than others, boasting that no one surpassed him in travel, investigation, learned conversation abroad, or geometry. He spent years in Egypt, Asia Minor, and Persia, and wrote abundantly on ethics, physics, astronomy, and humanity, though nothing survives. Even hostile critics praised an impressive, half-poetical style, and his range nearly matched Aristotle. His theory, joined with Leukippus, grew from Elea and answered Parmenides, who had severed the real from the phenomenal.
The atomists tried to rebuild that severed bridge. They agreed that what truly is cannot be generated, destroyed, or altered in quality, but denied that being is one, continuous, and motionless. Being was many, discontinuous, and moving: extension with body and extension without body, plenum and vacuum, matter and space. What Parmenides had called Non-Ens they declared to be the vacuum, no less real than body. Motion itself required both. Observation also showed empty intervals, since bodies are porous, compressible, and nourished by new matter. Thus innumerable indivisible, indestructible atoms, each a solid plenum, moved through surrounding void, differing only in size and shape.
No atom could split or truly merge, though many could crowd so closely as to seem one body and display new sensible properties. All compounds arose from differences of magnitude, figure, position, and arrangement; generation was a new grouping, destruction a breaking apart, change a rearrangement. Color, sound, taste, smell, heat, and cold had no independent reality, but were powers affecting sentient organs, varying with observer and condition. Weight and hardness alone belonged to bodies themselves: atoms had equal specific gravity, while compounds were heavier as they contained more solid and less void. Demokritus said, "Sweet and bitter, hot and cold are by law or convention... what really exists is, atoms and vacuum." He added, "There are two phases of knowledge, the obscure and the genuine," and reason alone reached the latter, though only a little.
Demokritus held that true knowledge was scarcely attainable, yet whatever could be known must be reached by reason pushing past the dim evidence of the senses into the last structure of bodies. Atoms were not mere abstractions but concrete, tiny bodies, each with its own size, shape, and motion, too small for us, though perhaps not for finer beings. By their movements, contacts, and collisions they formed not only this Kosmos but many others. No outside power set them going. Motion belonged to them from eternity. “Such is the course of nature—such is and always has been the fact.” Chance was a fiction masking ignorance.
Demokritus supposed like atoms tended toward like, and uncombined atoms moved downward with unequal force according to size and weight. Their impacts produced the crucial rotatory motion, which widened until a surrounding shell formed, holding Earth and Water at the center, with Air, Fire, and the heavenly bodies near the rim. He pictured the sun as a red-hot mass and the earth as flat above and below, round like a drum, resting on resisting air. In living things he made mind, soul, life, fire, and heat one substance: tiny, globular, restless atoms spread through animals, plants, air, and all nature, entering by breath and escaping at death.
He placed intelligence in the brain, passion in the heart, and appetite in the liver. Sensation and thought alike were material changes in these mental particles, caused by effluvia or images from outside. Fire or heat came from small, round, swift atoms; air, water, and earth from mixed shapes differing chiefly in size. He dwelt especially on sight and taste, giving four simple colors—white, black, red, and green—from different atomic surfaces, pores, shadows, and effluvia, while all other colors were mixtures. Every object shed images of itself that struck air and eye to make vision; hearing came when condensed air bearing sound entered the ears and spread inward.
Demokritus traced each taste to differently shaped atoms. Sour came from rough, angular, twisted, tiny particles that forced their way through the body, opened wide empty spaces, and raised heat, since heat matched the amount of vacuum within. Sweet came from large round atoms gliding gently and spreading evenly, softening contrary particles. Astringent came from large many-angled atoms clogging the vessels and checking fluids in veins and bowels. Salt came from large irregular atoms tangled together. Other tastes likewise had their own atoms, though real substances mixed many forms, and the ruling taste followed the form that predominated in each case.
Thought, like sensation, came from atoms flowing in from outside. For right thinking, the mind within had to match them in condition; if a man grew too hot or too cold, his mind wandered. Even the soundest mind did not move by itself, but was stirred by outer effluences. Every sensation and every thought answered to something objective, though sensation dealt with bodily compounds and changed with each percipient, while thought could grasp even minute atoms and void, revealing what was there and acting alike on all. So sensation was called obscure knowledge, thought genuine knowledge; yet truth still lay hidden in an abyss.
He also filled the air with effluences, spectres, and images cast off from people and things, even from far beyond the Kosmos. Carrying the bodily and mental stamp of their source, some helped, others harmed, entering through the pores and spreading through the body. Images from jealous or vindictive men were especially hurtful; they stirred thoughts and feelings, sent dreams, divinations, warnings, threats, and sometimes even pestilence. Men’s happiness depended greatly on what images approached, and he wished for kindly ones. From vast and terrible images he explained belief in the Gods. His lost works ranged over nearly every field, and he praised serene, contented contemplation over wealth, ambition, and excitement.
Galen objects that Empedokles’ so-called mixture is not true blending but only close contact, and he credits Hippokrates with the first doctrine of real mixture. Yet Empedokles plainly lets things truly mix whenever pores and incoming particles match in symmetry; oil and water refuse each other because no such fit exists. Aristotle’s attack misses the mark by arguing about breathing through the nostrils, while Empedokles explains respiration through the movement of air itself. He compares it to a klepsydra: seal the narrow neck, and the trapped air holds water out through the pierced base; unseal it, and water rushes in at once.
From this same play of influx and efflux he builds sensation and thought. Everything gives off effluences: “Know that there are outflows from all things that have come to be.” We see earth by earth, water by water, aether by aether, fire by fire, love by love, and strife by bitter strife. He lets no sharp line divide the living from the lifeless: “Know that all things have thought and a share of mind.” In people, “the blood around the heart is thought.” He speaks of the eye’s imprisoned fire, the ear as a “fleshy branch,” and extends a common justice through all breathing life, forbidding killing what has soul.
Then Anaxagoras enters with a different beginning: “All things were together,” infinite in number and smallness, so mingled that nothing stood clear. Coming-to-be and perishing are only mixture and separation. In everything, portions of everything lie hidden; what appears is simply whatever ingredient most abounds and comes foremost. Thus no one thing is wholly pure flesh, bone, white, or black, though each is named from what predominates. Yet Mind stands apart alone—unmixed, self-ruling, finest, purest, knowing all and strongest of all. Mind first seized the universal rotation, set motion going from the small, widened it ever further, and knew all that mixed, parted, and was separated.
Lucretius counts flesh, bone, fire, and water among the Anaxagorean homoeomeries, and Aristotle seems to have reversed Anaxagoras and Empedocles. Empedocles says, “fire and water and air and earth are four simple elements,” rather than flesh and bone. Anaxagoras makes those alike parts primary, while earth, fire, and air are compounds, a “πανσπερμία,” a mixture of all seeds. Air and fire are themselves mixtures of flesh, blood, and every other seed, gathered from invisible like parts, and thus everything can come from them. Anaxagoras, then, admits no simple bodies at all; only Nous stands apart from the mixture.
In his view, everything is in everything. Bodies are compounds in which one sort of particle becomes so active that the rest are practically overpowered. Generation is only “the coming forth and separation of what was hidden before.” Since particles can be disengaged and recombined without limit, homoeomeric bodies are infinite in number, though their parts may be called elements relative to each body. Nous begins motion and causes separation, but once that impulse is given, things proceed largely by their own forces and weights. Its marks are twofold: “to move” and “to know.” Yet it is only the finest, subtlest thing, not clearly immaterial or personal.
From this basis came physical explanations: the stars first moved in a dome-like way; the Nile floods from Ethiopian snows melting upstream; plants and animals develop by natural processes. In sensation and thought, Anaxagoras sharply separates appearance from the underlying reality. Snow looks white, yet he can say it is really black, because water, from which it is frozen, is black in its own nature; the seeming whiteness is only an appearance laid over what remains unchanged. Alongside this stands Diogenes of Apollonia, arguing that all things must come from one common stuff because they act on one another, and naming air as soul, intelligence, and life in all creatures.
Aristotle blames Demokritus for accepting the general course of nature as an ultimate fact and leaving out final causes. Lafaist answers that this is still how natural philosophers speak: if asked why something happens, Demokritus replies, “The thing happens thus, because it has always happened thus.” A stone falls by the law of gravity; and what is that law but the general statement that unsupported stones fall? In any one case the event occurs because it always has occurred. So Demokritus first casts the principle that nature remains constant to itself, the earliest form of stable natural laws.
Aristotle says Demokritus described the atoms’ motion that formed the world as coming “from spontaneity,” but Mullach protests that what looks like chance is only natural necessity whose laws are unknown. Though Aristotle may call that necessity chance or fortune, Demokritus recoils from anything that breaks the fixed chain of causes or disturbs nature, and grants no real power to fortune in particular things. Zeller warns that Aristotle’s phrase misleads. Dugald Stewart says the same of Epicurean thought: “the blind chance of the Epicureans” does not mean effects without causes, only causes without intelligence or design.
Stewart presses the point with Lucretius: atoms possess active powers, and through immeasurable time they might, indeed must, produce the world around us. Every effect still has a cause; intelligence alone is excluded. As with a die, “blind chance” means the throw is not directed by design, not that it lacks a cause. Demokritus himself says, “Men fashioned an image of chance as a pretext for their own want of counsel.” From there the account turns to soul and body. Soul and heat are one, made of the first spherical shapes. Respiration and soul are bound together, and some divide the soul into rational and irrational parts.
Sensation and thought arise when images come from outside; “neither can strike upon us apart from the falling image.” Air between eye and object takes an imprint; voice is dense air driven in by force; air enters not only through the ears but through pores all over the body. Colors and tastes are countless through mixtures, since nothing exactly matches another. Cold and shivering come from irruptions of jagged, acute atoms. In every substance no shape is pure or unmixed; many are present, and whichever is most abundant chiefly determines sensation and power. The same thing can therefore produce contrary effects in different conditions.
Thinking comes when the soul is in due proportion after motion; if one becomes too hot or too cold, it changes. Demokritus treats hot and cold, and the rest of sense-qualities, as relative to us, while atoms and void alone truly are. “There are two forms of judgment, the genuine and the obscure.” What is believed and perceived “is not in truth such things, but atoms and void only,” and of what each thing really is, “we understand nothing exact.” Effluences from bodies can also bring plagues, strange affections, dreams, and divination. He prays to meet “propitious images,” and praises euthymia, a settled cheer of soul.
CHAPTER II.

  GENERAL REMARKS ON THE EARLIER PHILOSOPHERS—GROWTH OF DIALECTIC—ZENO AND GORGIAS.
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Greek philosophy begins in division, not orthodoxy: many small sects, each following one mind, each departing from accepted belief, each enduring blame, and none ruling the rest. The shifting theories of early astronomy and physics may startle a modern mind, yet they were the best efforts of sincere, subtle men working with the facts and methods they had. Their record shows how belief changes with time and circumstance, and how rash it is to proclaim universal first truths. These philosophers survive mostly through scraps, often preserved by Aristotle, critic and witness alike; without him, almost nothing before Plato would remain.
Between Thales and the Peloponnesian war, twelve distinct systems appeared: Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, Xenophanes, Pythagoras, Parmenides, Herakleitus, Empedokles, Anaxagoras, Diogenes of Apollonia, Leukippus, and Demokritus. Even kindred pairs were not copies. This wealth of invention marks the Hellenic mind: a new effort to explain the Kosmos from itself, not through mythic powers. Yet the first inquirers worked against a world saturated with divine agency, theogonies, and poetry. People saw Nature as the action of gods, their will half-signaled by omens, often unreadable. Thales and the other Ionians broke from that vision and sought regular, knowable, predictable “causes and beginnings.
The Ionic thinkers placed generation, change, and motion in the foreground, choosing water, air, fire, and similar substances as active origins. Their search failed, but the greatness lay in seeking a scientific ground at all. Plato and Aristotle later carried abstraction much farther: Plato rebuilt the world through a Demiurgus and divine craftsmen; Aristotle made Nature half-personal, striving toward order. He said the Ionians saw only material cause, though for them substance and power were still one concrete thing. Their defect was thin experience, which made familiar elements nearly fictive. Pythagoras and Parmenides pointed more toward Plato, while Empedokles and Anaxagoras came nearer Aristotle.
From Thales to Demokritus, many rival cosmical theories appeared, showing not only growing curiosity but the Greek gift for bold construction. Imagination served science as it served poetry and art, though under harsher tests. Each hypothesis, however faulty and based on scant experience, tried to bind natural facts together by some intelligible thread. Their very discord helped: no single view hardened into sacred dogma, and each exposed the weakness of the rest. All sought to connect Nature’s past and present through analogies that seemed self-evident and found some support in phenomena. Leukippus and Demokritus seem to have outstripped the others.
Sokrates, Zeno, Plato, and the dialecticians found these theories already in circulation. Aristotle, crowded by the multitude and conflict of earlier thinkers, speaks of them as “the ancients.” Dialectic lowered physical speculation by shifting attention to man and society and by honing refutation against every weak point. Yet such negative scrutiny was valuable, because all those systems needed sifting whether or not the critic held a better doctrine. Sokrates also forced thought to examine its own method. General terms and meanings became central, and in Plato and Aristotle concepts were treated as causes or principles, while debaters stood opposed to earlier investigators of Nature.
Aristotle says the earlier philosophers “had no part in dialectics,” and the new age begins with Zeno and Sokrates. Zeno of Elea, inventor of dialectic, wrote controversial dialogues and, with Melissus, defended Parmenides. Opponents mocked the One; Zeno struck back, showing plurality bred equal absurdities. If things were many, they were infinitely small, because indivisible units had no magnitude, and infinitely great, because every magnitude contained endless parts. They were finite in number, because they were just so many, and infinite, because each unit needed another between it and the next. “Does a grain of millet make sound? No. Does a bushel? Yes.” Then one grain could not be wholly soundless.
Zeno does not deny what the senses present; he attacks those who claim many absolute, self-existing substances with fixed attributes apart from any perceiver. A grain of millet has no absolute sound, and ten thousand grains have none either. Their noise exists only as a fact relative to a hearer. He then turns against the same doctrine with arguments on motion. If a distance contains infinitely many parts, a moving thing must cross each in order before reaching the end; that cannot be done in finite time, so motion, taken as absolute, becomes impossible. The contradiction is meant to overthrow the hypothesis itself.
He presses the point with Achilles and the tortoise[4]. Even if movement were somehow allowed, Achilles never catches up: while he runs the first stretch, the tortoise gains a smaller one; while he covers that, it gains another; the gap shrinks forever and never disappears. Then comes the arrow: its flight is made of successive instants, and in each instant it occupies a space equal to itself; whatever is in one place during an instant is at rest; therefore the arrow is at rest throughout its flight, both moving and unmoving. Last comes two equal bodies passing oppositely: elapsed time changes with comparison, so motion is not absolute but relative.
These arguments aim less to establish the One than to destroy the rival doctrine of a discontinuous many. Parmenides had already admitted that the absolute One clashes with the moving, varied world of appearance; his opponents thought the many gave that world a firmer basis. Zeno answers that their basis breeds worse contradictions. So neither hypothesis secures an absolute foundation for what appears; the relative world must stand on its own evidence and be read through its own likenesses. Aristotle blames the arguments for assuming discontinuous space and time, but that assumption belongs to Zeno’s opponents. Motion too remains only phenomenal, relative to sensation and comparison, never absolute.
Judge from our own standpoint, and the difficulty clears: One and Many need not exclude each other, yet of the Real, the Absolute, the Unconditioned, nothing can be affirmed. One and Many are only relative, phenomenal predicates, grounded in sense and consciousness. Continuous quantity comes from movement and persistent energy; discontinuous quantity from interrupted movement and impressions of sense. We compare these and discover truths, but our unit or standard is chosen for convenience. The same thing may be one or many; motion, space, and time may be treated as continuous or discontinuous, so long as the two viewpoints are not confused. Beyond the Relative, we must confess ignorance.
Zeno did not deny motion as a fact. The tale of Diogenes rising and walking misses the point. Motion stood on the evidence of sense and was admitted as phenomenal, relative to consciousness, sensation, movement, and comparison. What Zeno denied was motion as belonging to the Absolute. He did not reject the thing in itself, but stripped it of variety, divisibility, and motion, leaving only the Parmenidean Ens, one, continuous, unchanged, immovable. Gorgias went further: he would not admit the Absolute at all. “Ens” does not exist; if it exists, it is unknowable; if known, it cannot be communicated by words to another person.
Gorgias argued: “Non-Ens” has as much claim as “Ens”; if Ens exists, it must be one or many, eternal or generated, in itself or elsewhere, and each option had already been overthrown. Even if Ens exists, thought does not secure it: we can think “a man flying in the air” or “a chariot race on the sea,” so thought reaches what is not real. Even if Ens were known, words could not transfer that knowledge; words are not Ens, and different people cannot share the same identical cognition. With Zeno and Gorgias, Greek philosophy turned sharply dialectical: proof met disproof, and every theory had to face objection, defense, and cross-examination.
The Soûtras are usually extremely brief, sometimes only two or three words, never more than a sentence. Indian science in every field took this aphoristic form: Panini compressed Sanskrit grammar into 3,996 sayings, no less concise than Kapila’s. This grew from the way knowledge passed from age to age. A master usually had one disciple, needing only fixed points, while oral explanation supplied the rest. Once initiated, the disciple grasped the true sense, and the very brevity helped memory. But for outsiders the Soûtras are among the obscurest things imaginable, and even commentaries do not always make them fully clear.
Only Hippocrates’ Aphorisms offer a Western parallel: they too spoke to initiates and needed a master’s explanation. Yet in India the aphorism remained for centuries the special form of science, while fuller thought was left to commentaries. The Sânkhya Kârikâ is in verse; as Greek philosophers once wrote in verse, Isvara Krishna put Kapila’s old axiomatic teaching into metre to help students remember it. Rhythm, like aphorism, spread through Indian learning, even in mathematics, astronomy, and algebra. Kapila himself is nearly legendary, known with no precision, and his doctrine passes among Indians “comme une sorte de révélation divine.
Mohl turns to the Pouranas: the primitive one is lost, and sects reshaped its old frame to glorify their own gods, blending older remains with newer mythology. The six philosophical systems stand to the learned as the Pouranas do to the people: each school has mnemonic aphorisms or verses that condense its results, yet nothing remains of the beginnings, debates, thinkers, or gradual growth of ideas. Only the finished system survives, with later commentaries. These systems rest on subtle psychological analysis and exact terminology. Verses and aphorisms can stamp belief on memory, but to reach “reasoned truth,” affirmations must face hostile cross-examination and negative dialectic.
CHAPTER III.* OTHER COMPANIONS OF SOKRATES.
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After dwelling on Plato, the account turns to other companions of Sokrates, leaving Xenophon for later. Sokrates swayed men by opening vast everyday subjects and by replacing ready-made teaching with questioning that first stripped away false knowledge, then stirred thought to generate its own ideas. Friends who heard him in market-place and palæstra tried to copy his cross-examination; some, Xenophon says, charged fees for small scraps taken free from their master's rich table. Others copied his conversational style in written dialogues. Thus the man who wrote nothing and practiced only oral elenchus[5] became the father of abundant dialogues and philosophical literature.
Besides Plato and Xenophon stood Alexamenus, Antisthenes, Æschines, Aristippus, Bryson, Eukleides, Phædon, Kriton, Simmias, Kebês, and others, all composing dialogues, sometimes from remembered talk, sometimes putting their own thoughts in Sokrates' mouth. Aristippus began the Kyrenaic line, Antisthenes the Cynic and Stoic, Eukleides the Megaric; several lectured for money, Aristippus named first to break the Sokratic rule. Æschines left no school. Fragments show him admiring Aspasia and Themistokles, but attacking Prodikus and Anaxaras. In court, Lysias had a plaintiff accuse him of trading in perfumes, borrowing dishonestly, cheating creditors, seducing a rich old woman, and ruining her family.
These Sokratic dialogues formed a recognized kind: plain, colloquial, dramatic, fitting each speaker, though Plato often rose beyond that pattern. Sokrates usually appeared confessing ignorance, humbling bold men by questioning, and marked by his divining dæmon. Some works were doubtful or spurious; Simon the currier and others were said to preserve conversations and profit from reciting them. After Sokrates died, common attachment dissolved. Plato, young, noble, wealthy, and gifted, seems to have tried to lead, but others refused, Apollodorus angrily among them. They withdrew with Eukleides to Megara. No single school emerged: Eukleides, Antisthenes, and Aristippus each followed his own path.
Eukleides, a follower of Parmenides and Sokrates, joined Parmenides’ One Being with Sokrates’ Good. Parmenides and Zeno allowed reality only to the One, continuous and indivisible; plurality was mere appearance, shifting with each observer. Sokrates had made knowledge of the Good the heart of virtue and spoke of divine wisdom through the cosmos. Eukleides said these were the same thing, called Good, Wisdom, Intelligence, or God. Their opposites—Non-Being, Non-Good, Evil—were no realities at all, only unstable names. Thus the One, the All, the Good stood absolute and changeless, while its supposed opposite dissolved into varying opinion.
So Eukleides answered the question, “What is the Good?” by identifying it with Parmenides’ One Being, turning ontology into ethics. Plato also posited a transcendental Good, though at first he made the higher realities many—Ideas or Forms—with the Good as highest among them. Later, in teachings reported by Aristotle, he resolved Ideas into numbers compounded from the One and an indeterminate dyad, the Great and the Little. He then identified the Good with the One, and Evil with the indeterminate, though Unity remained logically prior. In this later view he came close to Eukleides, but added a transcendental plurality from which Ideas arose.
Little else is known of Eukleides beyond his skill in negative dialectic. He founded the Megaric line at Megara, later mingled with the Eleian or Eretrian line from Phædon. These schools turned chiefly toward logic, unlike Antisthenes and Aristippus, who answered “What is the Good?” ethically: virtue and self-sufficing restraint for one, measured pleasure and prudent adaptability for the other. Both rejected transcendental speculation, and Aristippus dismissed mathematics and claimed knowledge reaches only as things affect us. In that age the negative vein prevailed. Historians scorned it, yet it remained essential. Sokrates himself was its sharpest master, and Plato carried it forward powerfully.
Eukleides’ six dialogues are lost, yet they were likely even more refutative, and far less vigorous and attractive, than Plato’s. Theaetetus enters under Eukleides’ guidance, and Parmenides joins the Megaric strain by setting Parmenides and Sokrates together. There the elder insists that negation stands beside affirmation as a philosophical duty. He attacks the Forms, though he also says, "there can be no philosophy unless you admit it." He rebukes the young Sokrates for haste, demanding a double test of every doctrine, first as true, then as false. He then unfolds antinomies until the conclusion declares, "Whether Unum exists, or does not exist," everything both is and is not.
Had such a dialogue come down under Eukleides’ name, it would have been branded a perverse display of contentious ingenuity; under Plato’s, it shows how far he carried the same negative impulse shared with the Megarics and inherited from Sokrates. Sokrates taught nothing and cross-examined everyone, so this line of philosophy was more controversial than earlier systems. Eukleides’ school became known for attacking others’ doctrines rather than defending its own. Little survives of Eukleides’ own disputes, but his successor Eubulides[7], rival to Aristotle, became famous for sophisms: the Liar, the veiled man, Elektra, Sorites, Cornutus, and Calvus; later Alexinus too wrote against Aristotle.
Such puzzles were common in Athenian dialectic, and though Plato and Aristotle scorned them as eristic, it was easier to insult them than to solve them. Aristotle and Plato did not settle these difficulties; later thinkers like Theophrastus and Chrysippus still took them up. These sophisms were not meant to trick people but to protect them from deception by exposing apparent evidence as merely apparent, especially when a false conclusion is made obvious. Aristotle himself demands a full list of puzzles before any positive theory begins. If theorising is allowed at all, negative work must stand beside affirmative. Yet historians praise Sokrates, Plato, and Aristotle while dismissing their rivals as corrupters, though no finished philosophical edifice had ever stood in Greece.
Anyone honestly trying to build a full logic welcomes difficulties and even invents them if none appear. “The philosophy of reasoning must comprise the philosophy of bad as well as of good reasoning.” A logician must classify seeming evidence that is no evidence and seeming contradictions that are none. Athens, rich in dialectical combat, supplied such material; without that habit, Aristotelian logic might never have taken shape. As fencing teaches feints as well as thrusts, and war teaches stratagem as well as defense, the Topica teaches both dialectical attack and dialectical defense, drawing on examples from rival debaters, including the Megarics.
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Eubulides’ puzzles deserve that attention. The Liar presses a case that seems both true and false. The Veiled Man traps someone into saying both that he knows his father and that he does not, exposing the loose use of “to know.” The Sorites shows the unavoidable vagueness of terms: no one can say how many grains are “much” or make “a heap.” The Cornutus warns, before answering, weigh a question’s meaning and bearings. Such errors arise from nature, language, limited knowledge, comparisons, and human predispositions; the Megarics did not create them, but stood like sentinels marking dangerous rocks for reasoners.
Aristotle’s attack on the Megarics misses the mark. An act needs a whole set of conditions, and other conditions can block it. So something may be called potential when only part of what is needed is present, or when the needed set is present but opposed. Once the set is complete and the obstacle removed, potential becomes actual. An architect not building still has part of the power to build, which becomes full only when the rest joins it, and then it acts. Diodorus Kronus pushed the Megaric line further: only what is happening now or will happen is possible; what never happens is impossible.
For Diodorus, saying a thing “may happen” means only that we do not know whether “it will happen” or “it will never happen” is true, just as with an uncertain past fact. His argument, later called “The Master Argument,” kept later thinkers busy. Aristotle and Chrysippus held past truths necessary but future truths contingent; Diodorus made both necessary, while Kleanthes made both contingent. Beneath this lay a larger dispute: is nature universally regular? Aristotle said regularity is only partial. Heavenly motions are perfectly uniform; the elements are usually regular; chance and spontaneity are genuinely irregular. Thus the potential, the indeterminate “may or may not be,” remains active in the world.
Diodorus treated future statements like past ones: not as inherently unsettled, but as fixed beyond our knowledge. Hobbes later defended this line, where “may or may not” shrinks as knowledge grows, though such judgments vary from mind to mind. Diodorus also handled hypothetical propositions well and revived attacks on motion. “A thing has been moved” can be true, he said, while “a thing is being moved” cannot be shown true. “Helen had three husbands,” yet it was never true that “Helen has three husbands.” He admitted atoms but no least space or time, found no present “now,” and so no isolated present motion. A wall falls neither while still holding together nor after it has already fallen.
Diodorus was said to have hanged himself when he could not answer a puzzle Stilpon posed before Ptolemy Soter, though that tale likely grew from Stilpon’s later triumph over him at Megara. Between about 320 and 300 B.C., Stilpon’s fame at Megara and Athens matched or surpassed any living philosopher’s. Hearers came from all Greece, and he drew pupils even from Theophrastus. Brilliant in invention and crisp in speech, he turned opponents into followers. Greece seemed to lean toward Megarian doctrine. Ptolemy and Demetrius honored him, though he refused their gifts. In debate he was formidable, though his nine published dialogues were called cold.
Contemporary, or a little later, came Menedêmus of Eretria, tracing his line through Phædon, Sokrates’ young companion, who after Sokrates’ death went to Elis, wrote dialogues, and founded a school. Menedêmus, also a hearer of Stilpon, became its chief figure, and the line was called Eretriac rather than Eleian. Like the Megarics, the Eretriacs excelled in negation, puzzles, and controversy. Yet both Stilpon and Menedêmus mixed logic with freer, harsher censure. Menedêmus, prominent in Eretria’s government under Antigonus and Demetrius, became famous for bitter sarcasm, quick retorts, fearless speech, and careless offense, almost rivaling Diogenes.
Antisthenes, founder of the Cynics, joined negative logic to ethics, insisting that virtue alone brings happiness, must appear in deeds, can be taught, and once learned cannot be lost. He scorned pleasure, especially sexual pleasure, along with literature, music, geometry, and physics, urging the plain, rigorous life he took from Sokrates: few wants, endurance, contempt for opinion, and godlike self-sufficiency. Though trained in rhetoric and prolific in dialogues, he lived austerely and stayed close to Sokrates. His pupil Diogenes of Sinôpê surpassed him: exiled, ragged, shameless, razor-tongued. Asked at auction what he could do, he answered, "To command men." He later ruled Xeniades’ household, refused freedom, and died at Corinth under a dog-crowned monument.
Diogenes held fierce views on conduct and spoke them without fear. He rejected popular religion, marriage laws, and inherited customs about person, sex, and family, though he obeyed civic law. “I am a citizen of the Kosmos and of Nature,” he said. He wanted only independence and free speech, claiming philosophy had prepared him for whatever might come, above all to meet death easily. He demanded constant training of body and mind, useful training, not show. The wise man should model himself on Herakles and learn that scorning pleasures can give more joy than pleasures themselves.
He called education sobriety for the young, comfort for the old, wealth for the poor, and ornament for the rich, yet mocked much ordinary learning, and treated Plato and Eukleides with scorn. Still, he trained Xeniades’ sons in exercise, riding, archery, javelin, sling, hunting, memory work, bread and water, bare simplicity, silence, and downcast eyes. He wrote dialogues and tragedies, but his greatest force was sharp public talk, questioning anyone like a physician probing a patient. Epiktetus said, “To Sokrates Zeus gave cross-examination; to Diogenes, magisterial chastisement; to Zeno, teaching.” He admired Diogenes for living his creed.
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