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The Athenian Period.

Anaxaegoras may be considered as rerresenting a traneition
point between the pre~-Athenian philosophy and the philosophy of
Athens progper. ' This Feriod represents a changing point for entirs
attitudes., 80 far as attitude 1is concerned the pre~Athenian pore
i0d is directed toward nature, to¥ard the object of the attitude.

The experience is taken direotkz!and {mmediately, the investigations

of experience are based upon assumption taken over from an unre-
flective standpoint, The thinkers of the Athenian period are interested
in the attitudes themselves and queation the assumption/:ade. The
underlyin- motive for this change in philcsorhical perscective is the
ckanze that 18 to bte noted in the experience of this preriod which is.
different from that of the rreceding time. The develormen:t of in-
dividualism and the interest in personal exreriences forced a more
ceritical esamination of the attitudes toward experience. The de-
termination of experience began to0 involve the problem of knowledge,

A question comes up in this connedtion as to the relation be-
tween the experience of a period and the philosophic attitudes of that
time. It is inappropriate to say that the philosophical attitude is
a mere reflection of the experience of 2 period. It is just as true
that exrerience or the ordinary affairs of men are reflections of some
rhilosozhical attitude. An instance of this would be the actions of
a Judiocial body with its interacting commercial and industrial faots,
which are dictated by some partiéular political or oooialgphilosOphical
attitude. Tt is safer to assume that both the actions sn& the abstract

attituie are phases of experience, and usually in a ratio thch give




one or tha otber predominance., The philosophical attitude 1tse1£‘4L,
is a phase of hnman experience and under normal conditions 1t
never tranacenda the particular experience in which it is formulated.
Philoeophy {s the experience which haa.become coneciousi

The problem of One and Many takes on an almost entirely new
com;lexion in the Athenlan per;od, The Sophists projeoted with en-
thasis the viewpoint that the determination of reallity was dependent
upon the relative importance of perception ¢® thought in xnowledge.
After the influence of the Sophists, {1t becomes with Plato a problem
of Bialeotic and not ome of ymmediate experience. On the formal
side the probleam seegh to have become exhausted in its possiﬁilitiee.
in the Pre-Athenian perlod. The problem finally came to be one of mo-
tion and chanre with respect to the stuff of reality. Even with
Parrenides and Zeno the standpoint of the knowledge process as an
es2ential factor in the description of experience did not become es-
tablished., It is quite arparent that only under the conditions which
prevailed in Athens could'the importance of knowledge become realized.
There is thus much to support the view of Zeller that Plato and not
7eno is the founder of Dialectic.l From the beginning practically of
the Athenian period the determination of experience will be made with
a fairly oritical view %o the validi@y of the categories. After
passinz through the stages of inquiry as to the nature of knowledge
there is an attempt to determine a 1ist of categories repreaentatrua.
of raallty. From Socratge on may be traced a series of such deter-
ninationa which result;;;ﬁy@;g;in the Aristotelian table of categonys
and which atmbolizéa the éﬁlmiﬁation»of the Greek conception of rsahfﬁ
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The experience of the Greeks of the fifth century brought ocut
a decidedly different attitude than ths one of the previous perioi.
The -interests of the thinkers bescome centersd in more intimate human
experience than had previously been the case. The problem of human
behavior agalnat the behavior of cosmic affairs took the important
plac2s in the attention of the thinkers. The problem of morality
or conduct bscame of greater interest than tae ultiméte reality of
the stuff of the world. This attitude is illustratad in the atatement
of Socrates implying that men, not nature, are hiajaachers.l

The problem of conduoct and 1ts criterian leads very realdily to
a oonsideration of the validity of knowledge. Ho® %0 determine the
criterion for moral conduct beccmes a prominent question when moral
conduc: is a problem. The Athenian period in philosorhy brings cut
not only the problem of knovledge as 2 vasis for the gpeculaticns
concérning the reality of ths world, but also a nev gedes of deter-
minations of exzerience. These are the categories of an ethical
sort. The "good" veconxes an expreseion for scme fundamental types
of exparience. Without the sthical categories no adaquate expression
for the experience of the time can be male. There is in fact a close
connection between the ethical and reality ocategories up t¢ the point
of identity. The good i8 thought of as the ultimate expression Sf
reality. The good is madie the highest esosence of reality, 3 process
which is poszible by the close relation in Greek thought cf Idea dnd
Being. The e seonms to be good evidence for pelieving that much of

. the @ifficulty and argumentation in the Greek philosophy of Plato's
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A4 .me was due to & 1ack of recognitiocn of the ttuye relations between
che twol. The temper of all Greek thought was t0 ersct into meta-
phyaical peing all idsas ani principlas. The Platonic ideas are ;
eloquent jllustrations of tae truts cf thie fact. Ths formulatlion i
of & set cf categories of strictly logical content to represent
reality aa Plato did in the Theaetetus and Sophist jndicates
also the coxplets objecilvism thai aciuated the Greek mind. The
categories that the Greek philoscpherse adopt to regrasent reallity

geam to be very far removed from actual experience. Reality for the

_ Greeks =always geemed to be 1ocated beyond the everyday ragppenings
and otjects. The dialectic of the Grssk world was i zreat messure
made vossible by this faect that categories of reality had 20 11442

jn common wita exporience. It was this tendency cf the Greek mind

4o be objective and metaphyoical thatled %o & formuiation of a series
of categzories at s1l. The scheme of categories is developed merely
pecause there 18 spis impulse to reduce reality to g convenisnv
ultirate unitvs. The beginnings of & selfconscious attitude toward

a doctrine of categories among the Greeks is'logaﬁed in a dialectical
gource., The criticism of this attitude ériéee fion the’fact that the
Greeks always aimed to locate reality in 2 realm beyond their o
experience ©OT tended to deny 1% altogether. Fe will see that until
we rteach a stage in philosophical thinking in #hich we have an in-
terect in experience that the category doctrines wont be in any way
representative of experience. There will be = hopeless inadequacy
'of cgtegories in the lists drawn up #ith resgect 1o quallty and

quantity. The compleiely functional categories of that experiencd
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won't be found in the consciously expressed tables, but must be found
dissributzd in the complete philosophioal viewpoint. Considering
Plato ac an exarzple we will find that he has not in his list the good
which really was the prime category of his experience. The Platonic
doctrine of categories had in common iith other éootrines of catexries,
which consciously attempt to represent experience, the tendency to ad-
mit us categories oniy knowledge factors. It is true then that while
for Piato conduct 18 of extrsme importance as an element c¢f experiemce
yet it plays mo part in the avowed categories. 0f course, in the
fundamentgl philosophical categories of Plato as viewed from our
standpoint, the ethical categories find their deserved place.

The ideas of Plato really culmipate in the idea of the good. In trac=
ing out the complete development of the Platonic ideas we can discover
scnething of the true function of categories. This is a fact although
we can find in Plato only“a remote approach to an enunzration of ca-
tegories on a vasis of an understanding of what categories are.

In the entirg'pquod of Greek philosophy as also in modern .
philoscphy the categories are metaphysical and not metho¢ological;
phere is an attempt made to determine what are the ultimate and
etermal principles of reality. This attempt 18 gorrelated with the
prevalent attitude that reality 1s an altimate immutable essence.

In modern rhiloepny when the attitude is more epietemologica{than
metaphysical the categories are takan to be the ground principles of
thought.l The categories, even when not metaphysical entities,are
really logzical ultimates. The attempt to sel up tables of oategories
in the Greek period was an {ndication of change of attitude in the
direction of knowledge process put this was no considerable changze

awvay from the epternal standpoint.

1. Kant's Categories for example.




The Sophists represent the change s attitude from the oon:id-§Q3
erations of mature %o considerations of oonduct. This change of
attitude grew out of the 1ncroasing importante of the individual.
The'age of Pericles is the 2age of achievement of confidence,-in.the
goners of'tpe 1n§1v1dual. Gho-tQOna#er*dd man attained t0 remarkable
heights of mastery of self and of nature. This was the age in which
the peﬁ.trating light of the jntellect was brought away from playing
upen external pature and fooused uron the individusl and upon man."
The entire history of Athens ak this time is eloguent in 1te testi-
mony of the new izportance of man. The entire sooial, political
nd intellectual history tears ¥itness to the truth of this. The ora-
tions of Perloles attest the value shich was set upon an Athenian
citigen. Indeed man becames the measure of all things. Soph%bles
gives exprescion to this attitude in his guverb chorus 1in the

Antigone, " Much is ther:z passing strango,
Nothing surpassing mankind."”

Tne sucocess of Athens in the carryin: on of her toperial am-
pitions 1ie s prime factor in briming out this intimacy of the ex-—
parience of & reriod with the attitude taken toward it.

The philoaophicél problems of this period are mcetly ethical
and political. The absorbing interest in man and hie oconduct setl
agide for the tide the more remote gpeoulations as to nature, The
problem as to whether this more remote xnowledge 18 avoldable becomss
14self a questlion. The Sophists are sceptics with respect to the.
reality of the world. This must be taken Lo mean that a oeriticlem
is made of the attempt to reach out beyond the direct and iEmddlate
experience. The Sophista may be consldered in a iay ag returning
to a direct contact with perceptual experience. The utaﬁbmant 6!
Corgias as to non=existence of the world may be taken ;a an 6x-

wd
pression of this idea. The faol that the 30phiets aoqui ed themaeltel
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more and more with rhetoric is evidence of the prevalence of the L4CT
jdea that in practical pursulits couli be found more profitable em-
ployment. The unsettled eocial conditiocns which involved the Pelopanesiean
War were well prepared ground for the intellectual trend of eventis.
In the rapidly changing political fortunes of Athens may be sought
the lack of faith in the nltimates of exesrience. The complete in-
terests were centered in the experience of the day. Current problems
of social and political importance demanded and received the atten-
tion of the thinkers of the period.

The ecepticlsm of Greece at this period did not extend to
immediate experience put only to the reality beyond present exper-
jence. The Sophists Wwho denied that reality could be known spoke only
of metarhysical reality. 1In conduct the insistence on the individualism
then current prompted the denial of unltimate atandar but those were
the standards of custom. The scerticism merely brought out the dis-
tinction between ‘eustom and nature put d4id not attempt to deny the
gtandards of what was nature. The achievement of Socrates lay 1o%the
direction of establishing a firm basis as criterion for moral coo-
duct. Sooratoe meant to show that on the level of actual conduoct there
could bve developed nt&ndavds The development of the category of nature
is the moat aymptOmatic/ of the point being zade here. The pre-Sophiste
‘all thought of ‘nature as being PhYBiB or the ultimate stuff of the
world.‘ Here*nature takes on a more anthropomorphic aspect. It is a
category ref;ted to human as against oosmio behavior 1 gocrates with
the Sophists had no faith or 1nterest in a science of natural thinga.
The task of SOorates came to be that of pointing out that vi:tue 1n—

1)

volving knowledge had an adguate: criterion. The cnph;sio that Soorates

= , T
lcr. Plato, Republic, Laws; 889 D. , \\.;
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Places upon knowledge as a criterion for moral conduct points %o a SQ

1
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fundamental characteristioc of the Greek made of thought. In the
Greek ‘thought the objective attitude was always present. There could

A ey Wk T

be fio thought unless it had ite external and objective correlation

in reality. The correlation of thought and being is a characteristio
and fundameﬁtal attitude of the Greek. This accounts for the ration-
aliotic trend of the entire @greek civilization. This prodiéaxfgn for

knowledge shows itself as an inher :nt trait of Greek character. It

4s iliustrated by the rise of traditional philosophical apedulatgyg
in Greece. In the time of Socrates we have the predicag;on for knowe 0
ledge coming to concicusnesa. This was fully carried out in the
doctrine of Ideas in Plato. Ve pust note that there we still have the
objective and external attitude with reference to the nature of reality.
The ideas are(%ntological entities existinz eternally and jmmutably.

In attempting to indicate the basis of general experience for
the Creek attitude we muat take into accountnot only the temperament
of the peorle but also the specific envbronmental conditicns, There

are two points to be clearly distinguished here. In the first place

we have to consider the general temperament of the Greeks and the 3
physiocal environment in which they lived. These give character to
the general attitudes towards experience which are 111uétrated by
the actions and thoughts of the pebple. In aécond place there are
developments of a social and political kind which give origin to
less inclusive experiences and their expression.
The rationalistic and gntological attitude toward experiegce
which characterized the speculations of Greece may be indidated
as beingz influenced so far as environment is concerned, by the

comparatively narrow geOgraphical boundaries and other purely phys-

joal conditions. Within this broad general type of attitude the




the changes in viewpoint toward experience may be traced to the 'S;(
influence of social and political conditions.

!ho’?hiloeophy of Plato illustrates the fact that extreme
changes may be brought about inm the attitude toward experience
without overcoming the general tradition of which one forms a part,

Plato's ideas are crystallizations of the concepts which Socrates: %

‘develops in the realm of moral conduct. In the philosop®y of Plato
we f£ind the fact jndicated that even when Greek philosophy attained
guch self-consciousness as to be absorbingly jnterested in the at-
4itude toward experience, it 8till retained its gntological and
external viewpoint.
Plato should be given credit for attempting to get up-a
geries of categories which should represent experience. This atterpt

indicates an aprreication of the problem of xnowledge. That the

categories are abstract antologic:l entites does not argue for the
lack of analytical power on the part of Plato. The fact means rather
that in his period no thorough appreciation of knowledge and the
pature of the experience process wae as yet possible. The Platonic
categories are essentlally functions of the experience 1n which
they are formulated. The predgation of the Gre=k periocd means
endowingAW1th existence. In the Athenian period the philoeophical
attitudes were more Eggxgkologioal than experiental. The gresks
had gotten over the absolute me{%phyaical attitude but were far from
a genuine attitude of experience.

" The develorment of the Platonic rhilosophy was an outgrowth
of the problem of conduct that Socrates faced. Sooratel was inter-

ested in coming to some basie ground in considering the oritarion

of ccnduét. He argued that there was a definite meaning of virtue




If it is courage which is under discussion the problem is the S2 ;
exact nature of courage. If there is courageous aotion, if one
behaves ccurageously, what 1s courage? The reeult of this kind of ;
1nveati5ation was the development of the universal. The universal
is to be bect unqeratocd as a derendable criterion of moral oconduoct.
Aristotle tells us that s°oratee neglected the world of nature and

souzht the universal in ethic2l matters .l

The universal has its origin in the history of thought with

the Pythagoreans. The universal which Socrates sought for in the
etbicil realm were tranaformations of the forms of the Pythagzoreans.

we see in this transformation a change from the probdvlem of existence

to that of knowledge. The universal of Socrates is not an existing
entity as are the numbers of the Pythagoreans. The numbers of the
Pythazorzans were not eeparatsd from the sensible things in which
they inhered. The universals of Socrates were subsisting entities
but had no immedizte presence in gensible things. The interest in

ccnduct is 2lso a syzptom of a new national experience and we find

that the peridd of Socrates was rire for a reworking of the previous
philosophical dooctrines.

with the change in national experience there is a change in
the rhilosophical tendences which reflect that experience and we |
find ;he doctrine of universallty transformed into the doctrine of
jdeas. The doctrine of ideas 1s a metarhysical statement of the
problem of universals. The general solidification of the universal
experience m2kes a new doctrine 1mperat1ve. The thinker can no
longer be satisfied with the arbitrary view of the individual man.
The result of this is that from the knowledge aspeot of Greek thinking

is developad a strict metaphysice. The period of the Sophists was
the change in viewpoint from & strict metaphysics of a naive kind
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to an arbitrary philosophy of knowledge. The whole Greek experience

was opposed to any such loose weltanaihauung and the result was the
metaphysical dooirine of Platonic ideas., The ideas of Plato are
QMntological entities, immutable and 1ndestructidle, It 1s important
to note that with Plato philosophy.leavea the realm.of conduct as
the exclusive domsin such a3 the Sophist limited it to, and goes on
to the broader fields of knowledge. This is the development c¢f a
pote siruck by Socrates when he declared . that virtue is knowledge.
The certainty of knowledgze is contested by those who dény the
validity of the predieation process. Antisthenes doubts the pro-
priety'of making judgments -since they car not be valid, Plato makes
knovledze vglid in giving %ntological significance to the ldeas. And

4n maintaining the connecilion tetween coniuct and knovledge the idea

.l
|
4

|
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of the good is the highest idea.

The philosophy of Plato exhibits in a plausidble manner the
way in which the strictly technical formulation of the philospher is
a crystalliization of the experience of the time in which he lives,

The knowledze problem becores with him a fhorough metaphysical doctrime.

In order to guarantee the validity of the knowledge rrocess Plato
makes the ideas entities of an immutable and 1ndestructib}3fkind. The

{ setting up of a metaphysiocal criterion of knowledze is of course due

to an inadequate appreciation of the nature of experien?e and of the
knowledge process. The ideal of knowleize at this time was that ¢f a
strictly rational system. Plato belonzs to the tradition which sces
+i#ve truth and re-dity enscanced in a harmeny of an objective kind.

The ideas of Plato are developmentis of the nurbers of the Pythagoreans.
through the one of Heracleitus and Parmenides. The diffioculty of

participation is a natural result of cortining the knowledge process
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with the metaphysical ideas of the rrevious thinkers. The Platonio

S S

|

rhilosophy indicates to ua the spectacle of the vivid etruggle which
ras mads by the Cresks to overcoze the bonds: of objeotivity. That
j8 to say from cur present vantage point it seems that they weré

making an unsucceéssful fight to overcome objectivity, As a matter

of truth the Greekx philosorhy is the expression cf a particular

B

exgerience and cculd not have been othsrwise.

IR

The 8reat achievement of Platc is in recognizing thzt exper-

>

jence was to ve founi in the explanation of knowledgze. That know-

ledge wac considerad to be the counterpart of beinz and thus open

P

to the cbjections #hich invalidated Plato's doctrine, . ‘This :lnval=-..:

131ty was due to the general exrerlence conditions of Platds time
rathzr than to any lack on :is part. Platc deeerves great credit 3
for overcoming the difficulties of the. Parmendian and Heracleitan
conflict., At first th= doctrine of 1ieas_was sprarently an endeavdr

.

to mediate betreen these two. The constant flux was brought into

connectggn wiibh the efernal and permanent. The difficulty of
the rarticiration doctrine then led Plato to the reslizatlon thati the
jdeas were really forms of rredication. These corms of predication
ware abstract logical categories, and i1ndicatel the strict cbjective
viewpoint. It was by way of this atstract formulation that Plate
reflscted the experiences of his time&. In srite of lte externality
of. viewpoint, the Plajonic rhilosphy indicates a growving development
of the attitude towaré;xperience which considers more the attitude
jtself than did the previous philosophy.

Tais development of the recognition of the attitude toward
experience did not reach the standpoint of a petholbgical epieé%mology

as has been asserted.l Plato is a Greek and while the Greeks developed
remarkably to the point of being greatly interested in the knowledge

1. Cf. Views of Natorp, Taylor, and Stewart
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procass, they did nct even entertain a subjective viewpoint. The SS
Greeks never caxe to a full realization of the nature of the exper-
jence process, As haz been suzgested, Plato reached only the stage

of knowledge but not the stage of experisnce. For the Greeks
experience was a play of forces and conditions which had their

power and puiposa'hidden deeply avay from the eyes of the ordinary
rerson. Aristotle is as far fron agpracizting the true naturz of

the knowledge precess a3 are thes sarlier philoscrhers. Even for
Aristctle ths2 universal regresents a given entity to which the objects
of experience must correspond., It was impossible for the Greek to
attain to a subjective viewpoint in epistemology. The whole Greek
culture 23 an expressioﬁ of tha expgerience of the gericd was dom-
in:ted bty the odbjective ani external viewpolnt. The Greeks of this
perici could not ccnoider the knowledgze prcess 2as an interacting com-
ponent of a chanzing ani modifiable experience. The world for the
Greek zs he deterxined hls experiencei was a fixed and rermanent
world. For the Grezks the real is. Whatever is must te eternal 2nd
unchanging. The Greeks were atsolutists in the highest degree, and
we find that their whole attitude, no matter how expressed, whether

as a metarhysical vievpoint or as a dcctrine of knowledge, indicates
this. Symptomatic of this chéracteritic of the Greeks wer find that
their poychology is tased upon a visual and tactual plan, The two
tyres of experilence Ziving a concrete ani fixed world. The metaphysical
doctrires of the Greeks are strongly biasFed by the mathematical view-
point. The tuns=d string as expressiéng & nurcerical ratio& for thév

reality of an experience is prominent in the metiphysical speculations

of the Greeks. Uhen the docttine of knowledge reaches a ccndiderable
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develorment as we find 1t in Plato, it is still influenced by the 56
extreme striotures of deductive logic. The rrocess of knowledge for
Platp aims at an extreme determination of abstract logical categories
such @e the Same, Other, and Existence of the Timasus, O Béing, Like,
Ssare, unity, and ‘their opposites in the Theaetetus.,

The process of knowledze for Plato answers to the attituds
of his time. In the TheaetetusllLe indicates the attitude that being
"and knowins are the same, But being for Plato as 13 evident frcm all
hie writings cannot be anything but permanent and fired. Thatl rakes
1t necessary for his knowledge rrocess to reduce to the bvareat ab-
straction of existanced. The category of Plato cannot adequately
regresent experience because thare i3 evident a misconstruction
of the nature of exrerience. Exgerience for Plato h2s no fluldity
or develorment. There 18 of course experience which is descrited
as becomingz, but this is an absolute descriztion and it never is.
The reali never has tecore, it has existed from =211 time., These
two kinis of teing are absolutely segarate and distinct .2

The difficultly ﬁhich Plato had in makinz a commecticn tetween
thess two kinds of being intensified hls attitude of making knowledge
an irportant element in his thinking. The world of beocoring can be
brought into connecticrh with the world of being only if we consider
that bbing ani nct teing are fornms of ths predication rrocese. Plato
18 close to Parmenides in making Thought ani Being one, tut Plato
nas a much more sophisticated notion of thought than Parmenides jhad.
When we say not being 1ls what we muet mean is that it is other.ihan
what we posit as being. It 1s not ncthing because that‘is unthinkable.
In this attitude of making existence depend upon knowledge Plato

makes a grezt ster in advance of anything that the previous philosphers
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had dcne. Te find h@ie an attitude which becocmes quite well aware
of itself. The attitude toward experience*becomes of importance in
the determination of that experience. The attitude, hcwever, 1s
conceived in a sririt of exir:ame tationalism., There is no genuine
insight into the nature of knowledge. Knowledge is presuxed to be
an imrmediate contact with a transcendent reality. The natuie of the
ordinary human harrenings anl events are nct at all appreciatod. For
Plato the ordinary experienceswhioch are the imrediate conditions of
the lives of human beings are not even rsal. The categcries with
which Plato would evaluate experience would te conseguently abstraot
and rationalistic. This 1s in fact what we £ind in the Dislogues.
There is apparent a constant attexpt to state the fundamental valueg
of experience, but the Valﬁes given are obvicusly unsuited for the

purgoses they +wculd serve.

57
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The Aristotelian Phase.

In Aristotle we f£ind a ccntinued progress of the knowledgze
problem. The attitude toward experience teccmes 80 conscious as to
develop into a eystematic methodo®ogy. Aristotle prepares the
first systematic treatises on categories ani lozic. Aristotle
atterpts in his logzical traztégys to establish certain rules for ihe
erployment of the knowledge proceas. The lozic of Aristotle may be
ccnsidered a3 an organized syatem of rulzs for the organizaticn of the
facts of experi=nce. ATistotle zetas very close to th= axperience
proczss since he ia much more of ~n empiricist than is Plato. It is
in ::in‘fact tzat w2 £ind the raison d'etre of Aristotlda critari%n )
of the Platonic doctrine of iieas. Aristotle's er1tssfon of Plato
consiats in 11:1 inz £wlt with him bsczuae ke doca not consdder
closely enougzh the actual exyrerience rroc2ss. Arisztotle is a rlysician
and has a decided empirical vieapoint, while the attitude of Plito as &
mathematician is more closely connacteld wlth the eternal and permanent
in experience. Aristotle intends to f£ini his universal 1n the par-
ticular, while Plato has the difficulty of vringinz the particular into
~ relation with the universal.

The scientific labors and writings of Aristotls indicate that
he 1ived in'a differsnt atage of development of knowledze than did
Plato. Aristotle lived in a period when the full fruits of observation
and discovery were being re;pqd. The men of this time could under-
take, #ith more or less aasufanca of success,to investigate and
catalozue the total sum of scientiflic facts.

The lozic of Aristotle is develor2d as a meams of organizing

the facts of exerience wxith a comrlete whole based upon certain def-
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inite principles. The facts of experience are,of course, for S
Aristotle closely related to their determin=tion in language and cus-
tom.. That is to say, when we speak of letermination of experience.
for Aristotle, we 4o not mzan that hs determined it as do the loziclans
of the modern period. For Aristotls is conceptfon of exrperience has
very little in common with the modern meaning of that term; That
exrlaina why Aristotle's lozioc attempta to determine ﬁhe nature of
any naw object with atrict reference to an irruatable moded. The
Aristotelian‘IOgic iz essentially deductivs in naturs, andl tring? an
absclute order into the objects ofvexperience. A valii extimate of
the work of Ariatotle would cconsider that in splte of the statoments
just made, this philosbpher re:rz3ents a genuins advance over his
predecezsora 4o far a3 tne awarcgeas of the rrocess of ¥nowled:z2 is
concarnzd. Eetween Aristotle ani Pl:io there is no far reaciing
diffarence w¥ith respect tc the fundament il nature of experience,
Yet Aristotle has developed a thorogoing technlque for the handling
of the otjects of experience. Thie ie;?;glcaxion of a more rrofound
appreciation of the nature of the experience procese. The logic that
Aristotle ievelops is of course found in ite beginnings in Socrates
and Plato, but Aristotle organizes 1% into a whole. The interest of -
" Aristotle in the developmnt of Logic comes frcem the empirical tendency
of his ghought. Being a physician he would naturally be more inter-
eated in the letails of exgerience and thus be led to an interest
in the systematization of knowledze.

Aristotle, we must posit from our atandroint, was closer to
the actual experiential processin that reality for him did not lie‘
beyond the heavens, but In his tigvit coull npt'be conceived that

A
genuine reality should be found here on earth. ¥e see then that
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the general attitude for the Greek philosophers including Aristotle
48 gimilar. There are, however, varicus degrees ol development¥
witkin this genasral attitude. Aristotle regresents an advance over
Plato from this stan@point. Aristotle ccmea much closer to ik
idea of a scientist, that tne molern world holis. Aristotle im
some waya ajpears tc represent a ccmplete change from the Platonic
traditions. He arpears to Le a.philescgher of this world and seems
to place his reliance in presen: worli experience, Aristcile app2ars
to represent complétely the nes viewpoint pervading Creece in the
riddile of the fourth century. Aristotle typifies the Greek attitude
as 1% expands and veccres dominant. Aristotle typifies the Helleni-
zaticr of the -orld's culture, The attitude of Aristotle is ally
erbricing 2anl all developing. It takes in 211 kinds cof experlsnce.
The Lrovieize of Aristotle permeates all the corners of nature 2as

"the Greex nction with its Macedonian impetus tranched ocul cver ths3
three continents. The attitude of Aristctle puta a rremium ugon
knowleize and makes it poositle for him tc say that "All men Ly
nature deeire tc know", Aristotle indicates in scme places his
keen displezsure with thcse who permit a nchildish reluctance" tc
cbject to the investigaticms of t"reaply regarded anipala",l |

Aristotlds criticism of Plato? indicztzs that Aristotle w2s at-
tempting to get closer to the actuval level of exgerience, His crit-
jcisn of Plzto may t2 taken to zmean that Plato had no adeqé%e ex=-
planationvof actual experience as it goes on. 1In his metéphysicsz
Aristotle 28ks what the forms contritute to sensible things for they

neithsr cause movemsnt or change in things. They dc not even aid
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in the knowledge of other things or in thelr being if the forms
are not in the iniividuals which #erd in them. Aristotle has aome
iieals for a cloasr contest #ith actual things of exzerience, the
Plato had., Thsare

S

i1s prlace in this kind of critician for expegz%iog\qf a much clearer

particulars as he calls thex, than he w11l 1dmit

recognition of the nature cf the kno¥ledge proceass. This exgpactatiocn
ise di??patad with %he elaboratgggg cf a matbcdology.cf,scienqg.
There ia as yet no refcrmaticn of the intimate nature of ths expsrience
proceas, Aristotle makes a d2clded advance over his rredeeessors

in attemcting 3 thorough-going enumeration of the categeries, but he

- does not cone to any decided irprovement as to the nature of the
éategcries.

In exazinzing the table of categorles as Arlastoile fcrmulated
it we zre agzreasei #ith the fact that thay are nct ani closar %o the
actual nature of catezories than are those of Plate. Thls m2ans in
othar werds that Aristoﬁle has nc mcrs addquate analysis of exgerience
than has Plato. Again 1t muat be ufged that Aristotle has made much
progres: beyoni Plato. He seems to r2alize more roignantly the
irportance of the gredication brogesa. Aristotle seems to face the
knowledze problem with a greater degree of ccnsciousnesa respecting
ite pecular charactaristics, Plato seams tc Te forced to a recogni-
tion that teinz and non-being can have meaning only as predicates of
judgments. Aristotle seezs fully aware of this principle. This
rpoint should not be urged as a mark of superioctity of Aristotle over
Plato.“ItAmight inleed be that were it not for the fact that Plato
faced thls problem with such sweessful outcome Aristotle would not
have attained his place in the history of knowledge. ghe fact re-

mains that Aristotle represents a stage of thought in which thers
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is almost full asareness of the importance of the aprreciaticn of
the attitude towaﬁ(experience. 1t seezs icpossitly to deny that
with Aristotle we reach a rpoint in the history of philosophy when ihe
problem of knosledge stands out ¥ith sharp outline in the attitude cf
thinkers toward experience. The developuent of thought after Aris-
totle ravolves arocund the principle of a better "*preciutivn of the
nature ¢ exgerisnce, The improveaenta that thinkers introduced in the
Fhilcsorhical descipline have tC ac #ith a keener insight inic the
nature cf experisnce. Until such an insight 1s a:stained, 1t is t.ucught
that the loglc ¢f aAristciie ie sufficlent for the scluticn ¢f rhiloso=-
phical problezs. Kant thus declares thatl to his time nc inprovement

h.s becen mzde in the logic of Aristotle.- hﬁxnt of ccurse cverlocks

+ 4+
vul

o3
<t
p

the fact that Aristctle hus a nocessarily complately dificre
tude to..ri thue categeries since he Lhis a completaly diffsrent zititude
toward experisnce. 1 1In gensral xant a.garcntly £2ils tc recognize the
wide gulif tihat separates his cwn froom Aristotlds ccncegpticn ol 2i-
perisnce.

The categcries of Aristotle ars predicates cf cxistence ani nct

elemenis of thought. They ars not the ground prin weiples of knerlzdge,

btut exgressions of the existentizl aspects of the otjects of exgerience.

Tae categories of Aristotie e classes of beling, hcaﬁ\under which may
be placed the gualities and conditions of objects. As tiiay urc con-
ceived as expressicns of being there is also a heading for the thing
in which the gualities are found, and which is found in the particular
conditions. ve find then substance as <ne of the citegories in the

Aristotelian iable. The categorgsof Aristotle assume an cbjnct ziven,

*

1rrana. Analy., Chapt. 1, Sec. 3.
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ani the work of the knowledée precess {€ to enumera® the qualities

and ccnditicns of the object. The catezories are not ccnstitutive
of the cbject. This indicates the wide 2ivergence of the Aristotelian
concatyion of the nature cf the categ ries from the morzs adequate
ccneceztions. ' |

An ineight intoc the motives for petting up just this serles
of cailezories is es-entinl fcr the ivtersretition of the Aristotelian
catezcrisl doctrine. That such z2n insizht i3 41fficult of attalinment
is.a rztter of common~adnioéicn. Thare acems to be no strict rule
for thz enurmeraticn of the particular-ten categories, or for ithe
nurber ten. Indeed Arisictle zives in geveral Flzces 143%3 criliting
s 1-3% 0.1 TIn topies 1, € 2nd Ca%. 4 are the only rlaces where
she ~hwel: ten are emureratel.It 1s sugzeated bY ?ran{xz and Grote3
that Lo ndoht hove juas 2s well had fifteen inataad of ten. Eant
aseritza this fact tc the lack of sysiem in Aristctlets werk on
cata-orizss znl saysbhe actually hzs fiftes=n when aidinz the post
preiicaments.The influence of the Pythagoreans decupla table of
orpoaites might be putiing in an appénrance here. Trls right have
irpcaed itself upon Aristotle in = subtle ranner rerhaps wit) ape—

\ \mwww.uﬁv ‘ . '
on his part. The moet Fausibla vie~point is that

Aristotle deries these categeries from ths enur.eration of the
posalile prediates thut may be connected <ith a oubject. The nine
cgtegcriesé geam to covar all tha peints in the description of an
object. Tithout carrying the geint toc far 1t may be said thzt

ATistcils derived these caitegories from the realm cf language. The

1pcat A. 1, 22 Phys. V, 1. Het. V, 7, that is gossession, position,
3gesch. der Logik, 206.
3srintctle, £ 75

4 .’ "Ohap, 1, see. III.
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. point to be made here is that the categories do not indicate

any 1ntrinsic process of evaluating experience, The categories are
? really descriptive terms functioni‘ing in a chassifactory capacity.

The lozic of Aristotle deals with objective conditions, with rro-
. positions und not with the intimate funotioning of the real exper-
iﬁenéél process., Aristotle is dealins with the expressions of attitude
toward experience, not with the elements of the attitude which 1s
expertence. The doctrine of Aristotle is thus not an intimate.account

) Adn S
of the ;zi;ene process but the descrirtion of sore rhases of results

-

. of the exzerience rrocess. While this position of Aristotle is an
ddvance over his predecessors in the recogniticn of the inrortance
‘f of attifude, this attitude is not yet well understddod.

That the categories of Aristotie do not rerresent an ade-
guat2 inyg retaticn of the =sxcterience rrocess seems clear and this
i _ indicaises further that Aristotle was not consclous of the genuins

prcoes:es of experience, The thilosorhy of Aristotle considered as

an attitude toward experience involves much more than can ros3ibly be

comprisel in these categories.  This is all the more peculiar when

- —

we consiier that Aristotle did not think otherwise than that the
categories he anumerates are etffiéient to cover the entire range of
? experience. Aristotle seems unaware that he has a valu=ble 1list of
| other categories which do not find a rlace in his formulated ones.
Exrecially neeﬁiﬁl;for the’representation of nis Weltanshanungngm
are n;cessity and contingeney, purrose and end, essence, substance,
being and others. This indicates that Aristotle was quite unaware
% of the rlace that the categories should take in his philosophical
% systex. The dependence on the expression ofthe objects of experience

are too much emphasized. The proceas of rredication for Aristotle




6S
is a process of enumerating the qualities and conditions of the |
subjeot. The qualities and donditions inhere in the subject. That
is,an objeot is described. The predication process for Aristotle is
not the determintion of an experience. The experience is a determin-
ation already made and presented. The predication process if the.on-
umeration of the elements of determination. Having this attitude‘
toward experience the larger and more specific determinations of the
exrerience do not apear in the Aristotelian table of categories, It
was this fact of the ingdequacy of the Aristotelian table of cate-
goreis that led Plgtinua to criticize it as referring only to the
sensible world, and not aprlying to the supersensible world at al1.l

In generai we may say it is true that the Aristotelian categories
do not adequately rerresent the Aritotelian philosophy. They do not
aim at the interpretation of the Aristotelian attitude toward experi-
ence, For an interrretation of the Aristotelian attitude of experience
we must take into account the categories not brought into strict for-
mulation. We must coneider the place in experience of the contingent
and the possible. In attempting to interprel the Aristotelian philo-
sophy one must do more than attend to Aristofie's definite assertidn
with resrect to the categories.

In considering the whole scheme of categories that Aristotle
uaes'we meet with this fact that the attitude expressed in the for-
mulation of the categzories reflects the general viewpoint of Aristotle.
We should not say that the formulated cagegories do not at all express
the attitude of Aristotle toward exrerience; we should say rather that
they 1ﬁd1cate some defect in hie arpreciation of the nature of ex-
perience. Experience for Aristotle is a more or less objective con-

tact with things. This contact is objective in that there is no

1Plgtings, Enneades VI,
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ocreation of thinzs by the experience proce:=s. It is for this reason
that knowledge for Aristotld is primarily a process of systematization
and olassification. For the same reason also knowledge for Aristotle
is demonstrative and not primarily investigative, The objects of
ckperiencé a:e'not determinations of the experience prooess but
classifications of an experience process which is above all a seria-
zation process. The categories of Aristotle are not constitutive
of the objects of exgerience but merely descriptive symbols.

The work of Aristotle indicates a clearer recognition of the
attituie paking function of the logician and philosopher, tug it 1s
necessarily doomed to ;ggﬁjlittle advance over the previcus thinkers
ijn that the attitude is dominated by a particular viewpoint. Aristotle
is still under the sway of the externalistioc viewpoint which is a charac-
teristic of the Greek philosophy. Aristotle 1s as ruch dominated by
the strict absolutistic viewpoint as is any thinker of the Greek period.
Aristotle should be given credit for attempting 1o break down the
distinction between the sensible and intelligidle worlds. The cate-
gories of Aristotle indicate a‘proteat against the exclusive ascrip=-
tion of the real to the realm of ideas. The categories of Aristotle
may be taken to be extension of the viewpoint developed by Plato in
the Sorhist, which makes of the ideas predicates of propositions.

That Aristotle has notmade the most of the way he saw is evident since
he has not given up the two world theoryl. Aristotle is a rationalist
in pieciaely the same sense as is Plato. True being for him is just

as unconnected with ordinary experience as it is with Plato. The trend

of the entire# Metaphysics lends support to this viewpoint. 1In the

man - - - -

lBurnet - Greek Philosphy, 345, holds Aristotle %0 be more af a
separatist than Plato.
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twelfth book of the Metaphysicsl Aristotle indicates as sharp a
dividion betwe:n the sensibvle and the supersensible, asthe dichotomy
was then stated, as is found anywhere in Plato. One might insist
that Aristotle be credited with the attitude that so far as his ac-
tual lcienfifio’work is concernad he did harmonize the two worlds,
of the ideas and of sensible things. 1In reply it might be said that
this attitude rerresenta a failure to work out completely his position.
The logic of Aristotle's attitude drove him by necessity to the
gseparation viéwPoint. It was the absolutism of the Greek spirit that L
held its partakers'captive. The rredication of the unmoved mover is ‘
an essential conssquence 6f Aristotle's philosorhy. The abaolutisfic
viewpoint is not lacking even in the attitude of Aristotle's ﬁethod,
and indeed vitiates it. »

Aristotle begins his imrrovement over Plato by making the \
form a part of the thing. He means to bring the forms out of the
world beyénd the Heavens and to give them a place in the world of
sensible things. He carries this point so far that the Form becomes
the only imrortant f%ifa in the objects of experience. Whatl a thing
is depends uron its form, and the purpose influences entirely what
a thiné ie to become.® Although the material must always be present
it is not the important element., It 1s not even of equal‘;mportance
with the form but in most cases it is present to the detainment of
the object. Since the form is really what a thing is, why any object
is not what it ought to be is 4ire :due to the baneful influence

of the material involved. The doctrine of developmént of Aristotle

.

lNeta. 1073 A, 8

3yeta. V. 4. 1015A Part An. I. 1. 640, B, 38 641 A. 39, B, 292 8qq.
Phy. II. 2193 A. 368 - 194 A. 13 183 0. 3, |
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is a description of the attempt the form makes to realize itself,
Phere is an internal necessity in nature which causes things to be -
what they are. The world of experience consis® of objects which are
attempting to realize their inner eessenoces. That they donnot realize
their formé or furposes is the fault of the material which ie related
%o the form. In matter Aristotle finds & hindrance to fora and 1t
1g the cause of blind chance and natural necessity. It is matier which
interferes with the punpose of nature to realize itself. The Aristote-
lian philosophy of nature calls for objects fully realized and exhib-
iting in the best way the purposes actuating their presence and cond-
jtion., That objects are not fully realized with respect to form 1is
in all cases the fault of the resistance of matter., All irregular
natural phenomena are explained in this way. Aristotle carries this
jdea 8o far as to consider it an abortion of nature when children do
not resemble their parents and especlally the fatherl. Zeller? points
out that the birth of a bad son to a good father or vice versa, Or
when the nature of the tody does not corresrond to that of the soul,
there is an abortion? of nature. There are other instances indicating
that the development:of Ariatotlé is not a true developmeni but merely
a devise for absolute classification. The dootrine of Aristotle implies
a se-ies of absolute forme to which the objects of experience must
correspond. The objects of experience lack reality in just so much as
they fail to resemble the forms.,

It 48 clear that experience for Aristotle is just as much
bisected as it is for Plato. The Forms still stand out as the essen-
tially'real and genuine aspects of expofience. In so far as experience

is not form it is not real. The most real is that which has in it a

lgen. An IV, 3 767, B.5ff.

_V3D19 Philosophi. der Grieochen, 3.‘Auf. s. 439.
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minimum of matter and becomes pure form. Aristotle is thus a
metarhysician and his scientific experience does not contain much
reality. It ie only in intention that Aristotle goes beyond Plato.
Aristotle is not yet appreciative of the nature of experience. He
should be given credit for atterpting to give a sysiematic statement

- of the categories. Aristotle should be oredited with a keen insight
into the problam of predication, His total oontribution, however, is
puch minimized in that he was still dominated by the objective and '
metarhysical sptrit which pervaded the Greek concertion of exrerience.
The categories of Aristotle are then parts of a scheme for thé met -?
dclogical oriering of the objects of knowledge. Because they-are
daveloped in connecticn with an attitude which i not entirely ccneciocus
of the nature of experience they cannot answer to ;W adequate concep-
tions of categories. They can represent to us a more concicus arpre-
ciation than was treviously the casz, that reality is given in exper—,
ience, and recognized by the knowledge process. Belonging to a meta=-
physical tradition experience iz to a great extent divorced fronm
reality, and knowledge is a case cof classification of the objects of
experience which do in some measure arproxim=te reality. '

It is necessary to consider that the discussion of Aristotlet's
categories involve two sets. The first may bde considered to be the
geries formulated in Topics and Metarhysics and other places. These
{ndicate a growing conception on the part of Aristotle of the prccess
of knowledgze. 1In studying those categories we must grant Aristotle
credit for a better attitude toward experience than his predecsssors
possessed. Aristotle seems to aprreciate the necessity for giving a
stricter account of the ordinary and average experiences,than did

Plato,for example, Arietotle eseems to have reached a thorough going
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scientific viewpoint. We must posit for Aristotle a better apprecia-
tion of the fact that for an understanding of the world theres must de
a ¢loser scrutiny of the process of knovledge than was true of any
of his predecessors., The emphasis on the better undsretanding of the
knlowledge‘proo;ee must be construed as a keener appreciation of
the importance of the understanding of experience. This is a much
closer arproximation to the gppreciation of the experiencs,process
1tael; than we have seen advoocated by any of Aristotle's Fhilosophical |
~ antecedents., | |

We have seen, that in spite of all this as was quite normal
the categories of Aristotle were too close to the grammaiical eagres-
sion and reflected too much the mere processes of predication to be
genuine representations of experience., They reflected the fact that
the attitude toward experience which Aristotle held to was influenced ¥y
a too rigid and static conception of exgerience, We were bound 10
conclude that while we had in Aristotle a greater erphasis of the
attitude in the understanding of the world the whole Aristotalian
viewpoint was misdirected by the objective and retaphysical traditions
which pervaded the Greek rhilosophy

The oategories of a more general kind and whioh are not for-
mulated in a series indiczte quite conclusively ihe strictly meta-
phyeical attitude of Aristotle. They indicate the &light advance
that Aristctle made over Plato. Experience for Aristotle is a ready
made, rigid type of being and has litile in common with the plastic and
changing events of our ordinary existence. Our exrerience to bo'real
must answer to this beyond woild of fixed character. Our experience
1 real only if it partakes of the real world which may be taken to ve
the realm of the final purpoae or end. The world of the here and now

is only a stage in the fulfillment of ‘a purpose which trantoen&s :
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the present both in time and srace. It is in this point that Hegel
finds himself so much in sympathy with Aristotle. All experience of
the finite individuals marks only a stage in the development of gen-
uine things. The objects of the present experience are attempts,more
or less sucoesaful,to atsain to genulne reality. This situation i3
brough readily to mind in considerihg gsome of the categories of Aris-
totle. Being for Aristotle reduces to a vare and abstract entity
totally devoid of all qualities such as they are known in ordinary
experience. Being for Aristotle is not a substance, as the moderns
conceive it, it cannot be any tangible experience. It is one of the
most universal of predicates and therefore cannct be anything because
"4t is-always a such and never a this.l This same condition obtaine
with reference to unity,and carrying out the principle which Aristotle
states'iﬂ‘oonnectioﬁ with these two categories we find that the
deerldategories of Aristotle are far from giving us genuine exrerience.

A close examination of the wider Aristoteliaﬁ categories in-
dicates quite Qlearly that for Aristotle emistence is the same as log-
ic=l Eré¢}ation. There appears in Aristoale an attenpt to go beymd
Plato onvthis point, Sut the attempt quite. obviously does not succeed.
Aristotle seems to get closer to genuine experisnce but as we have
seen,qhis awareness of the nature of experience 1is such as to notu lead
him to a closer contact with experience than Plato achieved. 1Imn
congidering the categories as Aristotle formulates and uses them, we
gee him holding an attitude toward experience which entirely subvertse
the nature of_reali%y and of experience. In spite of the fact that

Aristotle holds a more advanced attitude toward experience than did
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his prddcoossora, he is so 1little aware of the itrue nature of exper-
jence that he does mot transcend the attitude of the Cresks but rather
culminates it. With Aristotlet's formmlztion of a table of categories
there is thrown into relief the problem or knovledze in a very pointed
way. Ve find tﬁat the imprtance of predication is brought ocut. Ex-
perience is ccnsdiered to be a dstermination rrocess., The faull in
this philosophy is that the determinticns are given in 2 retapnysical
way. They are assurmed and experience must fallow the outlines of thelir
forms. The objecis of experience must fit certain previously given
forms. The categories of Aristotle do not constitute exyrerience, the
determinations are not characterizations of exyerience in the most
fruitful manner that they can be thus jetermined, tut they are given
prior to finite experience. The determinations of expertence for
Ariatotle dc not take the shape of experience, %they 4o notfggce the in-
timate exictence of everyday facis, but warp and distort the cezseless
flow cf experience to fit certzin prejudged determinations of reality.
The determinations of excerience are made before exgerience and are
in truth formulatsd in connecticn with some speculative tradition,

In the time of Aristotle the ascientietl ani philoéopher had not developed
the courage to look upon experience with a confidence in one's own
powers to determine its nature. In fact the time had not yset been
reached by the scientist in whica he could say that he could not de-
termine the nature of experience. As has been sb‘often repeated, the
time of Aristctle is the time when a correct awareness of om!s at-
titude toward experience was not yet develorped. In this fact we find

trhe reason for Aristotlet!s failure to appreciate the nature of dev-

elpment. It is for this reason alsc that he could not'give a satis-
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factory account of the relation of the universal and the particular,
It is for this reascn that Aristotle oould not account satisfactorily
for the so~called abnormalities of experience. For Aristotle the
objects of experience which failed to measure up to their ultimaie
forms were’unreél ani could nct ccnstitute experience. In Aristotle.
we do pot f£ind as yet the attitude of experience. We have in full
peasure the metarhysical attitule, the attitude of objective and
transcendent reality.

The philosophy of Aristotle may te gonsliered as a definite
representation of the genzral axperience of the time in which it was
forrulated. Thgre 18 somethingz in common with the several other
aspecte of experience which itis a rart 2nd an expreseion. The
Aristotlian Weltanshauung may te looked at from ths stzndpoint of the
changig political fortunes of the Creek people. We can ece thore
some definite ccrrelations between the iwo. The general soclal
gitauiion pgrvading Greece at this period finds ig_expreeeion in the
general rhilosophical attitude as exemplified in Aristotle's theory
cf Enowledge, Ethics and Politice. The differences beilween Aristotle
and Platc represent genuine difference inthe general experience of the
time.

Aristotle is a stranger in Athens and is not entirely in sym-
pathy with the completeness and solidity of the Atheﬁian state. Per;
haps a2lsc &t this time the passing of the whole Greek inderendence
wags influencing his attitude. Aristotle was &n individusliet. and
this may be traced more clearly tc the fact that the conception of the
vorld was becoming more tolerant. The political changes taking place
meant a grester freedom of those who were not Greeks. Aristotle's

pupil Alexander was proposing to give equal consideration to Greek
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and Barbarian. The portals of Grsek oulture and civilizatlon mza
opening wide, the other peoples were entering and dnjoying the fruitis
of their developméni. The importance of the individual was increasing
with the downfall of the autonomy of the Greek state., The mer= fact
of being a membe} of the Athenian state for example, was not suifiolent
to give a man his standing in the worid. He must be sométhing on his
own account.

The development of sclence at this time was llilawise a factor
in the development of the imporiance of she indivicdual. Thiws dev-
elcpment of science should noi be considered as the ocauee of the
increasirg lmportance of tk individual. The fact that the individual
was vecoring of mcre importance miy juat 23 well be taken t¢ iniicate
a very vital stimulus towzrd scientific investigation. Tach should
ve taken tc be a sympter of chaégng ccniitons which resultied in exe-
rressions ¢ newer attitudes towaird exgperience.

Aristotle's insistence on the importance of the individual
18 to te traced to bis reflection of the newer experiencss of the Greeka.
vig inaistence in his political rhilosophy on the importance of the
individual and the secondary importance of the community may be traced
to the absorbtion of the Greek states into the groving Alexandrian
kingdom, His attitude may be considered also as a disaprzroval of the
subsumpiion of the injspendent states to the overwhelminz mestery of
a single state.

The Aristotelian rhilosoprhy has other consequences than those
Arietotle himself thouzht of, Aristotle is s8till a Greck and his
attitude reflzcts a development of the Greek tradition. The conquest
of Alexander indicate 2 branching out of the Gresk qpirip, The Greek
attitude is an objective one and as reflected in Ariatogélgéngfotin-

-~
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lation maintains its objective and fixed chsracteristice, As we have .

ssen the rhiloscphy of Aristotle b=gins with a definte stress of the @
1nd4vidual in experience and ends with an insistence on the importance !
of the Form which puts the individual in an alrost complete discord. :
Thie diec{%auoy’comes out in Aristotle's emcha#is of hise non-autocratic\\\é
view while holding that there are born slaves. Aristotle, while !
holding to the rredominance of the indiviiual still believes that man
is abcolutely 2 social animal. ﬁg; would degenarégiénd becorme a beasi
were he to turn his back upon society and live alone. With re=pect
tc Aristotle our conclusion must be that his rhilosorhy is in an 1nteg—
ra2l wey 2 forrulation of the general cutlook upon the experience of
his tirme.

It h=e be=n arparent throughout our b?ief resume cf the Greek
phileoscrhy that a‘definite attitude towards exrerisnce is develbped
and nmzintains itself throughoﬂf the entire history of Greek thought.
Gre2k philosophy is essentizlly cbjective =8 the whole attitude
of the Creek is objective. We find a development from totally ig=
noring the proces= of excerience to the point where 1t comes to be of
genuine importance. The essentially subjective nature of the exper-
fence rrocese never becomes a genuine part of the Graek attitude.
Phe attitude of the Greek, whether in science, art or politics is an
imprediate reaction to experience. The Greek had never reached thé FoO-
sition that the experiencb is derendent uron him for ite peculiar
quality.

In science the Greek develored the ideas which were derived
from a practical need until he re=ched a systematic structure of
lozically related elements. The dévelopmént of ideas was not made
to accord with an elaborztton of huﬁan nesds. G;eek socience is more

impersonal and unrellited to human needs than it has ever been sinoe.
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Symbolic of this fact is the great prominence of mathematics in the
hierarchy of Greek science. The speculations of the Greek thinkers
are very closely allied to the mathematical disciplines. Omnly the
last period in Greek culture is oharacterized by a thorough study of
empirical dcienée. Empgrical scienes begin to flourish only when the
star of Greek civilization was setting as a national process and
product.

The Greeks never devdloped their physical science beyond the
static conception of experience. The general viewpoint of experience
among the Greeks called for a tyre of science which should consider
the facts of the world as fixed and unalterable. The fundamental
question in Greek science 1s,ﬁhy does a ocertain thing happen% Bow:’
it harpens is not a pressing question. In the biolozical sciences |
the investigation of what actually did occur gave way to the pre-
supposition of what should oocut in a fixed and stable world. This
jndicates that the nature of the experience process was not a subject
for investigation. An inquiry into the nature of exrerience would
always give the changing nature, such inquiry would give the idea thﬁt
experience is not simple and uniform. It would indicate that exmperience
is not a rrocess independent of the verson who had the experienée.

The psychology of Greece indicates also the objective attitude which
dominated the Greek scientipt. The oxperiences'euch as the psycholo- '
gist desoribed them were expressed in terms of vislon. The objectve
attitude was at the basis of all desorirtions of mental phenomena.

The art of Greece indicates with other cultural discé¢plines
the objective view of the Greek mind. Greek art is esgentially con-
cernted with the type, with the real beyond the accidental expressions
afforded by the particulars. The architectare of Greece is graoced
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#ith the simplicity ef mathematics and with the striking symmeiry
of order and balance. The art of Cresce does not express any
1ndividual exgerience, tut the experience of the whole group. Eaoh
piece of art seems tO have enshrinsd within it the entire Greek
spirtt. ' '

" In Greekx literature the confliots seem to te of vague, ab-
stract princigles,not beivesn the individuals. The bxperiences de=-
rictei are of entirs grouprs. Greek tragedy is for the mpet part
oocupied with descrirtions of the titanic strugzles g¥5§;erna1 lams
and not of the strife of human beings.

In ralizion the apirit of externallty and detachment ie well
exerplified. For the Greeks religiom a3 never a re~sonal affalr -
i+ was z matter of state. The religzious rites and practices werse of
a naticnal character; they never were the cersonal affairs of the
sndividual. Sc long as onz observed the rites zresented by the state
rhat an individual believel washis own rrivate concern. Religion in
Grescs was an objective mattser ani was not an intimate part of the
individualts life, Greek religion was a cold, intellestual affair.
It had nothinz in 1t of the soul stirrinz dependence of the individual

pon unknown forces. It did not represent a gtriving for an inde-
scribable somathing that could néver be obtained.

The categories of Aristotle no mor2 than those of any Greek
maintains that contact 7ith experience which would mske of it a valid
element in zenuine thought. The functional naiure of the categories
80 far a3 @-eek thought is concermed, is brought out in the fact that
the attitudes thers are in immediate contact with the particular kind
of experience in that place and time. The philosorhers of Greece no
more than any up to very recent times arpreciated the functional nature

of categories in their overt attitudes.
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Hellenistic Period.

Analyticsal Table of Contents.

with the'dissipation of Athenian power there ends the char-
acteristic Greek philosophy. After Aristotle the new human exper-
jences bring new attitudes tovard those experiences,

The raticnalistic rhilsophy of Athsns becomes modifiad in
essential particulars, there is a note of individualiem brought in
which was not so rrominent befcre,

The methodological viewpolint drops out and the Stoies bring
about such a chanze in the Aristotelian categories as to mark a |
break in the development pf the philosophy which is highly écnscious
of its own attltudes toward experience.

The functional nature cf the categories they use is indicated
here as in all the previous cases by the corresponding chanzes in them;
and the lack in formulating themfband in the zeneral exrerience cf the
periods.

In the Alexandrian-Roman reriod the categories w¥ith which ex~
perience is determined refledts very markedly the influence of the
fusion of western and eastern civilization. In a general way the ex-
periences were teginning to be categorized in a romantic epirit. The
world was looked upon from the standpoint of the extremely helpless
individual. The feeling of dependence upon ani need of God servel to

give character to the attitudes of the period.
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The Hellenistioc Period. o T
The cssehtially Greek obnoepttan of life and experiancc;pulminsteo
in the Aristotelisn philosophy/ There is found in Aristotle tha highest
point to which the Gmeek philosophy attaint. cthe essentially characteris- |
tic Greek viowpoint is summed up in the statemént of :ristotle. After thisz
philosophy we have a change in attitude of a decidedly fundamental sort. |
ghe:essantially Creek attituag givea*way to a oonceptiion of exrerience
and of man, which is an extreme one from that standroint. the exireme
objeotive attitude towar’ﬁ};§2p9~aaide, and thare comes uzon the gtage
cfveatern p)ilosorks a ctncaption-;or life and of menm which srrhssises
the inmer experienced. The sbjeciive experience comes to the fere and
dominates the culture of 21l men for a considerable period of time. The i
envhasis is transfersed from ocvjective nature which contzins the human
being as a—part :t0 the human being iteelf. In a way we mav sy that the
world of nature decr:zagses tits proportions. fThe interest in external
nature beccmes diminished and the expesiendes of cbjective things are to
s degree lost. Agaln 1t might be said that in this periocd thare comes a
gsoparation between;the_lcienceotdf man and of mature such that both the
subjective ané& objedti#e attitudes can bve fd;teredz
The post-@ristotélian,poriod‘in philoporhy makks a series
of changes in human exreriences which were of tremendious irrortance for
the history of thought and action from that time to this. There came to
pass with the downfall of QOreek inderendsnce that entfre hellenization
of the workd which brought a new complexion upcn the works and thoughts:
of man. ¢qhis attempt at s profound dekel 'oajstnia eog;::;T;;lp numan
WIpRT{NABORA shlzfgaszdiiztuom!o c::offf"‘tgféq;n Jrzﬁgzaex states }
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came an arpreciation of a greater reliance upon self. The self received

an importance in this period such as it newsr knew befors, Ths iniivldﬁal
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became of extreme pmportance in his experience and experience came %0

be determined ®ith refrence to the individual. T)e indiwifugl grew to.?
depend upon himself for the interpretatton of his experiences. Solence
giow-moro hunaniotic ‘and more practical. The scientistes of the time wers
interested mcfe in rroblems affecting bhuman individuals than problens
of seriocus cosmic 1m§ort.

Thedevelcopmernt of ihe knowlzdge rrocess which came
to =2 nead in aristotle wag noi entirely losi with  the Stckcsa and Epio=-
uresns oub they made a differsnt use of 14, After Aristotle the attitu
je toward experience becaus mote apd more comscious of itcelf and fina-
11y resulted in & moré OT ~ess corplete scepticisn. In the ftret pl=ce
there develope a critical examination of exrerlence. Genuine scﬂpticism
viaked its appearance for ikhe Ffirst time,and ipddcates that Egn ﬁill

y LOL2 uioRn aimecl? than was the Zate rrévicuzly. In +te s=cond place

>
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the int:-re-ts cf tue pericd are mcre clceely csrntered in Tthigs and
Riligioh than +as tnue ja the Crszek period. Tae ethizzl and reltgouns
1;fe tecoums8 AL in.y“pql, atecr¥inz element in exrerience.

The grosing imperiance of ren as a facter in exp=-
erienceé marxs a difisrence beiweesn the greek and the Beilenis:tic oon=
cepiione of Experience The latter was the growing conecsztton which !
culninszted in the attitude wich made it zn untreakktle rule for cash
mzr to be a citlzen of pome. rhetrénd of events geers ¢ be tovard a
subjective ettituie. Thie makes 3% poceitle gor tkhe Ep}cureans t: deny
tre soeial nature of man ani for the Stoics to believgz:t vecauseof the

.rticipation pf the individual soulidn the worid Resson. The crevalémoe
of the gtoic attituce indicated that the dependencé of man is not yeti
copleue. wWefind that man etill considers himéelf g part of the 7prid
a3 qe Tbh Stokc overcoues with this veewpoint the difficulties attending t

thie loss of the smazll stzte citizenship.
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The Hellenistic period also gave origim to the
concept of the sage., phe wise man 1t is who knows the way of harpiness
in scite of gny worldy misfortune. The fact that the ethical doctrine of
the Hellenistic pezidd revolves about the céncertion of hazpiness is an
indpcation of the growing imppriance of human’experianco. ¥an had' to
derend upon'himsilf and since he could noi coné&ol theexternal forces he
considered Lt his duty to conquer himself, Thés hel-lessness resulting
from the ex-erience of the time sh-~wed isd affect alao in the sxepticisnm
grevalent in the perbod. There 2rose cuesti-ns as t~ the zossibility of
knowledze,questions which now seemed to carry mich force and conviction.
Pyrrho wjo ssande as z symocol of =2 atern goevtic ne2d no% be cocoidered
T as a first founder of a sceptic doctrime, It 1is suzgested that the lack
of insistence uron a strict sxepticiem in the histony of tﬂoaght tefote
Pyrrho joea not mean that the will to dery was entirely 1=z cﬁing.I I%
ccesss ¢l2ar shat the bature of the Greczk exgperience "an =unh 23 téN}ot
make the gxertical attitude of laating irzortance, The complate¢ sxept-
{cal attitude could notbbe a true sympiém of gr#dk thought. |
The formulathon of 2 lozical doctrﬁte and an
expresszd attitude toward the catezories would not natarally snouzh e
expeoted in the Hellenist$c veriod, From the atandpoint of a strict
cintinuation of the tradition found in aAristotle there is a break with th
post-Aristolelien philosophers. From the stardpoint of a strietly formul-
ated theony of knowlesge we may consider that with Aristotle comes as end
to such develorment, This pe-iod btings —ith it an overwhelmingly new
sttitude and it must necessarily be some time yefore a systematic view-
point can bte formulated. THe logi~ which is formulated is a form:l pros-
ess and with the misimum of eomestion with axtual thingd of expwrience.
The Stolcs attempted a reformulation of the categories but thha may be
taken to be a regression rather than anything else, Thelr attempt seens t

to give up the strict relisnce ppon the.lnowlodge process. Thecategories
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for the Stoics became more ontological than was the case since a series
" of categories was first formulated. The emphasis of tﬂe attitude tow-
ared experience is given ur and experience is evaluated as an extérnal
facf. This result would te expected when we ccnsider that the entire
Stoic doctrine is to become fused with the World All, The inaividual
£ind3 iz esrence 2nd parfection in becoming jcined with the world rea-
son.

with ths Stoice there is a return to a mechanistic explanation
of nature. This is true also of the Epicureans who i-deed held to a
frank materialisiic vierpolint, Emphaigs ia placed uporn external nature
tut 1% is an ordered rature sach as could contain man in relationship
to it. The det=rmination of the =xperisnces ars all influenced by this
emphasis of the iniividual in experience. The starting roint for all
shilosorhical systems in this period was happiness. All sreculation
ani all ptilosophy 723 = w2:n2 0 this universally dmsired and. The com
clzte rsunciation of all knowledze is possible in such a time and
acepticlsm flourished in the Hellenistic period with Sioicism and
Zsicureanism,

The change in the doctrine of categories which the 8tdcs brought
about mzde them into forﬁal entolozical principles. They became modes
of preiication of n2tural things. The formulated series contains the
higheaat categorieg7ﬂh*oh all the others are by degrees subordinate,

The Aristotellan categories ars reduced to four, Baing is the highest;
under this is essentizl quality; under that accidental quality; then
comes relation marking the connection of the otject being predicted
ith other objects. The chznges which the Stoics introduce in the
doctrines of oategories indicates the changzes in genoral sttitude toward

experience which occurred in their tsricd. There is no strict evqlﬁﬁlon?K
i
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of doctrine to ba tracel here. The development which can be traded
from S ocrazéh to Aristotle cannot be founl continued in the thinkers
of tals period. Tha 3toics and Eplicureans indicate a break in the devel-
opment towardse a closer appreciaticn of the philosophers' own attitude,
The Stolcs are expressing an external attitude which from the etand-
—oint ¢f canscloueness of attitude, is very similar to.the Pre-Sophisticse.
The emphasis of the individual im the Hellenistic pericd may te taken
to continue the traditiom which ise conscious of its cwn place in the
forrulation of attitudes although the rericd marks a btreak in the dev-
elopment of Athesnian Fhilcsophy.

In the hellcniatic pericd we find the teteocloglcal viswpoint

~,
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give up. There 13Aa rore mechanical vhewpoint adcpted. The teteologed

1ieas imzedixtaly yreceuiné tleé the individual up with the mass of
experientinl objects and things. The mechanical viewpoint of th2 Hel-
.lenistic zericd gives differentiation to the objzcts ¢f experience.

The experience becomes more ani rore individuvated and even if the empha-
aiz on the attitude itself is neglected it 1s cl2ar that a new attitude
js formulated and develorped. It wes in the Hellenistic prericd that the
ctoice first formulated the principium 1ndiv1duatibqﬂg No two things
can te entirely and in all respects aliks.l This point is well worth
stressin€bthat although the rhilsophers of the'HeI;eniatic period axe
not after Aristotle becoming more and more conéerned‘with the attitude
of expe-ience, the attitude that they do adopt paves the way Zor a
oloser connection with the attitude jtself. Thie is illustrated by the
Stolc epistemole?} ani the Ezicurear insistence on happiness in their
Fthics. The wkole trend of the tiwes is then to evaluate experience

in such terms as to pcint unmi stakeably to tke pxjection of the individ-
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ual into the determinations of experience. The determination of the world
as an evaluation of his experience i3 in the Hellenistic pericd still

e

givé??n terms of this world. Ve £find indeed an attempt made to give up
the formulation of experience in the concepual terms of the Greek philo-
sophers. The evaluation of experience is anthropocentris, but still
of tnis world. In the mext period we find that the experiences are
evaluated in the categories of a transcendent existence. We may say tha
the Stoics,for example, come back to an 1mmediate ccntact with the world.
The attitude toward the world is not stressed as much as the determin-
ation of the world itself. The emphasis is different, however, from
that of the pre-Sophistic philosopbers. The kind of exp:zrience that is
being exgres-ed 1is entirely other than that of the pre-Sorhists. In
the gellenistic period the world is of extreme importance not for its
own seli but because it provides =z home for the individual. The exper-
ience looked at frcm a viewpoint more or less external to the individ-
ual in the Hellenistic pefiod became determined more and more from an
jniividual viewpoint, The fact that the loss of Greek independence made
the individual shrink into himself, did not carry any farther than to

jniividualize excverience. A subjective viewpoint was not attained be~

for mach 1atér times.
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The Alexandrian-—Romin Periol.

The Alexanirian period represents an expansicn and a develop~
ment of thought and culture,. The eatablishment of Alexandria as 2 centisT
and eseat of lzarning brought forth an attitude toward exgerience which
was not cnly heﬁ but even revoluticnary. Alexandria réprecanta a geries
of chan:es wilch has taken piace in tue thoughi and atsisulae of the
tire. Thare has cCLeé & mingling of elementis. Eést and Veat have
atreemed into each cther and fused in idea and in action, The differ-
ences in thought have been overcore just as the differences in nation=-
al autonoﬁy nave been cverccce. The Alexandrian pericd 1s rarie d for
the fusicn of Occidental and Oriental waye and views of 11fe., .Tois
lezds to a change in the funiarental cutlcok upon nature and life.

The Alex:.ndrien pericd trinss to vs 2 MEC type of experierce ani a cocm-
paratively new rode of evaluating this experience,

The individualizirg tendsncy whicr the Fellsniatic period
showed hL23 beccre sc intense and acute that man not orly looked at ex-
perience frerm his own point of view, tut he made that point of visw an
eﬁétremely personal one., The need £6r attachnent to soae definite thing
bqu;e go acute as to become finally the extrene necessity for the soul's
aslvation. From talis grevw the exireme subjective viewpcint which con=
trasted with the objective attitude which it replaced in the history
of western thought. Ths Alemandrian peridd showe us & new tyre of ate
titwde; it becoxes frankly religious. The change to the religlious as=
peot is gradual and passes through the es-entially ethical aspect of
\the Helleniatic period. In the Alexandrian period the determ’inatlon of

"“Qhe world comes fror & religious source. The innermost needs of the
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individual give the clue to the detarmination of experisnce. Philo-
sophy in this pericd torns away fror nature, and from morality and
takes refuge in ralig.ous experience. The sttitule of this pericd
glves up 1its frankiy materialistic viewgoint and attaches to a srir-
'ytual viewpoimt of the world, Thers is a remarkabls change ccme over
the atiitude cf man with respect tc his exgeriemnce. Frox lockirz at
thirzs from a realiatlc atanrdrcint new thers is stressed the dew of a
spiritual world.

The Alexandriznm pericd marke a period in the history of thought
when the mystical and romantic attitudes toward 1ife beccme+ very
prominent, Tais attitude may be traced to the oriental influences
thch are siriking symtoms of the ilexandrian culture, This mystical
or'religious attitule makes itoel? f21t in the formulations of &x-
perience as invclving other-werld elemanis. The detarmintions of
~expe:ience in this geriod are ziven ir scmewhat oth2r terms th2n his
Leen the custor hitherto. There is aprarent a change in attitude that
ia fundamen:al and different fron that of the rrevious reriods, The-

f,dmphasis of the time is placed uvpon the supersensucus which upon the
formal side'emerged from the Platernié division of the world. Sympto-
matic of the paricd Are such conditiona as the atterpt to spiritualize
"all experience. The cenflict tetwe:>n dbody and‘apirit for eupremacy |
results in a ocmplet: sutordinzticn of matter to spirit.1 The_ﬁiedom—
inance of revalaticn as the source of knowledgze 1s indicative of an at=
tifude which rlaces iis confidence in a re:lm beycnd present exrerience.
Man sesms 50 base his confidence in his own ability. The strong sense &
individuality and personal power which marks the Greek man =nd thinker

is lacking in the individual of -this period. Historlians placs grgat
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ermphasis upon the individuality of the Greek sarecially of tae Athen=-
lan beriod;lf,Thereﬁis a growing loss of confidence in onz's oWn per=
gon with thé fall of Athenian independence. In the Greek period the
strength of the social structure was sufficient to give a sense of power
and authority to each individual. In the Alexandrian pericd this 18
rractiecally all diseipated. There 18 a keen desire on the part of man
t{c beccme joined and fused with a something beyond themselveé. Man is
no longer sufficient unto himself but seeks to transcend himeself and to
te taken up into the whole.s

There is no question but that one of the causex for this change
.1n attitude involves the changes going on in the general experience of
ron., Qo far as political affairs are concernad we find man has prac=
ticaily lost his bold upon his local group. ian has lost his immiate
ani direct contact wiih a streng guataining power. The individual
nas been forced back intc himself and upon himself. The all sbscrting
groblex for the individual now is to save his soul. Witk the loss of
his temporal connectione man cleaves with all his strength tc & hope
in the beyond. '

As a concious formulation of a doctrine of catezories we may
take Plgtﬁnue as an example, Plgkinua etand in thie period as an ex-
cellent exmample of one who faces the problem of the naiure of cate-
gories and grocceds to deal with it directly. Pf%tinus oriticizes the
Aristotleian categories because they are appllaeable only to objects of
sense. Plé%inus is concerned in estavlishing a dootrine of categories
whicn will determine the genuinely real objects, those of supersense.
We find in Plgtinus e tendency to stress the intelligible world, for

theres is found reality. The world of ordinary experience ies not real

0 0
for Platinus. Reallty for Platinus is found in the transcendental region

. - - o - - - v e v S o e S W

lcg. E. Meyer, Kleinere Sobriftef v L
3For ocontrasting political views of Greek and Oriemtal of. Wheeler,
Alex;nder the CGreat. ‘ /



i} —

- aaea —— g

4 |
' 44
beyond human experience. The realm of human experience 1s illusion
and the falsificz2tion of the real.v It is of the vilest vile and the
inherent seat of 2ll evil, The entire attitude of Plgkinua as a
representative of his period 1is to glorify the intelligible and de~
mean the‘worla of sense.

Plgtinus represents a transition stage between the older
externzl view and the modern eubjectivergtandpoint. Pfitinua indi~-
cates an aprreciaticn of the 1nstfficie£;gof the Greek viewpoint. '
Plﬁ%inus is reachinz cut after a newer and completer sttitude toward
experience., The sccial eituation demands that another attitude toward
experience be embraced. The result 1s not, however, swh that Pf;tinus
and his followers realize a bvetter mode of evaluating experience,
They do not have any better aprprecizticn of the me=ning of life and
reality. The Neo-Platdnists have nct yet come to the realization of
experience as guch. There is no closer adherence to the attiitude |
1tself than was the case with the Greek thinkers in the preceding
perioda. Their emphasis of the transcendent and gspiritual indicates
cléarly a grcwing sense of helplessness on the part of the individual.
This is not whét we may term from the modern standpoint a healthy sub-
jectiyity. The subjectivity of the Alexandrian-Roman repreeente a
sickly dependence upon something not present, It is the projection of
the inner a2elf in a romantic rather than in a naturalistioc manner.
There is merely a turning away from the otder tradition to embrface

an opposite viewpoint. We might trace in this school the bezinnings

- of a subjective standpoint which led ultimately to the appreciation

of experience as experience, In the Neo-Platonic school we have not
as yet any aprreclation of the nature of the experience process,

O ' . , ,
Platinus and‘his school represent in the most apparent way the begin-

*

ning of an attitude toward experience which results finally in an
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appreciation d experience as such. But this ie only a beginning and
from the standroint of a ccmpleted achievement this school is as far
{rom a conscious appreciation of the nature of experience as ;e
Aristotle. In this pericd we have the relingquishment of the cold intel-
lectual attitude and the acceptance of a warm interaal contant with the
wcrid. Thie beginning may lead tc either one of two:consequencea. This
closs comzerce #ith things of the world might lead to a careful end
consbastent evaluation of objects. The relation of experience and
reality might be determined with exactness, The viewpoint mightilead
to a carsful ecientific procedure and investigation. The altetiatiwe
ccnsequence is thaf an attitude of mystic relation of the individual
to the world all 18 developed, This latter condition occure in the
Neo-Flatonic world, There is in this period no advancement in the bet-
ter”appreciation of the process of experience. The Neé-Platonists do
not attain even tﬁ a wholesome subjective position, The évsluation
of the supersensucus world and the accompanying ccnditions zziﬁue to

& ruthless sujectivism which seized upon the men of this period. 1In

order that the subjectiva viewpoint should be fruitful and plausible

it is necessary to have a‘strict confidence in the egxperiences of the
individual so that a confident evaluation 6f'the experiences is pcsaible,
The categories of Plgtinua aim to indicate & wide breauth between
the sensible world and the world of intelligible things. The intell-
igible world is for him, of course, the real world; the othé: is not
real but a shadow or a:pearance of the real world. Tais doctrine brings
out the mystical element in Platinue. In order to bring out some scrt
of order and attachment im the world Plgtinus makes use of the con-
ception of a One with which the entire world of objeots and pergoné

must enter. In so far as the world is real and good it is composed
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of soul material, material which has been derived fromw She +ne aupreme
principle by emanation,

One essential characteristio of the New-Platonic Weltaniscaauung
otands forth as an ever-recurrent theme, and that is the emphasia on
the high=r values that are attached tc the beycnd\of exgerience. PléL
tinus dces not ¢ ovar zs completely to the transcendent vorld as dc
the later phliloacphers. Plgtinus st 11l maintains his hcld on t:ze
world of cresernt phenomenz 2lthcuzh he denies 1t has genuine reallty
a3 cne of it: corgonents, _

The Alexandrian~Rcian pericd ia a pericd of exirese individuzlism
but an individwalism of a peculiar scrt, There 1a a sickly turning in
of the person into hie own self and a fearful derendence upcn oneta cwn
rescurces. This type cf individualism stands in marked contrzat to
the Greek individualiam, The Greek individual stood firm and with whole
-hearted r=liance upon himeelf a3 a sturdy member of 2 solid soéiety.
Greex society was homogereous and exclusive and as lonz 2= 1% held to-
gether 1t gave its zembers a firm hold ﬁpon themselves and upon the ob=-
jsote of their experience. The present period made cf the individual :
a ccz in a giant maochine. RNationalistic linee were broken down and
from the compact city state there resulted a cosmopolitdniem which
pwamped the individual completely. Thers were great political orzan-
jzations d:veloped but the ordinary individual had nc large share in
them. His interests were outside those of thé grand organizatiocn td
which he was counted a nominz2l member,

A glance at the culturel situation of this pericd indicates the
weakening of the etaunch individualiem of t5e Greek times., The Alexan~
drian period produced some resulte in the secientifio fields, but tals '
work was decidedly of an ampirioalland faoctusl seort. No elaborate

principles were developed. There ie to be seen here the carrying on of
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the interest in expirical fwcts which began in the loet days of the
Athernian period. The zre:t eazerne=s in the asarch for focts is an
inneritance frex the 1ast phase of Aihenizn thought, The intercet
in science wi3 fostered in redicine, geozraphy and in fact zll the

go~called nu.zuia.ic sciences, The advances in mathexzitics ond

W

asironcmy ver: giite raemarkabls, A3 compared to th: latsr cr dtrict-

ly Ecm:n a3gect ¢f this pericd ths earlier cor Alexandrian pariod propé
or w12 bPilliant with discevery =nd achievesent, Tharz i3, Lcwerer, ’
a sad reflacticr caat cver the zeriod as a vhcle for the intellectual
enerzies shcw undcubbted 3igns of weaiigening and faning. The investi-
AT
gators whQe an inclinztion to employ themzelvea with the uvnuzual
znd tae bilzarre, they did ne? heeitate to stcoop to drear books.and
gét”onomica.l The tz=stea rin to myst1c~1 and mazical cauzzss of things
znd led tc a vicicus occupatiorn with mazical powers, stones and plante,
Even th-‘¢rzat aatrcnomical discoveries wers diluted =ith aatrologipal'
and other euperstitiona.a
In the Roman pericd we have a ccnmplete f2ilure of the soientific

movemant., In Roman hands science was completely dissipated. The
scientific sovemsnt whick waa 80 stronz in Greece sradudlly become
extinst in the Roman periéd. Rcone was occupied with the buildinz up
3nd the maintenance of = huge pol{tical system. The intellect of
Rome was occupied with the 1nve€%ﬁ?cf gchemes by which tc¢ held to-
geithar and control the enormous territcries and derdndencies which

she pade a part cf her domains, The experienoce of the Rcrman reriod

is expressed in an excellernt ran-er in the Lawa which were fermulated
and administered., 7t indicates the place of the individval in this

mighty ccean. The individuwal of the Roman period found himself quite
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outeide the pale of events, The contact of the individual with

things actually going on wae very limited. The Romane were sucjecis
and not oitizens in a concrete sense. The Roman political organiza-
éicn wxe & vast end in itself and did not exist for the people. The
final reduction of the Roman state testifies to the @nherent weak=
nesges of its peculiar structure. ’

It is in these characteristics of Roman Soéiety that one finds
the causes for the development of an attitude which stressed the values
of %the other world, What wae lacking in the present world was sought
inthe world beyond this, The spiritual world became a reality to the
peoples of thie period. In the spiritual wo&ld could be found solace
for the sufferings and hardships of this present life, The progress
of the Christian doctrines has a rational explanation in this social
sitaaticn. The religious attitude whose essential characterlistic 1s
briggng the humaﬂr;:%o cantact and under the protection of a permanent

K%ndkéfficient power must have develcped in this soil, A oritical and
scientific attitude was impossidble at such a time for that attitude
implies that the individual has a solid foundaticn for his work, In-
terest in the forces and objects of the world must assume that the
werld ie present and favorably disposed toward such interests, In

ther words, before man can devote himself to a whole hearted interest
in his experiences, these experiences must have some fixity and per—
manence. Ixperience must be something in ite own right. This was not
the ccndition in the Reman world., There had not'yet come that higher
individualism #nicka couid give a confidence in one's own experience.

- The.older type of individuality whioh received its support from a feel-
-ing-ot close and secure contact with a strong social organization had o
disarpeared eutirely.Wiih thé downfall of Greek independence there was
begun an era in which the stable individuality took a steady deoline.

In the tlexandrian-Roﬁan period there was no guestion as t0 the dev-

-
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elopment of a latietactory attitude tovard experience. The attitude

toward experiencd did nct recéive any classification and definition in

taie time. The inve:tigaticns in the fuctiocns of kpnosledge were im-

4poseib1e when men were 8o preoccupied with aftempta to attach them=

-

selves to their surroundingse.



