CHAPTER VII.,, THE PYTHAGOREANS

138. The Pythagorean School

139. Philolaus

140. Plato and the Pythagoreans
141. The "Fragments of Philolaus"
142. The Problem

143. Aristotle on the Numbers

144. The Elements of Numbers
145. The Numbers Spatial

146. The Numbers as Magnitudes
147. The Numbers and the Elements
148. The Dodecahedron

149. The Soul a "Harmony"

150. The Central Fire

151. The Antichthon

152. The Harmony of the Spheres
153. Things Likenesses of Numbers

138. The Pythagorean School

AFTER losing their supremacy in the Achaian cities, the Pythagoreans concentrated themselves
at Rhegion; but the school founded there did not maintain itself for long, and only Archytas stayed
behind in Italy. Philolaos and Lysis, the latter of whom had escaped as a young man from the massacre
of Kroton, had already found their way to Thebes." We know from Plato that Philolaos was there
towards the close of the fifth century, and Lysis was afterwards the teacher of Epameinondas.? Some of
the Pythagoreans, however, were able to return to Italy later. Philolaos certainly did so, and Plato
implies that he had left Thebes some time before 399 B.C., the year Sokrates was put to death. In the
fourth century, the chief seat of the school is the Dorian city of Taras, and we find the Pythagoreans
heading the opposition to Dionysios of Syracuse. It is to this period that the activity of Archytas
belongs. He was the friend of Plato, and almost realised the ideal of the philosopher king. He ruled
Taras for years, and Aristoxenos tells us that he was never defeated in the field of battle.” He was also
the inventor of mathematical mechanics. At the same time, Pythagoreanism had taken root in the East.

Lysis remained at Thebes, where Simmias and Kebes had heard Philolaos, while the remnant of the
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Pythagorean school of Rhegion settled at Phleious. Aristoxenos was personally acquainted with the last
generation of this school, and mentioned by name Xenophilos the Chalkidian from Thrace, with
Phanton, Echekrates, Diokles, and Polymnastos of Phleious. They were all, he said, disciples of
Philolaos and Eurytos,! and we learn from Plato that Simmias and Kebes of Thebes and Echekrates of
Phleious were also associates of Sokrates.” Xenophilos was the teacher of Aristoxenos, and lived in

perfect health at Athens to the age of a hundred and five.t
139. Philolaos

This generation of the school really belongs, however, to a later period; it is with Philolaos we
have now to deal. The facts we know about his teaching from external sources are few in number. The
doxographers, indeed, ascribe to him an elaborate theory of the planetary system, but Aristotle never
mentions his name in connexion with that. He gives it as the theory of "the Pythagoreans" or of "some
Pythagoreans."” It seems natural to suppose, however, that the Pythagorean elements of Plato's Phaedo
and Gorgias come mainly from Philolaos. Plato makes Sokrates express surprise that Simmias and Kebes
had not learnt from him why it is unlawful for a man to take his life,’ and it seems to be implied that
the Pythagoreans at Thebes used the word "philosophet" in the special sense of a man who is seeking

to find a way of release from the burden of this life.” It is probable that Philolaos spoke of the body
(opa) as the tomb (oNpa) of the soul” We seem to be justified, then, in holding that he taught the

old Pythagorean religious doctrine in some form, and that he laid special stress on knowledge as a

means of release. That is the impression we get from Plato, who is far the best authority we have.

We know further that Philolaos wrote on "numbers"; for Speusippos followed him in the
account he gave of the Pythagorean theories on that subject. It is probable that he busied himself
mainly with arithmetic, and we can hardly doubt that his geometry was of the primitive type described
in an earlier chapter. Eurytos was his disciple, and we have seen (§ 47) that his views were still very

crude.

We also know now that Philolaos wrote on medicine," and that, while apparently influenced by
the theories of the Sicilian school, he opposed them from the Pythagorean standpoint. In particular, he
said that our bodies were composed only of the warm, and did not participate in the cold. It was only
after birth that the cold was introduced by respiration. The connexion of this with the old Pythagorean
theory is clear. Just as the Fire in the macrocosm draws in and limits the cold dark breath which
surrounds the world (§ 53), so do our bodies inhale cold breath from outside. Philolaos made bile,
blood, and phlegm the causes of disease; and, in accordance with this theory, he had to deny that the

phlegm was cold, as the Sicilian school held. Its etymology proved it to be warm. We shall see that it
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was probably this preoccupation with the medicine of the Sicilian school that gave rise to some of the

most striking developments of later Pythagoreanism.
140. Plato and the Pythagoreans

Such, so far as I can judge, was the historical Philolaos, though he is usually represented in a
very different light and has even been called a predecessor of Copernicus. To understand this, we must

turn our attention to the story of a literary conspiracy.

We have seen that there are one or two references to Philolaos in Plato,” but these hardly
suggest that he played an important part in the development of Pythagorean science. The most
elaborate account we have of this is put by Plato into the mouth of Timaios the Lokrian, of whom we
know no more than he has chosen to tell us. It is clear at least that he is supposed to have visited
Athens when Sokrates was still in the prime of life," and that he must have been practically a
contemporary of Philolaos. It hardly seems likely that Plato should have given him the credit of
discoveries which were really due to his better known contemporary. However, Plato had many
enemies and detractors, and Aristoxenos was one of them. We know he made the extraordinary
statement that most of the Republic was to be found in a work by Protagoras,” and he seems also to be
the original source of the story that Plato bought "three Pythagorean books" from Philolaos and copied
the Timaens out of them. According to this, the "three books" had come into the possession of
Philolaos; and, as he had fallen into great poverty, Dion was able to buy them from him, or from his
relatives, at Plato's request, for a hundred minae® It is certain, at any rate, that this story was already
current in the third century; for the sillographer Timon of Phleious addresses Plato thus: "And of thee
too, Plato, did the desire of discipleship lay hold. For many pieces of silver thou didst get in exchange a

small book, and starting from it didst learn to write Timaens.""

Hermippos, the pupil of Kallimachos,
said that "some writer" said Plato himself bought the books from the relatives of Philolaos for forty
Alexandrian minae and copied the Timaens out of it; while Satyros, the Aristarchean, says he got it
through Dion for a hundred minae.”* There is no suggestion in any of these accounts that the book was
by Philolaos himself; they imply rather that what Plato bought was either a book by Pythagoras, or at
any rate authentic notes of his teaching, which had come into the hands of Philolaos. In later times, it
was generally supposed that the forgery entitled The Soul of the World, which goes by the name of
Timaios the Lokrian, was meant;” but it has now been proved that this cannot have existed earlier than
the first century A.D. Moreover, it is plain that it is based on Plato's Timaeus itself, and that it was

written in order to bolster up the story of Plato's plagiarism. It does not, however, fulfil the most

important requirement, that of being in three books, which is always an essential feature of that story.*
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Not one of the writers just mentioned professes to have seen these famous "three books";* but

at a later date there were at least two works which claimed to represent them. Diels has shown how a

treatise in three sections, entitled TToaudevtindy, moktndy, YuoOv, was composed in the Ionic dialect

and attributed to Pythagoras. It was largely based on the [Tubayopiral Anopdoec of Aristoxenos, but

its date is uncertain.?? In the first century B.C., Demetrios Magnes professes to quote the opening
words of the work published by Philolaos.** These, however, are in Doric. Demetrios does not actually
say this work was written by Philolaos himself, though it is no doubt the same from which a number of
extracts are preserved under his name in Stobaios and later writers. If it professed to be by Philolaos,
that was not quite in accordance with the original story; but it is easy to see how his name may have
become attached to it. We are told that the other book which passed under the name of Pythagoras was
really by Lysis.** Boeckh has shown that the work ascribed to Philolaos probably consisted of three
books also, and Proclus referred to it as the Bakchai> a fanciful Alexandrian title which recalls the
"Muses" of Herodotos. Two of the extracts in Stobaios bear it. It must surely be confessed that the

whole story is very suspicious.
141. The "Fragments of Philolaos"

Boeckh argued that all the fragments preserved under the name of Philolaos were genuine; but
no one will now go so far as that. The lengthy extract on the soul is given up even by those who
maintain the genuineness of the rest.** It cannot be said that this position is plausible. Boeckh saw there
was no ground for supposing that there ever was more than a single work, and he drew the conclusion
that we must accept all the remains as genuine or reject all as spurious.”” As, however, many scholars
still maintain the genuineness of most of the fragments, we cannot ignore them altogether. Arguments

based on their doctrine would, it is true, present the appearance of a vicious circle at this stage, but

there are two serious objections to the fragments, which may be mentioned at once.

In the first place, we must ask whether it is likely that Philolaos should have written in Doric?
Tonic was the dialect of science and philosophy till the time of the Peloponnesian War, and there is no
reason to suppose the early Pythagoreans used any other.*® Pythagoras was himself an Ionian, and it is
not likely that in his time the Achaian states in which he founded his Order had adopted the Dorian
dialect Alkmaion of Kroton seems to have written in Ionic.** Diels says that Philolaos and then
Archytas were the first Pythagoreans to use the dialect of their homes;™ but Philolaos can hardly be
said to have had a home, and it is hard to see why an Achaian refugee at Thebes should write in
Doric.”? Nor did Archytas write in the Laconian dialect of Taras, but in what may be called "common

Doric," and he is a generation later than Philolaos, which makes a great difference. In the time of

Philolaos and later, Ionic was still used even by the citizens of Dorian states for scientific purposes. The
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Syracusan historian Antiochos wrote in lonic, and so did the medical writers of Dorian Kos and
Knidos. The forged work of Pythagoras, which some ascribed to Lysis, was in Ionic; and so was the
book on the Akousmata attributed to Androkydes, which shows that, even in Alexandrian times, it was

believed that Ionic was the proper dialect for Pythagorean writings.

In the second place, there can be no doubt that one of the fragments refers to the five regular
solids, four of which are identified with the elements of Empedokles.* Now Plato tells us in the
Republic that stereometry had not been adequately investigated at the time that dialogue is supposed to
take place,” and we have express testimony that the five "Platonic figures," as they were called, were
discovered in the Academy. In the Scholia to Euclid we read that the Pythagoreans only knew the cube,
the pyramid (tetrahedron), and the dodecahedron, while the octahedron and the icosahedron were
discovered by Theaitetos. This sufficiently justifies us in regarding the "fragments of Philolaos" with
suspicion, and all the more so as Aristotle does not appear to have seen the work from which these

fragments come.”
142. The Problem

We must look, then, for other evidence. From what has been said, it will be clear that it is above
all from Plato we can learn to regard Pythagoreanism sympathetically. Aristotle was out of sympathy
with Pythagorean ways of thinking, but he took great pains to understand them. This was because they
played so great a part in the philosophy of Plato and his successors, and he had to make the relation of
the two doctrines as clear as he could to himself and his disciples. What we have to do, then, is to
interpret what Aristotle tells us in the spirit of Plato, and then to consider how the doctrine we thus
arrive at is related to the systems which preceded it. It is a delicate operation, no doubt, but it has been

made much safer by recent discoveries in the early history of mathematics and medicine.

Zeller has cleared the ground by eliminating the Platonic elements which have crept into later
accounts of the system. These are of two kinds. First of all, we have genuine Academic formulae, such
as the identification of the Limit and the Unlimited with the One and the Indeterminate Dyad;* and
secondly, there is the Neoplatonic doctrine which represents the opposition between them as one
between God and Matter.” It is not necessaty to repeat Zeller's arguments here, as no one will now

attribute the doctrine in that form to the Pythagoreans.

This simplifies the problem, but it is still very difficult. According to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans
said Things are numbers, though that is not the doctrine of the fragments of "Philolaos." According to
them, things have number, which makes them knowable, while their real essence is something

unknowable.* We have seen reason for believing that Pythagoras himself said Things are numbers (§ 52),

210



and there is no doubt as to what his followers meant by the formula; for Aristotle says they used it in a
cosmological sense. The world, according to them, was made of numbers in the same sense as others
had said it was made of "four roots" or "innumerable seeds." It will not do to dismiss this as mysticism.
The Pythagoreans of the fifth century were scientific men, and must have meant something quite
definite. We shall, no doubt, have to say that they used the words Things are numbers in a somewhat non-

natural sense, but there is no difficulty in that. The Pythagoreans had a great veneration for the actual
words of the Master (x0t0g €ypa); but such veneration is often accompanied by a singular licence of

interpretation. We shall start, then, from what Aristotle tells us about the numbers.
143. Aristotle on the Numbers

In the first place, Aristotle is quite clear that Pythagoreanism was intended to be a cosmological
system like the others. "Though the Pythagoreans,”" he tells us, "made use of less obvious first
principles and elements than the rest, seeing that they did not derive them from sensible objects, yet all
their discussions and studies had reference to nature alone. They describe the origin of the heavens, and
they observe the phenomena of its patts, all that happens to it and all it does."*" They apply their first
principles entirely to these things, "agreeing apparently with the other natural philosophers in holding
that reality was just what could be perceived by the senses, and is contained within the compass of the
heavens,"# though "the first principles and causes they made use of were really adequate to explain

realities of a higher order than the sensible."*

The doctrine is more precisely stated by Aristotle to be that the elements of numbers are the
elements of things, and that therefore things are numbers .** He is equally positive that these "things"
are sensible things,” and indeed that they are bodies,* the bodies of which the world is constructed.”
This construction of the world out of numbers was a real process in time, which the Pythagoreans

described in detail.*®

Further, the numbers were intended to be mathematical numbers, though they were not
separated from the things of sense.”” On the other hand, they were not mere predicates of something
else, but had an independent reality of their own. "They did not hold that the limited and the unlimited
and the one were certain other substances, such as fire, water, or anything else of that sort; but that the
unlimited itself and the one itself were the reality of the things of which they are predicated, and that is
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why they said that number was the reality of everything."™ Accordingly the numbers are, in Aristotle's

own language, not only the formal, but also the material, cause of things.**

Lastly, Aristotle notes that the point in which the Pythagoreans agreed with Plato was in giving

numbers an independent reality of their own; while Plato differed from the Pythagoreans in holding
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that this reality was distinguishable from that of sensible things.”* Let us consider these statements in

detail.

144. The Elements of Numbers

Aristotle speaks of certain "elements" (otovyela) of numbers, which were also the elements of
things. That is cleatly the key to the problem, if we can discover what it means. Primarily, the "elements
of number" are the Odd and the Even, but that does not seem to help us much. We find, however, that
the Odd and Even were identified with the Limit and the Unlimited, which we have seen reason to
regard as the original principles of the Pythagorean cosmology (§ 53). Aristotle tells us that it is the
Even which gives things their unlimited character when it is contained in them and limited by the
Odd,* and the commentators are at one in understanding this to mean that the Even is in some way
the cause of infinite divisibility. They get into difficulties, however, when they try to show how this can
be. Simplicius has preserved an explanation, in all probability Alexander's, to the effect that they called
the even number unlimited "because every even is divided into equal parts, and what is divided into
equal parts is unlimited in respect of bipartition; for division into equals and halves goes on ad infinitum.

But, when the odd is added, it limits it; for it prevents its division into equal parts."*

Now it is plain
that we must not impute to the Pythagoreans the view that even numbers can be halved indefinitely.
They must have known that the even numbers 6 and 10 can only be halved once. The explanation is
rather to be found in a fragment of Aristoxenos, where we read that "even numbers are those which are
divided, into equal parts, while odd numbers are divided into unequal parts and have a middle term."*
This is still further elucidated by a passage which is quoted in Stobaios and ultimately goes back to
Poseidonios. It runs: "When the odd is divided into two equal parts, a unit is left over in the middle;
but when the even is so divided, an empty field is left, without a master and without a number, showing
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that it is defective and incomplete."** Again, Plutarch says: "In the division of numbers, the even, when

parted in any direction, leaves as it were within itself . . . a field; but, when the same thing is done to the

odd, there is always a middle left over from the division."*

It is clear that all these passages refer to the
same thing, and that can hardly be anything else than the "terms" or dots with which we are already
familiar (§ 47). The division must fall between these; for, if it meets with an indivisible unit, it is at once

arrested.
145. The Numbers Spatial

Now there can be no doubt that by his Unlimited Pythagoras meant something spatially
extended; for he identified it with air, night, or the void. We are prepared, then, to find that his
followers also thought of the Unlimited as extended. Aristotle certainly regarded it so. He argues that, if

the Unlimited is itself a reality, and not merely the predicate of some other reality, then every part of it
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must be unlimited too, just as every part of air is air.”® The same thing is implied in his statement that
the Pythagorean Unlimited was outside the heavens.” Further than this, it is not safe to go. Philolaos
and his followers cannot have regarded the Unlimited as Air; for, as we shall see, they adopted the
theory of Empedokles as to that "element," and accounted for it otherwise. One of them, Xouthos,
argued that rarefaction and condensation implied the void; without it the universe would overflow.*

We do not know, however, whether he was earlier than the Atomists or not. It is enough to say that the

Pythagoreans meant by the Unlimited the res extensa.

As the Unlimited is spatial, the Limit must be spatial too, and we should expect to find that the
point, the line, and the surface were regarded as forms of the Limit. That was the later doctrine; but the
characteristic feature of Pythagoreanism is just that the point was not regarded as a limit, but as the first
product of the Limit and the Unlimited, and was identified with the arithmetical unit instead of with
zero. According to this view, then, the point has one dimension, the line two, the surface three, and the
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solid four.™ In, other words, the Pythagorean points have magnitude, their lines breadth, and their

surfaces thickness. The whole theory, in short, turns on the definition of the point as a unit "having
position" (wovag Oéowv E€yovon).? It was out of such elements that it seemed possible to construct a

world.
146. The Numbers as Magnitudes

This way of regarding the point, the line, and the surface is closely bound up with the practice
of representing numbers by dots arranged in symmetrical patterns, which we have seen reason for
attributing to the Pythagoreans (§ 47). Geometry had already made considerable advances, but the old
view of quantity as a sum of units had not been revised, and so, the point was identified with 1 instead
of with 0. That is the answer to Zeller's contention that to regard the Pythagorean numbers as spatial is
to ignore the fact that the doctrine was originally arithmetical rather than geometrical. Our
interpretation takes full account of that fact, and indeed makes the peculiarities of the whole system
depend on it. Aristotle is very decided as to the Pythagorean points having magnitude. "They construct
the whole world out of numbers," he tells us, "but they suppose the units have magnitude. As to how
the first unit with magnitude arose, they appear to be at a loss." Zeller holds that this is only an
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inference of Aristotle's,” and he is probably right in this sense, that the Pythagoreans never felt the

need of saying in so many words that points had magnitude. It does seem probable, however, that they

called them &ynor.”

Zeller, moreover, allows, and indeed insists, that in the Pythagorean cosmology the numbers
were spatial, but he raises difficulties about the other parts of the system. There are other things, such

as the Soul and Justice and Opportunity, which are said to be numbers, and which cannot be regarded
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as constructed of points, lines, and surfaces.” Now it appears to me that this is just the meaning of a

passage in which Aristotle criticises the Pythagoreans. They held, he says, that in one part of the world
Opinion prevailed, while a little above it or below it were to be found Injustice or Separation or
Mixture, each of which was, according to them, a number. But in the very same regions of the heavens
were to be found things having magnitude which were also numbers. How can this be, since justice has
no magnitude?” This means surely that the Pythagoreans had failed to give any clear account of the
relation between these more or less fanciful analogies and their geometrical construction of the

universe.
147. The Numbers and the Elements

We seem to see further that what distinguished the Pythagoreanism of this period from its
earlier form was that it sought to adapt itself to the new theory of "elements." This is what makes it
necessary to take up the consideration of the system once more in connexion with the pluralists. When
the Pythagoreans returned to Southern Italy, they would find views prevalent there which demanded a
partial reconstruction of their own system. We do not know that Empedokles founded a philosophical
society, but there can be no doubt of his influence on the medical school of these regions; and we also
know now that Philolaos played a part in the history of medicine.”® This gives us the clue to what
formerly seemed obscure. The tradition is that the Pythagoreans explained the elements as built up of
geometrical figures, a theory we can study for ourselves in the more developed form it attained in
Plato's Timaens.” 1f they were to retain their position as the leaders of medical study in Italy, they were

bound to account for the elements.

We must not take it for granted, however, that the Pythagorean construction of the elements
was exactly the same as that we find in Plato's Timaens. As we have seen, there is good reason for
believing they only knew three of the regular solids, the cube, the pyramid (tetrahedron), and the
dodecahedron.” Now Plato makes Timaios start from fire and earth,”* and in the construction of the
elements he proceeds in such a way that the octahedron and the icosahedron can easily be transformed
into pyramids, while the cube and the dodecahedron cannot. From this it follows that, while air and
water pass readily into fire, earth cannot do so,” and the dodecahedron is reserved for another purpose,
which we shall consider presently. This would exactly suit the Pythagorean system; for it would leave
room for a dualism of the kind outlined in the Second Part of the poem of Parmenides. We know that
Hippasos made Fire the first principle, and we see from the Timaens how it would be possible to
represent air and water as forms of fire. The other element is, however, earth, not air, as we have seen
reason to believe that it was in early Pythagoreanism. That would be a natural result of the discovery of

atmospheric air by Empedokles and of his general theory of the elements. It would also explain the
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puzzling fact, which we had to leave unexplained above, that Aristotle identifies the two "forms"

spoken of by Parmenides with Fire and Earth.”
148. The Dodecahedron

The most interesting point in the theory is, however, the use made of the dodecahedron. It was
identified, we are told, with the "sphere of the universe," or, as it is put in the Philolaic fragment, with
the "hull of the sphere."™ Whatever we may think of the authenticity of the fragments there is no
reason to doubt that this is a genuine Pythagorean expression, and it must be taken in close connexion
with the word "keel" applied to the central fire.” The structure of the world was compared to the
building of a ship, an idea of which there are other traces.” The key to what we are told of the
dodecahedron is also given by Plato. In the Phaedo, which must have been written before the doctrine
of the regular solids was fully established, we read that the "true earth," if looked at from above, is

n7z

"many-coloured like the balls that are made of twelve pieces of leather."™ In the Timaeus the same thing

is referred to in those words: "Further, as there is still one construction left, the fifth, God made use of

it for the universe when he painted it."”

The point is that the dodecahedron approaches more neatly to
the sphere than any other of the regular solids. The twelve pieces of leather used to make a ball would
all be regular pentagons; and, if the material were not flexible like leather, we should have a
dodecahedron instead of a sphere. That proves that the dodecahedron was well known before

Theaitetos, and we may infer that it was regarded as forming the "timbers" on which the spherical hulk

of the heavens was built.

The tradition confirms in an interesting way the importance of the dodecahedron in the
Pythagorean system. According to one account, Hippasos was drowned at sea for revealing "the sphere

formed out of the twelve pentagons."”

The Pythagorean construction of the dodecahedron we may
partially infer from the fact that they adopted the pentagram or pentalpha as their symbol. The use of
this figure in later magic is well known; and Paracelsus still employed it as a symbol of health, which is

exactly what the Pythagoreans called it.*
149. The Soul as Harmony

The view that the soul is a "harmony," or rather an attunement, is intimately connected with the
theory of the four elements. It cannot have belonged to the earliest form of Pythagoreanism; for, as
shown in Plato's Phaedo, it is quite inconsistent with the idea that the soul can exist independently of the

"I On the other hand, we

body. It is the very opposite of the belief that "any soul can enter any body.
are told in the Phaedo that it was accepted by Simmias and Kebes, who had heard Philolaos at Thebes,

and by Echekrates of Phleious, who was the disciple of Philolaos and Eurytos.* The account of the
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doctrine given by Plato is quite in accordance with the view that it was of medical origin. Simmias says:
"Our body being, as it were, strung and held together by the warm and the cold, the dry and the moist,
and things of that sort, our soul is a sort of temperament and attunement of these, when they are
mingled with one another well and in due proportion. If, then, our soul is an attunement, it is clear that,
when the body has been relaxed or strung up out of measure by diseases and other ills, the soul must
necessarily perish at once."® This is clearly an application of the theory of Alkmaion (§ 96), and is in
accordance with the views of the Sicilian school. It completes the evidence that the Pythagoreanism of
the end of the fifth century was an adaptation of the old doctrine to the new principles introduced by

Empedokles.

It is further to be observed that, if the soul is regarded as an attunement in the Pythagorean
sense, we should expect it to contain the three intervals then recognised, the fourth, the fifth and the
octave, and this makes it extremely probable that Poseidonios was right in saying that the doctrine of
the tripartite soul, as we know it from the Republic of Plato, was really Pythagorean. It is quite

inconsistent with Plato's own view of the soul, but agrees admirably with that just explained.*
150. The Central Fire

The planetary system which Aristotle attributes to "the Pythagoreans" and Aetios to Philolaos is
sufficiently remarkable.” The earth is no longer in the middle of the world; its place is taken by a
central fire, which is not to be identified with the sun. Round this fire revolve ten bodies. First comes
the Antichthon or Counter-earth, and next the earth, which thus becomes one of the planets. After the
earth comes the moon, then the sun, the planets, and the heaven of the fixed stars. We do not see the
central fire and the antichthon because the side of the earth on which we live is always turned away from
them. This is to be explained by the analogy of the moon, which always presents the same face to us, so
that men living on the other side of it would never see the earth. This implies, of course, from our
point of view, that these bodies rotate on their axes in the same time as they revolve round the central
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fire,” and that the antichthon revolves round the central fire in the same time as the earth, so that it is

always in opposition to it.**

It is not easy to accept the statement of Aetios that this system was taught by Philolaos.
Aristotle nowhere mentions him in connexion with it, and in the Phaedo Sokrates gives a description of
the earth and its position in the world which is entirely opposed to it, but is accepted without demur by
Simmias the disciple of Philolaos.” It is undoubtedly a Pythagorean theory, however, and marks a
noticeable advance on the Ionian views current at Athens. It is clear too that Sokrates states it as
something of a novelty that the earth does not require the support of air or anything of the sort to keep

it in its place. Even Anaxagoras had not been able to shake himself free of that idea, and Demokritos
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still held it along with the theory of a flat earth. The natural inference from the Phaedo would certainly
be that the theory of a spherical earth, kept in the middle of the world by its equilibrium, was that of

Philolaos himself. If so, the doctrine of the central fire would belong to a later generation.

It seems probable that the theory of the earth's revolution round the central fire really
originated in the account of the sun's light given by Empedokles. The two things are brought into close
connexion by Aetios, who says that Empedokles believed in two suns, while "Philolaos" believed in
two or even in three. His words are obscure, but they seem to justify us in holding that Theophrastos
regarded the theories as akin.* We saw that Empedokles gave two inconsistent explanations of the
alternation of day and night (§ 113), and it may well have seemed that the solution of the difficulty was
to make the sun shine by reflected light from a central fire. Such a theory would, in fact, be the natural
issue of recent discoveries as to the moon's light and the cause of its eclipses, if these were extended to

the sun, as they would almost inevitably be.

The central fire received a number of mythological names, such as the "hearth of the world,"
the "house," or "watch-tower " of Zeus, and "the mother of the gods."” That was in the manner of the
school, but it must not blind us to the fact that we are dealing with a scientific hypothesis. It was a great
thing to see that the phenomena could best be "saved" by a central luminary, and that the earth must
therefore be a revolving sphere like the other planets.” Indeed, we are tempted to say that the
identification of the central fire with the sun was a detail in comparison. It is probable, at any rate, that
this theory started the train of thought which made it possible for Aristarchos of Samos to reach the
heliocentric hypothesis,” and it was certainly Aristotle's successful reassertion of the geocentric theory

which made it necessary for Copernicus to discover the truth afresh. We have his own word for it that

he started from what he had read about the Pythagoreans.”

In the form in which it was now stated, however, the theory raised almost as many difficulties
as it solved, and it did not maintain itself for long. It is clear from Aristotle that its critics raised the
objection that it failed to "save the phenomena" inasmuch as the assumed revolution of the earth
would produce parallaxes too great to be negligible and that the Pythagoreans gave some reason for the
belief that they were negligible. Aristotle has no clear account of the arguments on either side, but it
may be pointed out that the earth was probably supposed to be far smaller than it is, and there is no
reason why its orbit should have been thought to have an appreciably greater diameter than we now

know the earth itself to have.”

A truer view of the earth's dimensions would naturally suggest that the alternation of night and
day was due to the earth's rotation on its own axis, and in that case the earth could once more be

regarded as in the centre. It does not appear that Aristotle knew of any one who had held this view, but
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Theophrastos seems to have attributed it to Hiketas and Ekphantos of Syracuse, of whom we know
very little otherwise.”> Apparently they regarded the heaven of the fixed stars as stationaty, a thing
Aristotle would almost have been bound to mention if he had ever heard of it, since his own system

turns entirely on the diurnal revolution.

Both theories, that of the earth's revolution round a central fire and that of its rotation on its
own axis, had the effect of making the revolution of the fixed stars, to which the Pythagoreans certainly
adhered, very difficult to account for. They must either be stationary or their motion must be

96

something quite different from the diurnal revolution.™ It was probably this that led to the

abandonment of the theory.

In discussing the views of those who hold the earth to be in motion, Aristotle only mentions
one theory as alternative to that of its revolution round the central fire, and he says that it is that of the
Timaens. According to this the earth is not one of the planets but "at the centre," while at the same time
it has some kind of motion relatively to the axis of the universe.”” Now this motion can hardly be an
axial rotation, as was held by Grote;® for the whole cosmology of the Timaens implies that the
alternation of day and night is due to the diurnal revolution of the heavens.” The fact that the earth is

referred to a little later as "the guardian and artificer of night and day"™"

proves nothing to the contrary,
since night is in any case the conical shadow of the earth, which is thus the cause of the alternation of

day and night. So far, Boeckh and his followers appear to be in the right.

When, however, Boeckh goes on to argue that the word opéwny in the Timaens does not refer
to motion at all, but that it means "globed" or "packed" round, it is quite impossible for me to follow
him. Apart from all philological considerations, this interpretation makes nonsense of Aristotle's line of
argument. He says'” that, if the earth is in motion, whether "outside the centre" or "at the centre," that
cannot be a "natural motion"; for, if it were, it would be shared by every particle of earth, and we see
that the natural motion of every clod of earth is "down," Ze. towards the centre. He also says that, if the

earth is in motion, whether "outside the centre" or "at the centre,”" it must have two motions like
everything else but the "first sphere," and therefore there would be excursions in latitude (ncpodor) and

"turnings back " (tponal) of the fixed stars, which there are not. It is clear, then, that Aristotle regarded

the second theory of the earth's movement as involving a motion of translation equally with the first,
and that he supposed it to be the theory of Plato's Timaens. It is impossible to believe that he can have
been mistaken on such a point.'*

When we turn to the passage in the Timaens itself, we find that, when the text is correctly

established, it completely corroborates Aristotle's statement that a motion of translation is involved, **

218



and that Boeckh's rendering is inadmissible on grammatical and lexicological grounds.M We have
therefore to ask what motion of translation is compatible with the statement that the earth is "at the

centre," and there seems to be nothing left but a motion up and down (to speak loosely) on the axis of

the universe itself. Now the only cleatly attested meaning of the rare word (Aopau is just that of motion
to and fro, backwards and forwards.'™ It may be added that a motion of this kind was familiar to the
Pythagoreans, if we may judge from the description of the waters in the earth given by Sokrates in the

Phaeds, on the authority of some unnamed cosmologist.'™

What was this motion intended to explain? It is impossible to be certain, but it is clear that the
motions of the circles of the Same and the Other, Ze. the equator and the ecliptic, are inadequate to
"save the appearances." So far as they go, all the planets should either move in the ecliptic or remain at
an invariable distance from it, and this is far from being the case. Some explanation is required of their
excursions in latitude, Ze. their alternate approaches to the ecliptic and departures from it. We have seen
(p. 63) that Anaximander already busied himself with the "turnings back" of the moon. Moreover, the
direct and retrograde movements of the planets are clearly referred to in the Timaens a few lines
below."” We are not bound to show in detail that 2 motion of the kind suggested would account for
these apparent irregularities; it is enough if it can be made probable that the fifth-century Pythagoreans
thought it could. It may have seemed worth while to them to explain the phenomena by a regular

motion of the earth rather than by any waywardness in the planets; and, if so, they were at least on the

right track.

To avoid misunderstanding, I would add that I do not suppose Plato himself was satisfied with
the theory which he thought it appropriate for a Pythagorean of an earlier generation to propound. The
idea that Plato expounded his own personal views in a dialogue obviously supposed to take place
before he was born, is one which, to me at least, is quite incredible. We know, moreover, from the
unimpeachable authority of Theophrastos, who was a member of the Academy in Plato's later years,
that he had then abandoned the geocentric hypothesis, though we have no information as to what he
supposed to be in the centre of our system."™ It seems clear too from the Laws that he must have

attributed an axial rotation to the earth.!™
151. The Antichthon

The existence of the antichthon was also a hypothesis intended to account for the phenomena of
eclipses. In one place, indeed, Aristotle says the Pythagoreans invented it in order to bring the number

of revolving bodies up to ten;"

but that is a mere sally, and Aristotle really knew better. In his work on
the Pythagoreans, he said that eclipses of the moon were caused sometimes by the intervention of the

earth and sometimes by that of the antichthon; and the same statement was made by Philip of Opous, a
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very competent authority on the matter."" Indeed, Aristotle shows in another passage how the theory

originated. He tells us that some thought there might be a considerable number of bodies revolving
round the centre, though invisible to us because of the intervention of the earth, and that they
accounted in this way for there being more eclipses of the moon than of the sun."* This is mentioned
in close connexion with the antichthon, so Aristotle clearly regarded the two hypotheses as of the same
nature. The history of the theory seems to be this. Anaximenes had assumed the existence of dark
planets to account for lunar eclipses (§ 29), and Anaxagoras had revived that view (§ 135). Certain
Pythagoreans™ had placed these dark planets between the earth and the central fire in order to account

for their invisibility, and the next stage was to reduce them to a single body. Here again we see how the

Pythagoreans tried to simplify the hypotheses of their predecessors.
152. The Harmony of the Spheres

We have seen (§ 54) that the doctrine commonly, but incorrectly, known as the "harmony of
the spheres" may have originated with Pythagoras, but its elaboration must belong to a later generation,
and the extraordinary variations in our accounts of it must be due to the conflicting theories of the
planetary motions which were rife at the end of the fifth and the beginning of the fourth centuries B.C.
We have the express testimony of Aristotle that the Pythagoreans whose doctrine he knew believed
that the heavenly bodies produced musical notes in their courses. Further, the pitch of the notes was
determined by the velocities of these bodies, and these in turn by their distances, which were in the
same ratios as the consonant intervals of the octave. Aristotle distinctly implies that the heaven of the
fixed stars takes part in the celestial symphony; for he mentions "the sun, the moon, and the stars, so
great in magnitude and in number as they are," a phrase which cannot refer solely or chiefly to the five
planets."* We are also told that the slower bodies give out a deep note and the swifter a high note, and
the prevailing tradition gives the high note of the octave to the heaven of the fixed stars, which
revolves in twenty-four hours. Saturn, of course, comes next; for, though it has a slow motion of its
own in a contrary direction, that is "mastered" (xpatelta) by the diurnal revolution. The other view,
which gives the highest note to the Moon and the lowest to the fixed stars, is probably due to the

theory which substituted an axial rotation of the earth for the diurnal revolution of the heavens.*

153. The Likenesses of Numbers

We have still to consider a view, which Aristotle sometimes attributes to the Pythagoreans, that

things were "like numbers." He does not appear to regard this as inconsistent with the doctrine that

things are numbers, though it is hard to see how he could reconcile the two."* There is no doubt,

however, that Aristoxenos represented the Pythagoreans as teaching that things were like numbers,"”

and there are other traces of an attempt to make out that this was the original doctrine. A letter was
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produced, purporting to be by Theano, the wife of Pythagoras, in which she says that she hears many
of the Hellenes think Pythagoras said things were made of number, whereas he really said they were
made according to number."*

When this view is uppermost in his mind, Aristotle seems to find only a verbal difference
between Plato and the Pythagoreans. The metaphor of "participation" was merely substituted for that
of "imitation." This is not the place to discuss the meaning of the so-called "theory of ideas"; but it
must be pointed out that Aristotle's ascription of the doctrine of "imitation" to the Pythagoreans is
abundantly justified by the Phaedo. When Simmias is asked whether he accepts the doctrine, he asks for
no explanation of it, but replies at once and emphatically that he does. The view that the equal itself is
alone real, and that what we call equal things are imperfect imitations of it, is quite familiar to him,"”

and he is finally convinced of the immortality of the soul just because Sokrates makes him see that the

theory of forms implies it.

It is also to be observed that Sokrates does not introduce the theory as a novelty. The reality of
the "ideas" is the sort of reality "we are always talking about," and they are explained in a peculiar
vocabulary which is represented as that of a school. The technical terms are introduced by such

"2 Whose theory is it? It is usually supposed to be Plato's own, though some call it

formulas as "we say.
his "early theory of ideas," and say that he modified it profoundly in later life. But there are serious
difficulties in this view. Plato is very careful to tell us that he was not present at the conversation
recorded in the Phaedo. Did any philosopher ever propound a new theory of his own by representing it

as already familiar to a number of distinguished living contemporaries?'* It is not easy to believe that. It
would be rash, on the other hand, to ascribe the origin of the theory to Sokrates, and there seems
nothing for it but to suppose that the doctrine of "forms" (eid7, 18€w) originally took shape in
Pythagorean circles, though it was further developed by Sokrates. There is nothing startling in this. It is
a historical fact that Simmias and Kebes were not only Pythagoreans but disciples of Sokrates, and

ni22

there were, no doubt, more "friends of the ideas™= than we generally recognise. It is certain, in any

case, that the use of the words el and (8€ou to express ultimate realities is pre-Platonic, and it seems

most natural to regard it as of Pythagorean origin.

We have really exceeded the limits of this work by tracing the history of Pythagoreanism down
to a point where it becomes practically indistinguishable from the theories which Plato puts into the
mouth of Sokrates; but it was necessary to do so in order to put the statements of our authorities in
their true light. Aristoxenos is not likely to have been mistaken with regard to the opinions of the men

he had known personally, and Aristotle's statements must have had some foundation.
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1. Tambl. V. Pyth. 251. The ultimate authority for all this is Timaios. There is no need to alter the MS. reading ApyUtov to Apylnmov
(as Diels does after Beckmann). We are dealing with a later generation, and the sentence opens with of ot 8¢ Aowmoi t@v
TTvBayopeiov, i.e. those other than Archippos and Lysis, who have been dealt with in the preceding section.

2. For Philolaos, see Plato, Phaed. 61 d 7; e 7; and for Lysis, Aristoxenos in Iambl. V. Pyth. 250 (R. P. 59 b).

3. Diog. viii. 79-83 (R. P. 61). Aristoxenos himself came from Taras. The story of Damon and Phintias (told by Aristoxenos) belongs
to this time.

4. Diog. viii, 46 (R. P. 62).

5. The whole mise en scéne of the Phaedo presupposes this, and it is quite incredible that Plato should have misrepresented the
matter. Simmias and Kebes were a little younger than Plato and he could hardly have ventured to introduce them as disciples of
Sokrates if they had not in fact been so. Xenophon too (Mem. i. 2. 48) includes Simmias and Kebes in his list of genuine disciples of
Sokrates, and in another place (iii. 11, 7) he tells us that they had been attracted from Thebes by Sokrates and never left his side.

6. See Aristoxenos ap. Val. Max. viii. 13, ext. 3 ; and Souidas s.v.
7. See below, §§ 150-152.

8. Plato, Phaed. 61 d 6.

9. This appears to follow from the remark of Simmias in Phaed. 64 b. The whole passage would be pointless if the words @iAdco@og,
@rocopely, rhocopia had not in some way become familiar to the ordinary Theban of the fifth century. Now Herakleides Pontikos
made Pythagoras invent the word, and expound it in a conversation with Leon, tyrant of Sikyon or Phleious. Cf. Diog. i. 12 (R. P. 3),
viii. 8; Cic. Tusc. v. 3. 8. Cf. also the remark of Alkidamas quoted by Arist. Rhet. B, 23. 1398 b i8, Or)fnowv &ua ol mpootdrton
PLAOGOPOL EYEVOVTO Kail EDSAPOVNCEY 1) TOMG.

10. For reasons which will appear, I do not attach importance in this connexion to Philolaos, fr. 14 Diels=23 Mullach (R. P. 89), but
it does seem likely that the pvBoloycv kopyog avrp of Gorg. 493 a 5 (R. P. 89 b) is responsible for the whole theory there given.
He is certainly, in any case, the author of the Tetpnuévog nibog, which implies the same general view. Now he is called {cog Zikeddg

116 1) Trakikdg, which means he was an Italian; for the Zwkehog i is merely an allusion to the Zikedog kopyog av)p mott tav potép’

£pa of Timokreon. We do not know of any Italian from whom Socrates could have learnt these views except Philolaos or one of his
associates.

11. See above, Chap. II. p. 102, n. 2.

12. It is a good illustration of the defective character of our tradition (Introd. p. 26) that this was quite unknown till the publication of
the extracts from Menon's atrika contained in the Anonymus Londinensis. See Diels in Hermes, xxviii. pp. 417 sqq.

13. See p. 276, n. 2, and p. 278, n. 2.

14. This follows at once from the fact that he is represented as conversing with the elder Kritias (p. 203, n. 3), who is very aged, and
with Hermokrates, who is quite young.

15. Diog. iii. 37. For similar charges, cf. Zeller, Plato, p. 429, n. 7.

16. Iambl. V. Pyth. 199. Diels is clearly right in ascribing the story to Aristoxenos (Arch. iii. p. 461, n. 26).
17. Timon, fr. 54 (Diels), ap. Gell. iii. 17 (R. P. 60 a).

18. For Hermippos and Satyros, see Diog. iii. 9; viii. 84, 85.

19. So Iambl. in Nicom. p. 105, 11; Proclus, in Tim. p. 1, Diehl.

20. They are t&x OpvhoVpeva tpia Piria (Tambl. V. Pyth. 199), 1 diofonta tpio Bifric (Diog. viii. 15).

21. As Bywater said (J. Phil. i. p. 29), the history of this work "reads like the history, not so much of a book, as of a literary ignis
fatuus floating before the minds of imaginative writers."
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22. Diels, "Ein gefilschtes Pythagorasbuch" (Arch, iii. pp. 451 sqq.).

23. Diog. viii. 85 (R. P. 63 b). Diels reads npctov éxdovvar tv ITubayopiccov <Pifrio kai émypayon Iept> PVoewe.
24. Diog. viii. 7.

25. Proclus, in Eucl. p. 22, 15 (Friedlein). Cf. Boeckh, Philolaos, pp. 36 sqq. Boeckh refers to a sculptured group of three Bakchai,
whom he supposes to be Ino, Agaue, and Autonoe.

26. The passage is given in R. P. 68. For a full discussion of this and the other fragments, see Bywater, "On the Fragments attributed
to Philolaus the Pythagorean" (J. Phil. i. pp. 21 sqq.).

27. Boeckh, Philolaos, p. 38. Diels (Vors. p. 246) distinguishes the Bakchai from the three books Ilept @Uo10¢ (ib. p. 239). As,
however, he identifies the latter with the "three books" bought from Philolaos, and regards it as genuine, this does not seriously affect
the argument.

28. See Diels in Arch. iii. pp. 460 sqq.

29. On the Achaian dialect, see O. Hoffmann in Collitz and Bechtel, Dialekt-Inschriften, vol. ii. p. 151. How slowly Doric penetrated
into the Chalkidian states may be seen from the mixed dialect of the inscription of Mikythos of Rhegion (Dial.-Inschr. iii. 2, p. 498),
which is later than 468-67 B.C. There is no reason to suppose that the Achaian dialect of Kroton was less tenacious of life. We can
see from Herodotos that there was a strong prejudice against the Dorians there.

30. The scanty fragments contain one Doric (or Achaian ?) form, éyovt (fr. 1), but Alkmaion calls himself Kpotwvirjing, which is
very significant; for Kpotwvidtag is the Achaian as well as the Doric form.

31. Arch. iii. p. 460.

32. He is distinctly called a Krotoniate in the extracts from Menon's Tatpucé (cf. Diog. viii. 84). It is true that Aristoxenos called him
and Eurytos Tarentines (Diog. viii. 46), but this only means that he settled at Taras after leaving Thebes. These variations are
common in the case of migratory philosophers. Eurytos is also called a Krotoniate and a Metapontine (Iamb. V. Pyth. 148, 266). Cf.
also p. 330, n. 1 on Leukippos, and p. 351, n, 1 on Hippon.

33. For Androkydes, see Diels, Vors. p. 281. As Diels points out (Arch. iii. p. 461), even Lucian has sufficient sense of style to make
Pythagoras speak Ionic.

34. Cf. fr. 12=20 M. (R. P. 79), which I read as it stands in the MS. of Stobaios, but bracketing an obvious adscript or dittography,
Kal T &v T ogaipa cwpate Tévte evil [t év 1 oaipal, mop, VdwP Kal Yo Kol &rjp, Kai 6 T oeaipag OAkAg mepntdv. In any
case, we are not justified in reading t& pév tag opaipag ccwpata with Diels. For the identification of the four elements with four of
the regular solids, cf. § 147, and for the description of the fifth, the dodecahedron, cf. § 148.

35. Plato, Rep. 528 b.

36. Heiberg's Euclid, vol. v. p. 654, 1, év 1001w @ PBPriie, tovtéott T@ 1y’, ypagetar T Aeyopeva ITMATOVOS € GYNUATOV TV
IMuBayopeiov €otiv, 6 e KOPog Kal 1) TVpapg Kal TO dwdekdedpov, OecutriTov 3¢ 16 16 OKTAEIPOV Kal 1O eikosdedpov. It is no
objection to this that, as Newbold points out (Arch. xix. p. 204), the inscription of the dodecahedron is more difficult than that of the
octahedron and icosahedron. We have no right to reject the definite testimony quoted above (no doubt from Eudemos) on grounds of
a priori probability. As a matter of fact, there are Celtic and Etruscan dodecahedra of considerable antiquity in the Louvre and
elsewhere (G. Loria, Scienze esatte p. 39), and the fact is significant in view of the connexion between Pythagoreanism and the North
which has been suggested.

37. Philolaos is quoted only once in the Aristotelian corpus, in Eth. Eud. B, 8. 1225 a 33 &AL’ cbonep ®AOA0og Egn elval Tvog
Aoyovg kpelttovg Muwv, which looks like an apophthegm. His name is not even mentioned anywhere else, and this would be
inconceivable if Aristotle had ever seen a work of his which expounded the Pythagorean system. He must have known the
importance of Philolaos from Plato's Phaedo, and would certainly have got hold of his book if it had existed. It should be added that
Tannery held the musical theory of our fragments to be too advanced for Philolaos. It must, he argued, be later than Plato and
Archytas (Rev. de Phil. xxviii. pp. 233 sqq.). His opinion on such a point is naturally of the greatest weight.

38. Aristotle says distinctly (Met. A, 6. 987 b 25) that "to set up a dyad instead of the unlimited regarded as one, and to make the
unlimited consist of the great and small, is distinctive of Plato."

39. Zeller, p. 369 sqq. (Eng. trans. p. 397 sqq.).
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40. For the doctrine of "Philolaos," cf. fr. 1 (R. P. 64); and for the unknowable ¢otw TV npaypdtwv, see fr. 3 (R. P. 67). It has a
suspicious resemblance to the later UAn, which Aristotle would hardly have failed to note. He is always on the look-out for
anticipations of UAn.

41. Arist. Met. A, 8.989b 29 (R.P.92 a).

42. Arist. Met. A, 8. 990 a 3,0p0M0y00VTEG TOIG AAAOLS PLGI0AGYOLS GTL TO ¥' OV ToUT €oTiv Goov alotnTdv 0Tt Kol TeplelAngev O
KOAOUUEVOS OUPAVOC.

43. Arist. Met. ib., 8. 990 a 5,10g &' aitiog kol TG apyds, onep eimopev, ikovag Aéyovoty émavapnvol Kol ént 1o AvaTépo TV
VTV, Kol LAALOV T) TOlG TEPL PUGENMG AOYOLS XPUOTTOVGOS.

44, Met. A, 5. 986 a 1; 10t TV apOp@V oToEla TV OVIOV otoryela taviov rélaPov glvor N, 3. 1090 a 22 eivar pév apiBpoig
émoinoav t& 6via, oL Ympotols 8¢, AAL' €€ apluav T dvra.

45. Met. M, 6. 1080 b 2, wg €k TV aplOpv évomopyovimv ovia T aictntd; ib. 1080 b 17, ¢k ToUTOL (TOD pabnpaTikod aplOpov)
&g alonTog ovGLlag CLVESTAVAL PAGLY.

46. Met. M, 8. 1083 b 11, t&x ccpato €€ aplpdv elvar ocvykelpeva, ib. b 17, ékgtvorl 8¢ OV apBpov T dvta Aéyovotv: o youv
Beopripata TPOcATTOVSL TOlG GrWNAcY WG ¢§ Ekelvav Oviov Twv dpBuwv; N. 3. 1090 a 32 kata pévtot TO molEly €5 apbuv T
QUGIKA SOpaTa, €K Un) Exdviav Papog unde kovpdTa €xovTo KovedTNTA Kol BApog.

47. Met. A, 5. 986 a 2, tOv Ghov oVpavov appoviav givor kot apduov; A, 8. 990 a 21 1ov aplduov tovtov €€ o0 cuvéotnkey O
KkOopog; M. 6. 1080 b 18 tov yap Ghov oUpavov katackevalovow €€ aplOuv; De caelo T'. 1. 300 a 15, 1oig €§ apOpv cuvictaot
TOV 0UPaVOV™ EVioL Yap TV UGV €8 apBu@y cuvioTacty, wonep twv ITuvbayopeiov Tvég.

48. Met. N, 3. 1091 a 18, koopomo1o0ot Kol pUGIKQWS BovAovtat AEyew.
49. Met. M, 6. 1080 b 16; N, 3. 1090 a 20.
50. Arist. Met. A, 5.987 a 15.

51. Met. ib. 986 a 15 (R. P. 66).

52. Met. A, 6.987 b 27, 6 pév (IThatwv) toUg apdpovg mapa ta aicbnta, ot &' (ot TvbBaydpeior) aplBpovg ival acy avTX T
alonta.

53. Met. A,5.986 a 17 (R. P. 66); Phys. I', 4.203 a 10 (R. P. 66 a).

54. Simpl. Phys. p. 455, 20 (R. P. 66 a). I owe the passages which I have used in illustration of this subject to W. A. Heidel, "TIépog

and amepov in the Pythagorean Philosophy" (Arch. xiv. pp. 384 sqq.). The general principle of my interpretation is the same as his,
though I think that, by bringing the passage into connexion with the numerical figures, I have avoided the necessity of regarding the
words 1) yap &lg {oa kol Npion dlpeoig én' dmelpov as "an attempted elucidation added by Simplicius.”

55. Aristoxenos, fr. 81, ap. Stob. i. p. 20, éx Twv Apioto&évov Ilepi dplOuntikic. . . t@wv 8¢ appwv dptiot pév eiow ot &ig loa
S1poVpEVOL, TIEPLOOOL BE OL EIG AVIGH KOl LEGOV EXOVTEG.

56. [Plut.] ap. Stob. i. p. 22, 19, kat prv &ig Vo Stopovpévav (oo ToD Pev TEPIGGOD HOVAG €V HEGW TePLeaTt, TOL & ApTiov Kevn
Aelmeton xpa Kol AdE6TOTOS KOl AVAPIONOC, WG AV EVEE0UG Kol ATeA0DG OVTOG.

57. Plut. De E apud Delphos, 388 a, taig yop €ig (oo TOpais Twv ApOuv, O pHev &ptiog maven) SHoTdpevog UTOAEITEL TVAX SEKTIKT)V
apyrv olov &v EavT Kal ywpay, v 8¢ TQ TEPLTTE TovTO TaBOVTL pHécov del mepieott T vepurjoemg yovipov. The words which 1
have omitted in translating refer to the further identification of Odd and Even with Male and Female. The passages quoted by Heidel
might be added to. Cf., for instance, what Nikomachos says (p. 13, 10, Hoche), €ot1 8¢ &ptiov pév 6 oldv te £ig V0 loa Stopebrvat
HOVAS0G HEGOV UT| TOPEUTITTOVONG, TEPUTTOV d& TO pr) Suvdpevov eig dvo oa pepiobnvar dix v mposipnuévny Thg povadog
peouretav. He significantly adds that this definition is £k g dnucddovg DmoAr|yemg.
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58. Arist. Phys. T', 4. 204 a 20 sqq., especially a 26, &AQ prjv donep aépog arp pépoc, oVt Kal dmelpov aneipov, €l ye ovoia
gotl Kat apyr).

59. See Chap. II. § 53.

60. Ar. Phys. A, 9.216 b 25, kopavel 70 Glov.

61. Cf. Speusippos in the extract preserved in the Theologumena arithmetica, p. 61 (Diels, Vors. 32 A 13) 1o prv yap [o] otypr), T
8¢ [B] ypoppy, Tx 8¢ [y] tpiyavov, tox 8¢ [8] mupapic. We know that Speusippos is following Philolaos here. Arist. Met. Z, 11. 1036
b 12, xal dvdyovot mavta gig ToUG Ap1BpOUVE, Kal Ypappng TOV Adyov Tov Tv Vo eivar pactv.. The matter is clearly put by Proclus
in Eucl. I. p. 97, 19, 10 pnév onpelov dvahoyov tibevtat povadt, trv 6 ypappr)v Suadt, trv 8¢ Empdvelay Tr) TpLAdL Kol TO GTEPEOV
T TETPASL Kaitol Y& g draotata AapPdvovieg povadikv pev eOprjcopev TV Ypappry, Svadikny 8¢ v Empdvelay, TpLadikov
8¢ 10 oTEPEDV.

62. The identification of the point with the unit is referred to by Aristotle, Phys. B. 227 a 27.
63. Arist. Met. M, 6. 1080 b 18 sqq., 1083 b 8 sqq. ; De caelo, ', 1.300 a 16 (R. P. 76 a).

64. Zeller, p. 381.

65. Zeno in his fourth argument about motion, which, we shall see (§ 163), was directed against the Pythagoreans, used dykot for
points. Aetios, i. 3, 19 (R. P. 76 b), says that Ekphantos of Syracuse was the first of the Pythagoreans to say that their units were
corporeal. Cf. also the use of

dykot in Plato, Parm. 164 d, and Galen, Hist. Phil. 18 (Dox. p. 610), ‘HpaxAeidng 6¢ 0 Iovtikog kat Ackinmadng 0 Bhvvog
AVAPLOVG OYKOVG TAG APYAS UTotiBevTal TV Ohmv.

66. Zeller, p. 381.

67. Arist. Met. A, 8.,990 a 22 (R. P. 81 e). I read and interpret thus "For, seeing that, according to them, Opinion and Opportunity are
in a given part of the world, and a little above or below them Injustice and Separation and Mixture,—in proof of which they allege
that each of these is a number,—and seeing that it is also the case (reading copBaivr) with Bonitz) that there is already in that part of
the world a number of composite magnitudes (i.e. composed of the Limit and the Unlimited), because those affections (of number)
are attached to their respective regions (seeing that they hold these two things), the question arises whether the number which we are
to understand each of these things (Opinion, etc.) to be is the same as the number in the world (i.e. the cosmological number) or a
different one." I cannot doubt that these are the extended numbers which are composed (cuvictatat) of the elements of number, the
limited and the unlimited, or, as Aristotle here says, the "affections of number," the odd and the even. Zeller's view that "celestial
bodies" are meant comes near this, but the application is too narrow. Nor is it the number (mAr)00¢) of those bodies that is in question,
but their magnitude (uéyefog). For other views of the passage see Zeller, p. 391, n. 1.

68. All this has been put in its true light by the publication of the extract from Menon's Tatpika on which see p. 278, n. 4.

69. In Aet. ii. 6, 5 (R. P. 80) the theory is ascribed to Pythagoras, which is an anachronism, as the mention of "elements" shows it
must be later than Empedokles. In his extract from the same source, Achilles says ot TTvBaydpeiot which doubtless represents
Theophrastos better.

70. See above p. 283.

71. Plato, Tim. 31 b 5.

72. Plato, Tim. 54 c 4. It is to be observed that in Tim. 48 b 5 Plato says of the construction of the elements 003&ic T® yéveowv avT@V
peprjvokev, which implies that there is some novelty in the theory as Timaios states it. If we read the passage in the light of what has
been said in § 141, we shall be inclined to believe that Plato is making Timaios work out the Pythagorean doctrine on the lines of the
discovery of Theaitetos.

73. See above, Chap. IV. p. 186.

74. Aet. ii. 6, 5 (R. P. 80) ; "Philolaos," fr. 12 (=20 M.; R. P. 79). On the 0Axkdg, see Gundermann in Rhein. Mus. 1904, pp. 145 sqq.
In the Pythagorean myth of Plato's Politicus, the world is regarded as a ship, of which God is the kvBepvritng (272 a sqq.). The
TOVTOG NG dvopotdtntog (273 d) is just the dmetpov.
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75. Aet. ii. 4, 15, émep tponemg diknv mpodnePAAeto ) TOL TAVTOG <GPAlpA> O dNpovpyog Bedg.

76. Cf. the Umolwpata of Plato, Rep. 616 ¢ 3. As UAn generally means "timber" for shipbuilding (when it does not mean firewood), I
suggest that we should look in this direction for an explanation of the technical use of the word in later philosophy. Cf. Plato, Phileb.
54 ¢ 1, yevéoewg . . . éveka . . . mxoav UMV mapotifecBor taowv, which is part of the answer to the question motepa mAoiwv
vawrnylav éveka r)g ylyvesbat padlov 1) mholo éveka vawmnyiog; (ib. b 2); Tim. 69 a 6, ota téktootv 1)Uty VAN TopAKeLTaL.

77. Plato, Phaed. 110 b 6, coomep ol dwdekaokvtol ceaipal, the meaning of which phrase is quite correctly explained by Plutarch,
Plat. q. 1003 b kai yap pdiiota t@ mArbet v otoyelav aufAvt 8¢ v yoviov Ty DBVt dlapuYOV evKauTég 0Tt [TO
dmdekAedpov], Kai Tr) TEPLTAceL Oomep ol SSEKACKVTOL GOAIPA KVKAOTEPES YIYVETAL Kol TEPIANTTIKOV.

78. Plato, Tim. 55 c 4. Neither this passage nor the last can refer to the Zodiac, which would be described by a dodecagon, not a
dodecahedron. What is implied is the division of the heavens into twelve pentagonal fields, in which the constellations were placed.
For the history of such methods see Newbold in Arch. xix. pp. 198 sqq.

79. Iambl. V. Pyth. 247. Cf. above, Chap. II. p.106, n. 1.

80. See Gow, Short History of Greek Mathematics, p. 151, and the passages there referred to, adding Schol. Luc. p. 234, 21, Rabe, 10
neviaypappov] 8t 1o €v T1) ovvnBeia Aeyopevov mevidigo souBorov v Tpog arlrjhovg Ivbayopelov dvayvoptoTikov Kat ToUTw
v taig emotoAaig éypvto. The Pythagoreans may quite well have known the method given by Euclid iv. 11 of dividing a line in
extreme and mean ratio, the so-called "golden section.”

81. Arist. De an. A, 3.407 b 20 (R. P. 86 ¢).
82. Plato, Phaed. 85 e sqq.; and for Echekrates, ib. 88 d.
83. Plato, Phaed. 86 b7-c5.

84. See J. L. Stocks, Plato and the Tripartite Soul (Mind N.S., No. 94, 1915, pp. 207 sqq.). Plato himself points to the connexion in
Rep. 443 d, 5 cvvappdcovta tpia Gvio, Womep OPOLG TPELG APHOVIAG ATEYVAS, VEATNG TE Kol UTATNG Kol péong, kal el dAla &tto
peta&L tuyyavel ovia (i.e. the movable notes). Now there is good ground for believing that the statement of Aristides Quintilianus
(ii. 2) that the Bopucov is intermediate between the Aoywcov and the &Aoyov comes from the musician Damon (Deiters, De Aristidis
Quint. fontibus, 1870), the teacher of Perikles (p. 255, n. 2), to whom the Platonic Sokrates refers as his authority on musical matters,
but who must have died when Plato was quite young. Moreover, Poseidonios (ap. Galen, De Hipp. et Plat. pp. 425 and 478)
attributed the doctrine of the tripartite soul to Pythagoras, avto0 pév 100 ITvBoydpov cvyypdppatog ovdevog €ig 1HAG
Sroowlopévou, TEKUAPOLEVOS SE €& OV €VIoL TV HoBNTWV aDTOV YEYPAPOOLY.

85. For the authorities see R. P. 81-83. The attribution of the theory to Philolaos is perhaps due to Poseidonios. The "three books"
were doubtless in existence by his time.

86. Plato makes Timaios attribute an axial rotation to the heavenly bodies, which must be of this kind (7im. 40 a 7). The rotation of
the moon upon its axis takes the same time as its revolution round the earth; but it comes to the same thing if we say that it does not
rotate at all relatively to its orbit, and that is how the Greeks put it. It would be quite natural for the Pythagoreans to extend this to all
the heavenly bodies. This led ultimately to Aristotle's view that they were all fixed (évdedepéva) in corporeal spheres.

87. This seems more natural than to suppose the earth and counter-earth to be always in conjunction. Cf. Aet. iii. 11, 3, v
olkovpévny ynv €& évavtiag Kelévny Kol TepipepoLévny ) avriybove

88. Plato, Phaed. 108 e 4 sqq. Simmias assents to the geocentric theory in the emphatic words kot 0pB@G ve.

89. Aet. ii. 20, 13 (Chap. VL p. 238, n. 3) compared with ib. 12 ®PoLaog 0 [TvBayopetog Daroeldt) TOV AoV, SEXOUEVOV PeV TOD v
T KOCUW TVPOG TNV Avtavyelay, dmbolvia 8¢ TPoOg MUAG TO QWG Wote TPOTOV Tva dtttovg Tiovg yiyvesbat, 0 e &v
ovpavE TUPWAEG KAl TO AT aVTOD TUPOEWES KOTX TO ECOMTPOEWEC: €l ) TIg Kol Tpitov Aé&el TV Amd 1oL €vomTpov Kat'
avakhoow Saomepopévny mpog 1uag avyrjv. This is not, of course, a statement of any doctrine held by "Philolaos," but a rather
captious criticism such as we often find in Theophrastos. Moreover, it is pretty clear that it is inaccurately reported. The phrase 10 év
@ kdopw wop, if used by Theophrastos, must surely mean the central fire and 10 €v 1¢ oUpav@ Top@deg must be the same thing, as
it very well may, seeing that Aetios tells us himself (ii. 7. 7, R. P. 81) that "Philolaos" used the term oUpavdg of the sublunary region.

It is true that Achilles says 0 Tup@deg Kot drawyég Aappavovia dvebev Ano ToL deplov TopAg, but his authority is not sufficiently
great to outweigh the other considerations.
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90. Aet. 1. 7, 7 (R. P. 81).Proclus in Tim. p. 106, 22 (R. P. 83 e).

91. Aristotle expresses this by saying that the Pythagoreans held v . . . yi|v &v 1@V &oTpov ovGoV KUKAW QEPOREVY TIEPL TO
péocov vokra te kol Nuépay motetv (De caelo, B, 13. 293 a 23).

92. 1 do not discuss here the claims of Herakleides to be the real author of the heliocentric hypothesis.

93. In a letter to Pope Paul III., Copernicus quotes Plut. Plac. iii. 13, 2-3 (R. P. 83 a) and adds Inde igitur occasionem nactus, coepi et
ego de terrae mobilitate cogitare.

94. Cf. Ar. De caelo, B, 13. 293 b 25 énel yap ovk £oTwv 1) Y1) KEVIpOV, &AL Améyel TO Nuoeaiplov avtg Glov, oLBEV KOADEW
olovtat T porvopeva copPaively Opolmg pUr) KaTowoLG MUV énl T0U KEVIPOV, (OOoTEP KAV el €mL TOD PéGov NV 1] y1)- 0UBEV yap
ovde VOV Totely €midniov TV Moelav dméyovag Nuag ddpetpov. (Of course the words O Mpceaipov avg Glov refer to
Aristotle's own theory of celestial spheres; he really means the radius of its orbit.) Now it is inconceivable that any one should have
argued that, since the geocentric parallax is negligible, parallax in general is negligible. On the other hand, the geocentric
Pythagorean (the real Philolaos?), whose views are expounded by Sokrates in the Phaedo, appears to have made a special point of
saying that the earth was mappeyo (109 a 9), and that would make the theory of the central fire very difficult to defend. If Philolaos
was one of the Pythagoreans who held that the radius of the moon's orbit is only three times that of the earth's (Plut. De an. procr.
1028 b), he cannot have used the argument quoted by Aristotle.

95. Aet. iii. 13, 3 Hpardeidng 6 IMovtikog kal "Expavtog 6 TTubaydpelog kKivovot pév v ynv- ov pjv ye PeTafoTiKwg, AKX
Tpentikag [ 1. otpentikag] Tpdyov dikny évnéoviouévny, amo Svopwv €' avatoldag mept O (dlov avtng kévrpov. Cicero attributes
the same doctrine to Hiketas (Acad. pr. ii. 39), but makes nonsense of it by saying that he made the sun and moon stationary as well
as the fixed stars. Tannery regarded Hiketas and Ekphantos as fictitious personages from a dialogue of Herakleides, but it seems clear
that Theophrastos recognised their existence. It may be added that the idea of the earth's rotation was no novelty. The Milesians
probably (§ 21) and Anaxagoras certainly (p. 269) held this view of their flat earth. All that was new was the application of it to a
sphere. If we could be sure that the geocentric Pythagoreans who made the earth rotate placed the central fire in the interior of the
earth, that would prove them to be later in date than the system of "Philolaos." Simplicius appears to say this (De caelo, p. 512 9
sqq.), and he may be quoting from Aristotle's lost work on the Pythagoreans. The point, however, is doubtful.

96. The various possibilities are enumerated by Sir T. L. Heath (Aristarchus, p. 103). Only two are worth noting. The universe as a
whole might share in the rotation of the anhavéc, while the sun, moon and planets had independent revolutions in addition to that of

the universe. Or the rotation of the amhavég might be so slow as to be imperceptible, in which case its motion, "though it is not the
precession of the equinoxes, is something very like it" (Heath, loc. cit.).

97. Arist. De caelo, B, 13. 293 b 5, éviot 8¢ kal keipévny éni 1oL kévipov [ty yNv] eactv avtv MecBot kal kveloBot mept TOV
Six mavtog tetopévov molov, womep €v 1@ Talw yeypamtar.. The text and interpretation of this passage are guaranteed by the
reference in the next chapter (296 a 25) ot §' ént 100 péoov Bévieg Meobon kal Kvelobai pact Tepl TOV TOAOV pécov. All attempts
to show that this refers to something else are futile. We cannot, therefore, with Alexander, regard kai kwvetoBot as an interpolation in

the first passage, even though it is omitted in some MSS. there. The omission is probably due to Alexander's authority. Moreover,
when read in its context, it is quite clear that the passage gives one of two alternative theories of the earth's motion, and that this

motion, like the revolution round the central fire, is a motion of translation (popc), and not an axial rotation.
98. Plato's Doctrine respecting the Rotation of the Earth (1860).

99. Plato, Tim. 39 ¢ 1, vOE pév oOv 1)uépa. te yéyovev oUTmG Kal d1x TaDTa, 1) TG HIAG KAl PPOVIMOTATNG KUKAT|oemg meplodog. This
refers to the revolution of the "circle of the Same," i.e. the equatorial circle, and is quite unambiguous.

100. Plato, Tim. 40 ¢ 1 [ynv] pOloka kai dnpovpyov voktdg te kat Nuépag éunyavijoato. On this cf. Heath, Aristarchus, p. 178.

101. Arist. De caelo, B, 14. 296 a 29 sqq. The use of the word Unoiewmodpeva of the apparent motion of the planets from west to east
is an interesting survival of the old Ionian view (p. 70). The idea that the earth must have two motions, if it has any, is based on
nothing more than the analogy of the planets (Heath, Aristarchus, p. 241).

102. Aristotle must have been a member of the Academy when the Timaeus was published, and we know that the interpretation of
that dialogue was one of the chief occupations of the Academy after Plato's death. If he had misrepresented the doctrine by
introducing a motion of translation, Alexander and Simplicius would surely have been able to appeal to an authoritative protest by
Krantor or another. The view which Boeckh finds in the Timaeus is precisely Aristotle's own, and it is impossible to believe that he
could have failed to recognise the fact or that he should have misrepresented it deliberately.

103. The best attested reading in Tim. is ynv 6& Tpo@ov pev ruetépav, iAopévny 8¢ Trv mept Tov Sk mavtog molov tetapévov. The
article tr)v is in Par. A and also in the Palatine excerpts, and it is difficult to suppose that any one would interpolate it. On the other
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hand, it might easily be dropped, as its meaning is not at once obvious. It is to be explained, of course, like tr|v ént 6&vatov or
Xenophon's TpoeAnAvb0OTOG . . . TV TPOG Tt PpovpLa, and implies a path of some kind, and therefore a movement of translation.

104. In the first place, the meaning globatam, "packed," "massed" would have to be expressed by a perfect participle and not a
present, and we find accordingly that Simplicius is obliged to paraphrase it by the perfect participle, dedepévn or dedsopunvévn. Sir T.
L. Heath's "wound " (Aristarchus, p. 177) ought also to be "winding." In the second place, though Par. A has eiAhopévny, the weight
of authority distinctly favours iAAopévny, the reading of Aristotle, Proclus and others. The verbs eéAAw (e{Aw), elA@® and (Al are
constantly confused in MSS. It is not, I think, possible to regard (Mo as etymologically connected with the other verbs. It seems
rather to go with (MOg and (AAaive, which are both used in Hippokrates. For its meaning, see below, n. 2.

105. Cf. Soph. Ant. 340 Ahopévav apotpov €106 €ig €t1og, clearly of the ploughs going backwards and forwards in the furrows.
Simplicius makes a point of the fact that Apollonios Rhodios used iAAOpevog in the sense of "shut in," "bound," gipyduevog (cf.
Heath, Aristarchus, p. 175, n. 6). That, however, cannot weigh against the probability that the scribes, or even Apollonios himself,
merely fell into the common confusion. Unless we can get rid of the article v and the testimony of Aristotle, we must have a verb
of motion.

106. Cf. Plato, Phaed. 111 c 4, where we are told that there is an aicopa in the earth, which causes the waters to move up and down in
Tartaros, which is a chasm extending from pole to pole. See my notes in loc.

107. Proclus, in his commentary, explains the mpoympriceig and énavakvikirioeg Of Tim. 20 ¢ as equivalent to mpomodicpot and
vUmonodwopol. In a corrigendum prefixed to his Aristarchus, Sir T. L. Heath disputes this interpretation, and compares the application
of the term énavoxvklovuevov to the planet Mars in Rep. 617 b, which he understands to refer merely to its "circular revolution in a
sense contrary to that of the fixed stars."” It is to be observed, however, that Theon of Smyrna in quoting this passage has the words
paaota v dAdov after émavakvkhovuevov, which gives excellent sense if retrogradation is meant. In fact Mars has a greater arc of
retrogradation than the other planets (Duhem, Systéme du monde, vol. i. p. 61). As I failed to note this in my text of the Republic, 1
should like to make amends by giving two reasons for believing that Theon has preserved Plato's own words. In the first place he is

apparently quoting from Derkyllides, who first established the text of Plato from which ours is derived. In the second place, paticto
v allov is exactly fifteen letters, the normal length of omissions in the Platonic text.

108. Plut. Plat. quaest, 1006 c (cf. V. Numae, c. 11). It is important to remember that Theophrastos was a member of the Academy in
Plato's last years.

109. In the passage referred to (822 a 4 sqq.) he maintains that the planets have a simple circular motion, and says that this is a view
which he had not heard in his youth nor long before. That must imply the rotation of the earth on its axis in twenty-four hours, since
it is a denial of the Pythagorean theory that the planetary motions are composite. It does not follow that we must find this view in the
Timaeus, which only professes to give the opinions of a fifth-century Pythagorean.

110. Arist. Met. A,5.986 a3 (R. P. 83 b).

I11. Aet. ii. 29, 4, v ITvbayopeimv Tivég Kot v Apiototédelov iotopiov kat v Pinmov 1oL Omovvtiov Amdacty
avtovyela kol avTippa&el Toté pnév g yng, tote 8¢ g avtixfovog (Ekheime trv ceAvny).

112. Arist. De caelo, B, 13. 293 b 21, évioig 8¢ dokel kai mheio ocdpata towvTa Evoéxesdat pépecbol mept TO pHécov Mutv AdNAa
S v Emmpdebnoty TG YNG. 810 Kal TG TG e vng xAenyelg TAelong 1) TG oL Nhiov yiyvesHal pactv- TV yap Qepopévev
€KAOTOV AVTIPPATIEY OUTHY, AAL 0D pévov IV yNyv.

113. It is not expressly stated that they were Pythagoreans, but it is natural to suppose so. So, at least, Alexander thought (Simpl. De
caelo, p. 515, 25).

114. Arist. De caelo, B, 9. 290 b, 12 sqq. (R. P. 82). Cf. Alexander, In met. p. 39, 24 (from Aristotle's work on the Pythagoreans) twv
YOP COUATOV TV TEPL TO LEGOV PEPOULEVAV EV AVOAOYLQ TG ATOGTAGELS EYOVIOV . . . TOWOVVIOV d¢ Kal WOPoV €V T Kivelohat
Tv pev Bpadvtépmv Papvv, twv ¢ tayvtépov 0ELV. There are all sorts of difficulties in detail. We can hardly attribute the

identification of the seven planets (including sun and moon) with the strings of the heptachord to the Pythagoreans of this date; for
Mercury and Venus have the same mean angular velocity as the Sun, and we must take in the heaven of the fixed stars.

115. For the various systems, see Boeckh, Kleine Schriften, vol. iii. pp. 169 sqq., and Carl v. Jan, " Die Harmonie der Sphéren "
(Philol. 1893. pp. 13 sqq.). There is a sufficient account of them in Heath's Aristarchus, pp. 107 sqq., where the distinction between
absolute and relative velocity is clearly stated, a distinction which is not appreciated in Adam's note on Rep. 617 b (vol. ii. p. 452),
with the result that, while the heaven of the fixed stars is rightly regarded as the vrjtn (the highest note), the Moon comes next instead
of Saturn—an impossible arrangement. The later view is represented by the "bass of Heaven's deep Organ" in the "ninefold
harmony" of Milton's Hymn on the Nativity (xiii.). At the beginning of the Fifth Act of the Merchant of Venice, Shakespeare makes
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Lorenzo expound the doctrine in a truly Pythagorean fashion. According to him, the "harmony" in the soul ought to correspond with
that of the heavenly bodies ("such harmony is in immortal souls"), but the "muddy vesture of decay" prevents their complete
correspondence. The Timaeus states a similar view, and in the Book of Homage to Shakespeare (pp. 58 sqq.) I have tried to show
how the theories of the Timaeus may have reached Shakespeare. There is no force in Martin's observation that the sounding of all the
notes of an octave at once would not produce a harmony. There is no question of harmony in the modern sense, but only of

attunement (&ppovia) to a perfect scale.

116. Cf. especially Met. A, 6. 787, b 10 (R. P. 65 d). It is not quite the same thing when he says, as in A, 5. 985 b 23 sqq. (R. P. ib.),
that they perceived many likenesses in things to numbers. That refers to the numerical analogies of justice, Opportunity, etc.

117. Aristoxenos ap. Stob. i. pr. 6 (p. 20), TIvBayopag . . . TAVTH T TPAYUATO ATEKAL®Y TOIg APOpoic.
118. Stob. Ecl. i. p. 125, 19 (R. P. 65 d).

119. Plato, Phaed. 74 a sqq.

120. Cf. especially the words 6 6pvioDpev ael (76 d 8). The phrases avtd 6 &otwv, avTd ko' a0T0, and the like are assumed to be
familiar. "We" define reality by means of question and answer, in the course of which "we" give an account of its being (fig Mdyov
didopev w0 eivan , 78 d 1, where A6yov . . . To elvon is equivalent to Adyov Ti)c ovoiag). When we have done this, "we" set the seal

or stamp of a0t0 6 &otwv upon it (75 d 2). Technical terminology implies a school. As Diels puts it (Elementum, p. 20), it is in a
school that "the simile concentrates into a metaphor, and the metaphor condenses into a term."

121. In the Parmenides Plato makes Sokrates expound the theory at a date which is carefully marked as at least twenty years before
his own birth.

122. Plato, Soph. 248 a 4. Proclus says (in Parm. iv. p. 149, Cousin) v pév yap kol mapc toig ITvBayopeiong 1) mepl tav eldmv
Bempla, kal dnhol kal adTog &v ZoPiotn) TV eidwv @lhovg Tpocayopsbmy Tovg &v Trakia copolsg, ail' & ve pahota mpecPeioag
Kai Srappnidny vrobépevog o &ldn Xokpatng Eotiv. This is not in itself authoritative; but it is the only statement on the subject that
has come down to us, and Proclus (who had the tradition of the Academy at his command) does not appear to have heard of any other
interpretation of the phrase. In a later passage (v. p. 4, Cousin) he says it was natural for Parmenides to ask Sokrates whether he had
thought of the theory for himself, since he might have heard a report of it.
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