5 L ¥ : R} 5 .
= 3 = &
3 2 A - J = 7
2 3 - 0 %
v g i
iy .
0
s ) J
3 '
)
. : & . &
1
A AR A vy r TN PRGOS T S Y RS R EE R
PN YPESE— Tt L s e veta e T U —— -

e b ANt




International Nietzsche Studies

Richard Schacht, series editor

Editorial Board
Riidiger Bittner (Bielefeld)
Eric Blondel (Paris-Sorbonne)
Maudemarie Clark (Colgate)
David Cooper (Durham)
Arthur Danto (Columbia)
Kathleen Higgins (Texas-Austin)
R. J. Hollingdale (London)
Bernd Magnus (California-Riverside)
Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter (Berlin)
Alexander Nehamas (Princeton)
Martha Nussbaum (Brown)
Jorg Salaquarda (Vienna)
Gary Shapiro (Richmond)
Robert Solomon (Texas-Austin)
Tracy Strong (California-San Diego)
Yirmiyahu Yovel (Jerusalem)

Alist of books in the series appears at the back of this book.



International Nietzsche Studies

Nietzsche has emerged as a thinker of extraordinary impor-
tance, not only in the history of philosophy but in many fields
of contemporary inquiry. Nietzsche studies are maturing and
flourishing in many parts of the world. This internationaliza-
tion of inquiry with respect to Nietzsche’s thought and signifi-
cance may be expected to continue.

International Nietzsche Studies is conceived as a series of
monographs and essay collections that will reflect and contrib-
ute to these developments. The series will present studies in
which responsible scholarship is joined to the analysis, inter-
pretation, and assessment of the many aspects of Nietzsche’s
thought that bear significantly upon matters of moment today.
In many respects Nietzsche is our contemporary, with whom
we do well to reckon, even when we find ourselves at odds with
him. The series is intended to promote this reckoning, em-
bracing diverse interpretive perspectives, philosophical orien-
tations, and critical assessments.

The series is also intended to contribute to the ongoing
reconsideration of the character, agenda, and prospects of phi-
losophy itself. Nietzsche was much concerned with philoso-
phy’s past, present, and future. He sought to affect not only its
understanding but also its practice. The future of philosophy is
an open question today, thanks at least in part to Nietzsche’s
challenge to the philosophical traditions of which he was so
critical. It remains to be seen—and determined—whether phi-
losophy’s future will turn out to resemble the “philosophy of
the future” to which he proffered a prelude and of which he
provided a preview, by both precept and practice. But this is a
possibility we do well to take seriously. International Nietzsche
Studies will attempt to do so, while contributing to the under-
standing of Nietzsche’s philosophical thinking and its bearing
upon contemporary inquiry.

—RICHARD SCHACHT
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Translator’s Preface

I

Like countless other college students of my generation, I became familiar
with the philosophy of Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche through his major pub-
lished works (mostly from the 1880s), as well as the selections from his note-
books published as The Will to Power, all translated into English by the in-
comparable Walter Kaufmann. During my undergraduate studies in the mid
seventies, when I had only rudimentary German skills, I stood in awe of
Kaufmann’s eloquent, insightful handling of those works by Nietzsche, who—
along with Goethe and Luther—is arguably one of the greatest masters of the
German language. Kaufmannss life story, as well as the breadth of his erudi-
tion, further inspired my gratitude for his publications. As I pored over each
work, my admiration for both Nietzsche and Kaufmann grew by leaps and
bounds. I considered myself lucky to have access to Nietzsche’s thought, and
that access was due almost entirely to Walter Kaufmann. I felt doubly fortu-
nate to have one of Kaufmann’s former students as my instructor for nu-
merous undergraduate courses. Respect, gratitude, and a continued awe of
Kaufmann’s talents have prompted my attempts to keep my first copies of his
translations in the best possible condition. They remain cherished posses-
sions, along with a bust of Nietzsche; a rose from his grave; photographs of
Roécken, Silberblick, and Sils-Maria; photocopies of marginal notes from vol-
umes in his personal library at Weimar; rare secondary sources; and other
Nietzscheana I have collected over the years.

In trying to understand Nietzsche as a human being and thinker, I re-
searched his correspondence, notebooks, and miscellanea in the original Ger-
man. During my graduate studies I learned that a great deal of material,
both notes and correspondence, had not yet been translated into English.
Most advanced Nietzsche scholars eventually encounter the Nachlafi (note-
books and other literary remains) and Briefwechsel (correspondence), usu-

xiii
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ally through Karl Schlechta’s three-volume edition of Nietzsche’s works or
Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinari’s Kritische Gesamtausgabe; seldom
now through Richard Oehler and Max Oehler’s Musarion edition or the in-
complete Historisch-kritische Gesamtausgabe; and virtually never through
the Grofoktavausgabe, under the general editorship of Elizabeth Férster-
Nietzsche. Consequently, a huge amount of Nietzsche’s philological and
other early writings remains largely unknown in the English-speaking world.
Generally Nietzsche scholars seem more interested in the Nachlaf of the
1880s than that of the 1870s, an understandable bias since those notebooks
connect most directly to the better-known major works of Nietzsche’s mature
period (precisely those translated by Kaufmann). Fewer scholars investigate
the early notebooks or philologica, and fewer still succeed in such attempts.
Yet the Nachlaf of the Bonn-Leipzig-Basel years contains crucial clues to
what Karl Schlechta and Anni Anders call “the hidden beginnings of his
philosophizing.” This early layer of Nachlaf includes several lecture series on
many topics not yet translated into English. Kaufmann’s early death and wide
agenda in writing apparently did not allow him to find time for the vast
philologica, correspondence, and larger Nachlaf; indeed, translating this ma-
terial would constitute a lifelong project for anyone respectful of Nietzsche’s
German.

It is certain that Walter Kaufmann was aware of Nietzsche’s pre-Platonic
philosophers lecture series and that he considered it significant. The follow-
ing quotation from Kaufmann explicates a number of fundamental theses in
my translation and commentary.

In the summer of 1872, in 1873, and in 1876, Nietzsche, then a professor at the
University of Basel, lectured on “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers.” His lectures
substantiate what has been said about his attitude toward Socrates. First of all,
the significant conception of the “pre-Platonic” philosophers (which so point-
edly includes Socrates) has been unjustifiably ignored in Oehler’s book on
Nietzsche and the Pre-Socratics; and practically all later interpreters have
relied on Oehler’s account of Nietzsche’s relation to the ancient Greeks. The
only English book that gives a detailed account of Nietzsche’s “connection
with Greek literature and thought” even goes to the extent of rechristening
the lectures altogether, referring to them as the The Pre-Socratics. Actually,
Nietzsche quite specifically includes Socrates: “Socrates is the last one in this
line.” In his lecture on Heraclitus, Nietzsche says further that three of the pre-
Platonics embody the “purest types: Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Socrates—the
sage as religious reformer, the sage as proud and lonely truth-finder, and the
sage as the eternally and everywhere seeking one.” One may suspect that
Nietzsche must have felt a special kinship to the ever seeking Socrates. In any
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case, the lecture on Socrates leaves little doubt about this self-identification.
Socrates is celebrated as “the first philosopher of life [Lebensphilosoph]”:
“Thought serves life, while in all previous philosophers life served thought and
knowledge.” The prevalent view of Nietzsche’s repudiation of Socrates ig-
nores these lectures completely; yet the fragments of that period reiterate the
same profound admiration. Beyond question the most important of these is
Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, which Knight identifies with “pre-
Socratic philosophy,” concluding Socrates must have been conceived as the
great villain. Yet the essay, like the lectures, is based on the conception of the
“pre-Platonic philosophers as a group that belongs together and to which
aloue I intend to devote this study”; and Nietzsche speaks of “the Republic of
geniuses from Thales to Socrates.”

Kaufmann noted that the term pre-Platonic, not pre-Socratic, is also used to
describe the subjects of the essay Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks;
an understanding of them as pre-Socratics misses an important point for
Nietzsche.2 As Kaufmann further noted, however, Nietzsche literature dem-
onstrates widespread misunderstanding and misuse of this term; beginning
with Richard Oehler’s book Friedrich Nietzsche und die Vorsokratiker (1904),
this tendency has continued well past Kaufmann’s lifetime. Arthur Harold
John Knight even changed the title of the pre-Platonic philosophers lecture
series to suit his own preconceptions.® Nonetheless, Nietzsche considered
Socrates as belonging more with his predecessors than with his successor
Plato, for he saw Socrates as a pure archetype but Plato as a mixed type. Note,
moreover, that the first paragraph of Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the
Greeks was taken almost verbatim from the earlier lecture series; as that
passage clearly states, the subjects of the book, properly speaking, are the pre-
Platonics, not the pre-Socratics.

Use of the latter term in Nietzsche studies probably derives from a gen-
eral transfer of that term from its widespread usage in classical studies. More
specifically, beginning with Hermann Diels (and later Walther Kranz), an-
thologists of philosophical texts have made a clear and valid distinction be-
tween the extensive extant corpus of Plato or Aristotle and the fragmentary
and incomplete texts of the pre-Socratics. For purposes of collection and
preservation, the formulation pre-Socratic makes functional sense, so Diels’s

1. Walter Kaufmann, Nietzsche: Philosopher, Psychologist, Antichrist. 4th ed. (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1974), 396-97.

2. Friedrich Nietzsche, Samtliche Werke: Kritische Studienausgabe, ed. Giorgio Colli and
Mazzino Montinari, 15 vols. (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1980), 1:809, In. 28. This edition of Nietzsche’s
works shall hereinafter be cited as “KSA.”

3. Arthur Harold John Knight, Some Aspects of the Life and Work of Nietzsche (New York:
Russell and Russell, 1967 [1933]), 18.
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(and later Kranz’s) Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (originally 1903) firmly
established the term pre-Socratic in the modern vocabulary. Later Kirk and
Raven (among others) made the term central to English-language audiences.
From a philological perspective pre-Socratic makes good sense; in Nietz-
sche’s opinion, however, it does not demarcate any meaningful philosophical
difference between traditions.

The normal approach presumes an “Athenian school” composed of Soc-
rates, Plato, and Aristotle. It was precisely this notion that Nietzsche sought to
undermine. Socrates is profoundly different from Plato; the latter is influ-
enced not only by the Athenian Socrates but also by non-Athenians, namely,
Heraclitus and the Pythagoreans. Though some fellow philologists agreed
that any proper history of Greek philosophy must recognize a pre-Platonic
period, Nietzsche found himself in a minority within his own lifetime. He also
considered Anaxagoras to be an Athenian philosopher, a notion not part of the
standard approach. Terms useful in classifying texts become confusing when
they obscure a real difference, like that between Socrates and Plato. Nietz-
sche would have us learn this lesson from both his lectures and Philosophy in
the Tragic Age of the Greeks.

Walter Kaufmann attempted to correct Richard Oehler’s misrepresenta-
tions and warn all future scholars not to ignore the pre-Platonic philosophers
lectures. In his introduction to The Birth of Tragedy, for example, Kaufmann
warned of “Oehler’s stunning lack of intellectual integrity fused with a limited
intelligence and an appalling inability to understand Nietzsche.”* Unfortu-
nately Werner J. Dannhauser, M. S. Silk, and J. P. Stern failed to heed this
warning. Kaufmann’s failure to undertake translating Nietzsche’s lectures and
Dannhauser’s and Silk and Stern’s failure to heed his warning constitute major
reasons the pre-Platonic philosophy lectures have never been translated into
English.

Werner ]. Dannhauser’s Nietzsche’s View of Socrates acknowledged the
existence of these lectures and even repeated Walter Kaufmann’s warning but
then proceeded, without further explanation, to ignore completely the lec-
tures and several other major works, portraying Nietzsche entirely within the
Kaufmann translations rather than going to further sources in German.’ In

4. Friedrich Nietzsche, Basic Writings of Nietzsche, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York:
Modern Library, 1968), 11. Indeed, Richard Oehler and Max Ochler, even as “Friends of the
Nietzsche Archives” during the Third Reich, were little other than propaganda specialists of the
Nationalsozialistische deutsche Arbeiterpartei (NSDAP).

5. Werner J. Dannhauser, Nietzsche’s View of Socrates (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1974), 36.
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this way Dannhauser repeated the mistake of Richard Oehler. Dannhauser’s
study stands incomplete and largely invalid because of his apparent indif-
ference toward the substantial Nachlaf; on Socrates. Did he understand Soc-
rates as a pre-Platonic in Nietzsche’s sense? No, for all importance was given
to Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, which was even then misun-
derstood as a superficial cultural diagnosis. Dannhauser’s treatment of Nietz-
sche and Socrates is perhaps refuted by the lectures translated here, but that
is only one consequence of these lectures. Despite warnings from Kaufmann,
many other studies of Nietzsche on the Greeks reflect Richard Oehler’s mis-
take, and the term pre-Socratic has become a collective presumption among
Nietzsche scholars.

Typical of the reception of these lectures even among the knowledgeable
is that of Hugh Lloyd-Jones: “The lecture notes published in the Musarion
edition of Nietzsche’s work in 1920 are highly interesting to students of the
origins of philosophy, or of the general contribution to the understanding of
Greek thought.”® His statement is certainly true but still understates the great
value of this work, for the lecture series is highly illuminating about the
development and evolution of the early Nietzsche’s thought: it illuminates his
own use of scientific and pre-Platonic thought and provides his longest dis-
cussion of several pre-Platonics, including Heraclitus, Empedocles, the late
Pythagoreans, and Xenophanes. Lloyd-Jones nevertheless qualifies his under-
stated evaluation of these superb lectures still further: “But they contain little
positive establishment of concrete facts.” Pace Lloyd-Jones, I suggest that
Nietzsche’s philological arguments do not appear anywhere in Philosophy in
the Tragic Age of the Greeks; these arguments, many of which strike at the
current state of knowledge about the pre-Socratics, thus remain untested in
an extended and serious way. I suggest that Nietzsche’s real defense of his own
understanding of pre-Platonic philosophy is to be found only in the pre-
Platonic philosophers lectures, where Nietzsche adduces hundreds of pieces
of evidence for his argument. None of this evidence is presented in Philoso-
phy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, nor does it appear in Birth of Tragedy.
Scholarly focus has been narrowed to these texts on the basis of testimony
from Richard Oehler, filtered through Knight, Silk and Stern, Lloyd-Jones,
and others, who all claimed that nothing of value may be found in the Basel
lecture notes on the pre-Platonics. I hope to dissuade my readers from their
dubious conclusion and turn them instead to Kaufmann’s conclusion by the

6. In James C. O’Flaherty, Timothy F. Sellner, and Robert M. Helm, eds., Studies in Nietzsche
and the Classical Tradition (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1976), 7.
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most direct method of argument available—by producing a readable transla-
tion of Nietzsche’s exciting, highly valuable lecture series.

Nevertheless, even though Nietzsche offers many brilliant insights into
the pre-Platonic philosophers here, the lectures are not free of problems.
First, many of his theses and treatments may also be found in prior or contem-
porary philological works, especially those of Eduard Zeller, Friedrich Ueber-
weg, and in the case of Democritus, Friedrich Albert Lange. Second, Nietz-
sche dons the mask of the classical philologist at one moment and then
violates the accepted bounds of that discipline in the next. Third, as some
subsequent philologists have asserted, Nietzsche’s command of Greek and
Latin was less than masterful and sometimes even deficient, especially with
regard to his indifference to participles. Finally, and perhaps most disturbing,
at several places Nietzsche seems to have fabricated spurious quotations,
while at many others he changes the Greek or Latin text without notification.

Even fully granting these points, they do not negate the value of the text as
it relates to Nietzsche’s intellectual development. For such propositions only
raise the philosophical issues of authorial responsibility, truth and lie, inter-
pretation versus a text in itself, and others that the maturing Nietzsche would
treat at length. To argue that Nietzsche was grossly inferior to his fellow
philologists, especially Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, misses the real
issues, since such an evaluation begs the questions surrounding the value of
truth and knowledge as the philologists of his time had understood it. Fur-
thermore, it may be argued that even within the narrower standards of “scien-
tific philology,” Nietzsche’s contributions have sometimes been overlooked,
misunderstood, or ignored by his critics.

The purpose of my introduction, translation, and commentary is not to
enter these debates surrounding the adequacy of his classical scholarship—
nor I am qualified to do so—but rather to unearth and highlight the value of
this lecture series as evidence of an early formative moment in Nietzsche’s
intellectual development. In doing so I connect the 1872 lecture series to the
other “hidden beginnings of Nietzsche’s philosophizing,” especially Friedrich
Albert Lange. Elsewhere I have highlighted the role of Roger Joseph Bosco-
vich; within one year of the 1872 lecture series Nietzsche would add study of
African Alexandrovich Spir and Johann Carl Friedrich Zsllner to his arsenal
of resources, as well as deepen his study of Boscovich, all the while connecting
these thinkers to the pre-Platonics. That subsequent synthesis, known now as
Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, would be unexpectedly inter-
rupted only by Richard Wagner himself. Once Nietzsche returned, after Hu-
man, All Too Human (1879), to those hidden beginnings of his own thought,
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he would generate a vast collection of notes that sketch out his theory of the
will to power and its corollary, the eternal recurrence of the same. As docu-
mentation of an early moment in Nietzsche’s development, the lecture series
possesses enormous, if overlooked, value. In pursuing this project within my
admittedly very limited philological abilities, I only continue the scholar-
ship begun by Anni Anders and Karl Schlechta and Jorg Salaquarda (as well
as George J. Stack and others), to whom this volume is dedicated with
sincere gratitude.

I

Richard Oehler’s abuses are not the only reason Nietzsche’s lectures on the
pre-Platonic philosophers, although known to scholars, have never been
translated into English. Briefly stated, they are a translator’s nightmare. The
specific problems include the following: (1) There are hundreds of untrans-
lated quotations in classical and archaic Greek. (2) There are perhaps over
three hundred spots where Nietzsche chose to use a Greek term, only a few of
which are translated. (3) There are hundreds of citations entered directly in
the text, breaking the continuity of the notes. (4) There are several dozen
more spots where alternative readings to Greek passages are given without
translation. (5) There are a dozen or so quotations without any citation what-
soever, all in Greek or Latin. (6) There are a half-dozen passages in Latin
without translation and very minimal citation. Of course, these problems
confront native German-speaking philosophers and Nietzsche scholars as
well, causing many of them to consider the manuscript unreadable. Indeed,
this manuscript is a nightmare for German speakers without knowledge of
Greek or Latin, too.

For Nietzsche scholars to whom German is a second language, however,
there are additional complications: (7) Nietzsche occasionally uses rare Ger-
man terms and obsolete grammar laden with the genitive. (8) Many words are
abbreviated within sentences. (9) There are occasional errors in the Musarion
and Bornmann-Carpitella texts. (10) There is an absence of punctuation:
hundreds of contexts calling for periods or commas instead have colons or
semicolons, causing potential confusion as to even the beginning and end of a
sentence. (11) There are a dozen or so places in the manuscript where Nietz-
sche apparently quotes in German (rather than Greek or Latin); these pas-
sages usually lack closing quotation marks and without exception have no
citation whatsoever. They fairly closely follow recognizable passages by vari-
ous authors. (12) Then there is the matter of the seven digressions into the
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natural sciences, which might seem either inexplicable or detrimental to the
integritv of the text but which are actually essential to Nietzsche’s interpreta-
tion of pre-Platonic philosophy.

Furthermore, Nietzsche’s several hundred citations are sometimes
sharply abbreviated, truncated, or merely mnemonic. Many are clear and
relatively complete, but some are incorrect. Clement of Alexandria and Hip-
polytus posed special problems; I was never able to decode the system of
citation Nietzsche used for the former (a scholarly apparatus by Potter, an
eighteenth-century editor of Clement), and in citing the latter he is wrong in
several instances. The lecture on Heraclitus posed research difficulties, since
Kirk and Raven’s collection, which was otherwise a priority source, contains
few fragments or testimonia for Heraclitus. Because of all these factors,
nearly every page of the manuscript looks like a sheet of strange code or secret
language. (By far the most difficult lecture to decode was that on Anaxagoras.)
Then again, this is no surprise, since Nietzsche never intended this manuscript
to be read by others in this form. Surely he would have been surprised that
anyone else, without knowing the authors or titles in many citations, would
attempt to piece together a complete reconstruction of his footnotes and
citations.

To render an easy-to-use translation, I addressed the previously enumer-
ated problems as follows: (1) I have inserted English translations for all the
several hundred quotations in Greek. The original Greek has been moved to
footnotes. Translations have been chosen for quality, accessibility, and other
criteria. Many of the quoted works were difficult to locate in translation, even
with excellent research facilities. (2) I have inserted English translations for
all the floating Greek terms: on first use, however, the original Greek is re-
tained inside parentheses within the text to establish my translation, which is
thereafter employed consistently. (3) Hundreds of citations have been taken
from the text altogether and placed in the footnotes with their respective
quotations. (4) Alternative readings have been left in the Greek as an aid to
scholars.

(5) I have hunted down and provided full citations for the dozen or so
undocumented quotations in Greek. (6) I have provided full translation of
and documentation for the Latin passages, treating them just as I do the
Greek passages. (7) I have attempted to translate genitive phrases and rare
words while retaining the somewhat quaint air to them. This blends with the
somewhat dated English in some translations from the Greek. (8) Where
possible I have fully spelled out words, names, and titles without employing
cumbersome editorial brackets, which would have made the text harder to
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read. Sometimes, in trivial cases, I deleted parentheses. I have also actively
reconstructed the text. For example, in the countless places where Nietzsche
simply has “La.” or “Laert.” or even “Laertius,” I have fully specified “Di-
ogenes Laertius” without any editor’s brackets. I have employed, in brief, a
reconstructive editorial strategy. (9) I have corrected errors in the Bornmann
and Carpitella text as indicated in footnotes. I generally dropped Bornmann
and Carpitella’s editorial insertions and attempted to reserve the footnotes for
important matters only. I do not want to lose my readers in the footnotes;
indeed, that is where I want to find them.

(10) T have liberally added punctuation such as question marks, exclama-
tion points, periods, commas, ellipses, and more, without enclosing them in
editor’s brackets. (11) I consider the “quotations” in German to be Nietzsche’s
paraphrase of a passage which he did not quote precisely. I treated them as
paraphrasings and placed them within cautionary quotation marks. I provide
citations for the paraphrased passages in the footnotes. (12) In my introduc-
tion and commentary I explain the relevance of science, especially physics, to
the pre-Platonics and rehearse Nietzsche’s theory of the rise in mathematical
sciences in ancient Greece. These seven digressions into science are the real
reason for my interest in this lecture series.

In the special cases of Clement of Alexandria and Hippolytus, I have
located all passages in accessible modern editions and have given specific
citations for the former. For the latter I have located the accurate citations
and recorded them in the footnotes. In the case of Heraclitus I used Philip
Wheelwright's book The Presocratics as my primary source for translations.

Of course Nietzsche, who enjoys a certain notoriety for his esoteric rela-
tion to his own readers, nonetheless did not intend the manuscript to be
offered to the public in the condition just outlined. Without these editorial
courtesies, however, the text would remain nearly unreadable. Even with
these difficulties swept away, this text will pose some impediments to the
reader, as is perhaps appropriate to Nietzsche’s legacy. For example, Nietz-
sche develops a theory about the rise of mathematical science and atomism in
the text without summarizing it at a single spot. Nietzsche parades a series of
awe-inspiring figures before us, discussing one profound idea after another,
racing along at great speed. Each sentence implies a subtext of extended
length. He barely introduces stunning ideas such as circular time, a universal
will-like force, self-overcoming, joyful science, and so on before racing off to
another shocking insight or marvelous anecdote. Each paragraph contains
material for hours of reflection.

As additional aids, I have summarized in essay form his argument about
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the rise of mathematical science in Greece. The final difficulty (and delight)
is, however, left entirely for the reader: to confront the awesome array of pre-
Platonic thinkers as you have never seen them interpreted before, by Nietz-
sche or others.

I want to point out something else: regardless of the reader’s estimation
of Nietzsche’s philology, his Kulturkampf, or his interpretation of the pre-
Platonics, this volume contains an exquisite collection of philosophical myths,
proverbs, poems, fragments, miscellania, and anecdotes that continually in-
spire, shock, and delight.

The reader should note that throughout the entire translation (manu-
script, footnotes, quotations, citations), all parenthetical remarks are Nietz-
sche’s. All bracketed comments are mine. Only in the introduction and pref-
ace do I use parentheses for my own comments. Sometimes Nietzsche
interjects comments into the Greek texts, usually responding to particular
Greek nuances. In these cases the full Greek text, along with Nietzsche’s
remarks, appears below the English translation.

IT1

Two questions arise concerning the circumstances of this lecture series and its
manuscript. First, were the lectures delivered for the first time in the winter
semester of 1869—70 or in 18727 Second, does the surviving manuscript date
to 1869 or 1872? Since it is logically possible that Nietzsche could have writ-
ten the manuscript in 186970 but not delivered the lectures until 1872, we
must look for evidence in answering these questions.

Concerning the first question, I believe Nietzsche held the pre-Platonic
lecture series for the first time in the winter semester of 1869-70. Fritz
Bornmann and Mario Carpitella only suggest this lecture series might have
been given initially in 1869-70. Writing much earlier than Bornmann and
Carpitella, Kaufmann indicated that it was delivered first in 1872. The paucity
of clues in the correspondence and Nachlaff renders dubious the claim that
the lectures covering Thales to Socrates took place in 1869. Doubts about an
1869 lecture series also arise from correspondence such as Nietzsche’s letter
to Friedrich Ritschl” in which he complains of dangerously few students or his
letter to Erwin Rohde,® in which he does not mention the pre-Platonics as one

7. Friedrich Nietzsche, Simtliche Briefe: Kritische Studienausgabe, ed. Giorgio Colli and
Mazzino Montinari, 8 vols. (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1986) 111, no. 206.
8.1bid., I1I, no. 110.
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of his ongoing lectures. But another piece of evidence suggests otherwise. In
his letter to the president of Basel University, Wilhelm Vischer-Bilfinger
(1808-74), in the course of (unsuccessfully) promoting himself as a professor
of philosophy, Nietzsche stated, “I recall that I have already offered [an-
gekiindigt] two lecture courses of a philosophical nature in this sense, ‘The
Pre-Platonic Philosophers with Interpretations of Selected Fragments,” and
‘On the Platonic Question.””® Unfortunately, this does not immediately solve
the issue, since ankiindigen means only to advertise or offer (as in a college
course), not necessarily to complete; indeed, the surviving office-door adver-
tisement from winter 1869 constitutes his Ankiindigung.*® Karl Schlechta,
whose Nietzsche Chronik is highly reliable, indicates that a lecture course on
“earlier Greek philosophers” took place in the winter semester 1869—70, and
this is my considered opinion as well.

Concerning the second question, the best evidence suggests that the ex-
tant manuscript of the pre-Platonic philosophers lectures dates to summer
1872. A letter to Erwin Rohde seems to verify this date: “The outlines of
something in me are crowding in on each other, yet I feel myself always on one
path—there is no confusion, and if I only get time, I shall bring it into the light
of day. My summer work on the pre-Platonics has been especially fruitful.”1!
There is no indication that Nietzsche worked on the lecture series after he
described it to Rohde in 1872. Probably most definitive is Nietzsche’s letter
from Spliigen, Swizerland, to Carl Gersdorff on October 5, 1872: “The sum-
mer semester is finished for me this coming evening; all the way up till then I
was busy with Libation Bearers and the pre-Platonic philosophers day in and
day out in equal parts.”'2 Aeschylus’s Libation Bearers was the subject of his
other lecture series that semester. This letter shows that the manuscript of the
lecture series comes from the first half of 1872, even if the contents were
delivered in a less unified, nontextual form in 1869-70.

An important additional clue lies in the manuscript’s reference to Max
Heinze’s 1872 work Die Lehre vom Logos in der griechischen Philosophie,
ruling out a date earlier than that year. Only one handwritten manuscript was
ever produced. After all, no copy machines existed, and the manuscript in-
cludes over four hundred quotations in Greek and Latin, with countless cru-
cial punctuation marks. He made no extra copies, for other people or even for

9. Ibid., III, no. 118; my translation and italics.

10. Students would stroll the halls deciding on courses and then announce themselves (sich
anmelden) to the professor in person, a system still used.

11. Nietzsche, Samtliche Briefe, IV, no. 252; my translation.

12. Ibid., IV, no. 258; my translation.
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himself. T thus conclude that the manuscript was written in May—October
1872.

From winter 1869 the Nachlafi contains only one relevant note, a plan for
the organization of a pre-Platonic philosophers lecture series:

The Pre-Platonic Philosophers

The wise man among the Greeks.

Anaximander. Melancholy and pessimism. Related to the tragic.

Pythagoras. Religious movement of the sixth century.

Xenophanes. Contest with Homer.

Parmenides. Abstraction.

Heraclitus. Artistic view of the world.

Anaxagoras. Natural history of the heavens. Teleology. Athenian
philosopher.

Empedocles. The ideal-complete Greek.

Democritus. One who has universal knowledge.

Pythagoreans. Measure and number among the Hellenes.

Socrates. Education [Erziehung], Love.

Plato. Universal aggression. ~ Struggle against education [Bildung].*®

Nietzsche’s basic sources were already in place, though some later works were
not included. Nietzsche could have marshaled all the hundreds of fragments,
testimonia, and such from his own library and his known borrowings from
University of Basel Library. Beginning in early 1872, however, with notebook
P I 16b, the Nachlap contains increasingly more frequent rough notes and
outlines for “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers” manuscript. Nietzsche’s original
ideas and organization for two early chapters appear here. Accompanying
these forerunners is another analytic table of contents:

The Pre-Platonic Philosophers

Philosophy within language. Parallel time period of tragedy. The wise man as
old man, king, priest, magician. Identity between life and philosophy. Yet
always within the boundaries of the Hellenic. Until Plato, who fights the
Hellenic. Philosophy in mythology.

1. Thales. Struggle against myth. The statesman.
2. Anaximander. School. Pessimism.

13. KSA, VII:3[84]; my translation.
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3. Pvthagoras. Greeks and the foreign world. Religious mysticism.
Explanation of the asceticism from will. Belief in immortality.
Transmigration of the soul and transformation of matter.

4. Heraclitus. Transfiguration of the contest. The world a game. The
philosopher and women.

5. Xenophanes. Rhapsode as educator. He and Plato in the struggle against
Homer.

6. Parmenides. Devastation of abstraction. Dialectic.

7. Anaxagoras. Natural history of the heavens. Athenian free-spiritedness.
Teleology.

8. Empedocles. Agonistic nature. Rhetoretician.

9. Democritus. Universal knowledge. Philosopher as writer of books.

10. Pythagoreans. Rhythmics and measure. Managing Ictus.
11. Socrates. Love and education. The sovereign concept. The first negative
philosopher, and aggressive. Break with the Greeks. In conclusion, Plato.4

Notebook P I 20b from summer 1872 contains extensive raw materials for the
lecture text. Nietzsche’s notebooks continue to reveal rough notes for “The
Pre-Platonic Philosophers” through notebooks Mp XII 4 and U II 7a from
winter 1872. Several additional analytic tables of contents appear here. The

following note contains special meaning in this context:

Introduction.

Wisdom, science.

Mythic preliminary stage.
Sporadic-proverbial.

Preliminary stages of the wise man (coog Gvnp).
Thales.

Anaximander.

Anaximenes.

Pythagoras.

Heraclitus.

Parmenides and his forerunner Xenophanes.
Zeno.

Anaxagoras.

Empedocles.

Leucippus and Democritus.

Pythagoreans.

Socrates. Very simple.'s

14. KSA, VII:16[17]; my translation.
15. KSA, VII:19[315]; my translation.
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With this organization he found the most fitting way to present his ideas over
a semester’s course, so he declares “very simple” in triumph and relief, as it
all clicks together. With only one small change (co@dg instead of “wisdom,
science”), this is the table of contents used by Gesammelte Werke editors
Richard Oehler and Max Oehler. I also adopt this note as the table of contents
for my translation, incorporating the change made by Oehler and Oehler.

v

After Nietzsche finished the text for these lectures, his notes turn to Philoso-
phy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, the “time atomism fragment” of March—
April 1873, and then the first Untimely Meditation, against David Strauss.
The relationship of the lecture series to Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the
Greeks is anything but straightforward. Nietzsche considered both of them to
be parts of an ongoing struggle with the early Greek philosophers. On April 5,
1873, one of many fateful days for Nietzsche, he wrote to Gersdorff.

Iam bringing a manuscript, “Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks,” with
me to Bayreuth for a reading and discussion. However, as awhole it is still very
far from the standard form of a book. I have become increasingly harder
toward myself, and must still allow a lot of time to pass in order to consider
another treatment (the fourth on this same theme). To this end I was also
required to do the most unusual studies, even mathematics became germane,
without instilling fear, then mechanics, chemical atomic theory, etc. I have
discovered the greatest majesty, which the Greeks are and were. The path
from Thales to Socrates is something incredible.!¢

Nietzsche clearly indicates that he has made three attempts to synthesize
Greek thinkers from Thales to Socrates—that is, the pre-Platonics—and that
he would wait long before attacking that task again. The third attempt was
Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, the second was the pre-Platonic
philosophy lecture series, and the first was almost certainly the 1865 studies of
Democritus and Friedrich Albert Lange’s History of Materialism.

Although the third attempt was written in twenty days, during the final
weeks of a university semester, and abandoned without resumption, the sec-
ond was begun as early as 1869, was almost certainly completed as a single
manuscript in 1872, had extensive side notes written to it in 1873, had a
companion piece written for it in 1874, and was offered as a lecture series for a
last time at Basel in 1876. Though far better known, Philosophy in the Tragic

16. Nietzsche, Samtliche Briefe, IV, no. 301; my translation.
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Age of the Greeks is in most ways completely different from, and in some
ways far less successful than, “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers.” The lecture
series approaches the pre-Platonics out of interest in doctrines. Philosophy
in the Tragic Age of the Greeks is more concerned with the personalities
of the pre-Socratics. The two works have fundamentally different missions,
though they both integrate Greek thought into modern science and criticism
of Kantianism. Once Nietzsche had arrived in Bayreuth for the session men-
tioned in the letter to Gersdorff above, Wagner himself called a surpris-
ing halt to Nietzsche’s beloved little essay and suggested instead a pamphlet
against David Strauss. Consequently, Nietzsche never returned to Philosophy
in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, whereas he did continue for years afterward
on the project represented here. Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks
has achieved fame, whereas the manuscript for the lectures languishes un-
known in the English-speaking world, for the reasons already presented:
“The Pre-Platonic Philosophers” is a translator’s nightmare, whereas Philoso-
phy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks is a relative pleasure; further, because of
undeserved bad publicity, many scholars believe the former to contain noth-
ing of value.

This lecture series was conceived for a while as a possible publication
under the title Book of Philosophers. Extensive notes were composed in 1873;
they coincided with the drafting of a table of contents for the proposed pub-
lication. These notes are included in the footnotes of my translation. One note
lists the series as one title among five:

Birth of Tragedy.

Bayreuth Horizon Observations [ Bayreuther Horizont-Betrachtungen].
Ancient Metrics.

Pre-Platonic Philosophers.

Educational Institutions.!”

The second title would soon develop into Untimely Meditations; the fifth
would soon disappear into obscurity as On the Future of Our Educational
Institutions. The two lecture series, the one translated here and one on an-
cient rhythmics, never materialized as published works. Another note ap-
pears as a title page:

History of Greek Philosophy
until Plato
in its primary themes

17. KSA, VII:21[7]; my translation.
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Narrated
by
F.N.I

One note at KSA, VII:19[189] is a confusing quasi-organizational fragment
and may have led Bornmann and Carpitella to organize the manuscript some-
what erroneously. Another note at KSA, VII1:19[190] retitled the manuscript
“The History of Greek Philosophy.” Still another note adopted a new title:
“Short Account of Earlier Greek Philosophers.”!® Especially interesting is a
note from early 1873 outlining Nietzsche’s grand strategy of publication for
that year:

1872. First edition of Birth of Tragedy.
1873. Second edition of Birth of Tragedy.
Strauss.

Future of Educational Institutions.
Pre-Platonic Philosophers.2®

A strong piece of evidence that Nietzsche still held out hope for publication of
“The Pre-Platonic Philosophers” into late 1873 comes from Carl Gersdorff’s
letter of September 20, 1873, which wished him better health for his efforts to
publish Untimely Meditations and “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers.”?! Gers-
dorff followed the fate of the lecture series closely, having attended the sum-
mer 1873 lectures.?? In fact, Gersdorff became an integral part of the produc-
tion of the lecture series. On May 24, 1873, he wrote Rohde:

In the last semester, indeed also previous to it, Nietzsche has worked so hard,
written and read so much, especially concerning pre-Platonic philosophy, and
then on the Strauss material, in small scribblings, that intense pain in his eyes
now forbids him to continue his work after an hour and a half. N[ietzsche] will
not give up his Pidagogium and his lectures. The Padagogium works out,

18. Ibid., VII:19[188]; my translation.

19. KSA, VII:19[287]; my translation.

20. KSA, VII:27[64]; my translation.

21. Friedrich Nietzsche, Kritische Gesamtausgabe des Briefwechsels: Nietzsche Briefwechsel,
4 vols., ed. Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinari (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975-), pt. 2, vol. 4, no.
457. This letter is also found in Carl Gersdorff, Die Briefe des Freiherrn Carl von Gersdorff
an Friedrich Nietzsche zum 90. Geburtstag Friedrich Nietzsches, ed. Karl Schlechta, 4 vols.
(Nendeln, Liechtenstein: Kraus, 1975 [1934-37], 2:62—63, where the editors mistakenly iden-
tify Gersdorff’s remark as probably referring to Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks
(2:120n.221).

22. See Gersdorff’s letter from Basel on May 20, 1873, to Richard Wagner, which he signs
“Carl von Gersdorff, vorplatonischer und chemischer Studiosus.” Gersdorff had also attended
lectures by the chemist Julius Piccard and historian Jakob Burckhardt.
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when it is necessary; but a new modus had to be devised for the university. It
has now been discovered. I am acting as professor’s assistant, reader, and
secretary; I read the relevant workload [Pensuin] for the lectures to him, the
thrashing out of citations is temporarily suspended, and only the indispensable
citations are learned by heart.?

In short, Gersdorff helped the ailing lecturer with his preparations for class
meetings, which were torturous for Nietzsche, as numerous student testi-
monies corroborate. Citations were held to a minimum for the sake of his
eyesight, not because he was contemptuous of his students and their intellec-
tual curiosity, as some critics have suggested. (His failing eyesight also helps
explain the tormented state of his citations in the lecture text.)

Nietzsche had intended his pre-Platonic philosophers series not only as a
project for publication but also as part of a course of classical studies he would
conduct at Basel. He listed the topics as follows:

Presentation of a Multi-Year Course of Study on the Greeks.

A. 1. Encyclopedia of Greek Philology
2. The Greek Language
3. Greek Mythology
4. Rhythmics
5. Rhetoric
6. Homer
7. Hesiod
8. Lyricists
9. Libation Bearers
10. Theognis
11. Pre-Platonic Philosophers
12. Plato
13. Post-Socratic schools (with exception of Platonism!)
14. History of the Orators.*

Extensive essays and notes toward these various topics exist untranslated and
nearly forgotten in the philologica, including an eighty-page manuscript on

23. Gersdorff, Briefe, 4:12; my translation. Many years later, on August 7, 1894, Gersdorff
repeated this account to Elizabeth Forster: “The pains in his eyes required that his friend
transform his lectures into free(form) performances” (ibid., 4:26; my translation). A Pidagogium
is a school wherein one is prepared for study at a pedagogical college. According to Schlechta, this
Pidagogium was a part of Basel University, not the Gymnasium, or high school, at Basel. A
photograph of Mentelin Hof, where these classes were conducted, may be found in David F.
Krell and Donald L. Bates’s Good European: Nietzsche’s Work Sites in Word and Image (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1997), 108.

24. KSA, VII:8[75]; my translation.
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Plato’s life and works. Even as he wrote Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the
Greeks and extended notes to “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers,” Nietzsche
also composed “We Philologists,” meant as an introduction to the study of
philology. He still intended to benefit the philology program at the University
of Basel, which he had unintentionally harmed earlier. By the title, “We
Philologists,” he especially sought immediately to impart a sense of collective
identification, emphasizing the author’s self-identification as such (however
tormented he was privately on this matter). Another note from the Nachlaf
lists a set of lecture series for a model curriculum and includes a course
on “pre-Platonic philosophers.” A fragmentary note announces “lectures on
Greek philosophy. First part.”? Finally, a note from summer—fall 1873 lists a
“cycle of lectures” including “ancient philosophy: (1) pre-Platonics and Plato,
(2) Aristotle and the Socratics.”?® Although the pre-Platonic philosophers
manuscript was written between May and October 1872, Nietzsche wrote ex-
tensive notes to it in 1873, some of which have forerunners in the Nachlafs.>”
Further, a thirteen-page composition, “Succession (diadochai) of the Pre-
Platonic Philosophers,” comes from 1874. He added this diadochai and notes
to the lectures as written in 1872 but probably altered the text little. In fact,
the Nachtrige indicate that planned additions did not happen. Bornmann and
Carpitella consider these materials to be his Book of Philosophers. Karl
Schlechta also considered this lecture series text, with footnotes, citations,
organizational schemes and planned corrections, to be the Book of Philoso-
phers. Max Oehler and Richard Oehler, the Musarion editors, seem to have
shared this opinion.

\Y

The German word Nachlafl means (1) “leftovers” or “remainders” in general;
(2) “remains,” that is, a corpse; and (3) “estate” or “corpus,” that is, what is left
behind. In a literary sense it means the unpublished notes, manuscripts, and
miscellaneous items left behind after an author’s death. The German phrase
nachgelassene Schriften literally means “writings left behind”: in the present
case that would mean the unpublished manuscripts, notebooks, letters, and
miscellanea left at Nietzsche’s death, or perhaps at his mental eclipse. Nietz-
sche’s Nachlaf consists of 106 notebooks of three types: full-size notebooks

25. KSA, VII:24[14]; my translation.
26. KSA, VII:29[167]; my translation. A similar note appears in VII:19[129].
27. See for example, KSA, VII:19[96], 19[127], 23[33], or 19[316].
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approximately 9% X 12 inches, notebooks approximately 6 X 9 inches, and
small notebooklets of various sizes. These notebooks are arranged into series
for easy reference. Notebooks of predominantly philological content and his
Basel lectures constitute the so-called P series, which includes eight note-
books ranging from 60 to 234 pages. Nietzsche’s notebooks of philosophical
content from the Basel period constitute the so-called U series, which com-
prises twenty notebooks ranging from 72 to 250 pages. The fourteen note-
books ranging from 38 to 308 pages from the so-called Zarathustra period
(1882-85) constitute the Z series. His notebooks from the period of revalua-
tion (1884-89) constitute the W series, consisting of eighteen notebooks of 54
to 290 pages. The lesser notebooks in which he recorded ideas as the oppor-
tunity occasioned, covering the entire period from 1870 to 1888, are the forty-
six bound volumes called the N series. (There is also an M series consisting of
individual sheets of paper and other loose items in his possession.) The notes
contained in these series are all in Nietzsche’s handwriting and so are indubi-
tably genuine. The manuscript of the Basel lectures on the pre-Platonics is
part of the P series. The text for my particular translation is found in Nietz-
sche Werke, Kritische Gesamtausgabe, founded and edited by Giorgio Colli
and Mazzino Montinari, and continued by Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter and Karl
Pestalozzi, part 2, vol. 4. The relevant volume, Vorlesungsaufzeichnungen WS
1871/72-WS 1874/75, is edited by Fritz Bornmann and Mario Carpitella.
The German text of this lecture series first appeared complete only in 1995.
Editors Max Oehler and Richard Oehler misunderstood the importance of
“The Pre-Platonic Philosophers” and did a poor job on it in their Musarion
edition. (Richard Oehler was a cousin of Friedrich Nietzsche through the
philosopher’s mother, Franziska Nietzsche née Oehler; two decades after
his Musarion edition, he became a member of the “Society of Friends of
the Nietzsche Archive.” His Friedrich Nietzsche und die deutsche Zukunft
[1935], along with numerous articles and other books, sought to identify
Nietzsche as a Nazi. Max Oehler, also an important member of the society,
and the author of an early article connecting Nietzsche to Mussolini and the
“ethics of Fascism,”?® was unrelated.) They deleted three entire chapters and
three-quarters of a fourth; they also deleted a chronological chart, some foot-
notes, and occasionally even text without clearly indicating that they had done
so. One footnote is even cut off in midsentence. They treat the lectures’ sig-
nificance as a superficial Kampf against German decline vis-a-vis the Greeks.

28. Max Oehler, “Mussolini und Nietzsche: Ein Beitrag zur Ethik des Faschismus,” in Nietz-
sches Wirkung und Erbe: Sammlung von Aufsdtze, ed. K. Rausch, 33-35 (N.p.: n.p., 1930).
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Of course, this lecture series does partially answer the question, How is it we
begin as Greeks and end as Germans? The plot is much deeper than Oehler
and Oehler indicated, however. It was important to the unfolding translation
of this manuscript that I initially used the Musarion text, translating all its
contents. Then I turned to Bornmann and Carpitella, for the additional three
chapters and so on. As it turned out, the missing three chapters, which Oehler
and Oehler had deleted as redundant, provided much of the text’s dynamics.
Of course the manuscript could be presented as incomplete, redundant, and
empty if the editors themselves made it so. Instead, the text is complete, rich
if not superabundant, and not only not redundant to but entirely different
from Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks.

Although this material appeared under Elizabeth Férster and Peter Gast’s
general editorship in the Grofoktavausgabe, there is nothing suspicious
about the chain of custody for the text of “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers.”
Volumes 9 and 10 of the Grofoktavausgabe, consisting of the philological
Nachlap, were edited by Ernst Holzer. Later Peter Gast checked all handwrit-
ten notes in the manuscripts to verify them as Nietzsche’s own. The next
Nietzsche scholar to do so for the entire corpus was Giorgio Colli.

To unrave] the strange code of his footnotes, the extremely rare 1942
Nietzsche-Archiv publication Nietzsches Bibliothek, which indexes the more
than eight hundred surviving books in his personal library, as well as the
nearly complete borrowing lists from the Bonn-Leipzig-Basel years, proved
absolutely essential. Nevertheless, only the library loan lists and library inven-
tory are reliable in this thin volume; the introductory remarks should be
treated with extreme circumspection. Fortunately Karl Schlechta and pre-
Nazi archivists have verified this list.

In addition to translating Nietzsche’s German, I also translated various
letters from Gersdorff to Rohde, Wagner, and Elizabeth Férster; two addi-
tional short excerpts from Goethe’s correspondence with Lavater; and a short
passage from Max Heinze’s Die Lehre vom Logos in der griechischen Philoso-
phie. 1 also translated three short passages from the Suidas lexicon, along with
several common short Latin phrases.

VI

An introductory essay follows this preface. My translation of Nietzsches lec-
ture series and its footnotes and citations takes the reader a step further into
the subject matter. A lengthy commentary to Nietzsche’s lectures goes still
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another step into the details of the lectures. Sources for English translations
of Greek and Latin authors and other materials may be found in appendix 1.
Works cited by Nietzsche, with greatly expanded bibliographic data, may be
found in appendix 2. Works I cite may be found in appendix 3. An index
locorum is provided so that readers can easily find specific passages of interest
in the ancient authors.

VII

My sincere thanks go out to the copyright holders of the Bornmann and
Carpitella edition of “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers,” Walter de Gruyter and
Co., Berlin and New York, for permission to publish this translation.

Tragically, Professor Jorg Salaquarda, of the Institut fiir Systematische
Theologie at Universitit Wien, who supported translation of The Pre-Platonic
Philosophers, died unexpectedly before this project was completed. I shall
always remember his support of me on this and other occasions.

On a happier note, I wish to thank Richard Schacht for helpful comments
on the manuscript and Bruce Bethell for copyediting a difficult and intricate
manuscript.

The Perry-Casteneda Graduate Library and the Classics Library at the
University of Texas, Austin, were my initial research facilities. My sincere
thanks go to them for the privilege of becoming acquainted with a wealth of
philosophical lore. The Mallet Chemistry Library at the University of Texas
also allowed me access to a very rare volume held in its special collections, and
so my thanks go out to its staff also. In the more complex later stages of prepa-
ration of this translation, I used the Classics Library, History and Philosophy
Library, and General Library System of the University of Illinois, Urbana-
Champaign. My special thanks go to these facilities and their staff, especially
Bruce Swann of the Classics Library.

Several difficult passages from the Greek, along with one quotation in
Latin attributed to Paracelsus, were translated by R. Scott Smith, from the
Department of Classics at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, to
whom I am eternally grateful.

I also want to express my sincere gratitude to my former educators in
Greek philosophy and language: Professors Alexander P. D. Mourelatos (Uni-
versity of Texas, Austin) and Robert Wengert and Gerald Michael Brown
(both at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign). Responsibility for all
errors in this volume rests solely with the translator.
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and offered encouragement, without which this translation would not have
seen the light of day.
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I

Until the mid-eighteenth century, Germany had contributed little if anything
to the study of Greek culture.! The Renaissance had left a rich legacy of Greek
texts, but Germany did not meaningfully share in their study. This state of
affairs changed with Johann Joachim Wincklemann (1717-68).

Thanks, initially to Wincklemann, Greece and thereby the whole ancient
world took on a new fascination which resulted in a new kind of scholar with a
new kind of scholarly aim: the reconstruction of antiquity in all its real detail.
And such was the momentum of the new German scholarship that by the
beginning of the nineteenth-century Germany had become the European
centre for classical studies, traditional as well as new, and the unprecedented

_ growth in the scale of scholarly work of a host of different kinds was well under
way. . . . The ancient world, its texts and its history, were submitted to critical
analysis with an unprecedented thoroughness, sense of system and concern
for evidence that was, in intention at least, dispassionate.?

Wincklemann formed a new national German culture based on scholar-
ship of the ancients, especially the Greeks, though there are no unique direct
cultural links between Greece and Germany, linguistically or otherwise. His
image of the Greeks may be all too briefly encapsulated by his claim that the
“universal dominant characteristic of Greek masterpieces, finally is noble
simplicity and serene greatness.”® German classical education, founded in this
overarching image, culminated in the town of Weimar, home to Johann Wolf-
gang Goethe (1749-1832), Friedrich Schiller (1759-1805), Gotthold Ephraim
Lessing (1729-81), Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744-1803), and many

1. M. S. Silk and ]. P. Stern, Nietzsche on Tragedy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1983), 10.

2.1bid., 10, 11.

3. In E. M. Butler, The Tyranny of Greece over Germany (Cambridge, 1935), 46.
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other influential figures at the end of the eighteenth century. One of the area’s
finest institutions was the school at Pforta (or Schulpforta), near Naumburg.

Within this rich intellectual hub of German culture at Weimar, Goethe,
Schiller, Herder, and a host of intellectual men and women held court before
musicians, playwrights, sculptors, and others. The grandson of one such Wei-
mar circle hostess, Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche (1844-1900), pursued the
best educational opportunities of his milieu even as a child. He attended the
Pforta school, the academy in Naumburg producing a long list of names in
German arts. More specifically, the academy at Pforta educated many impor-
tant philologists: Johann August Ernesti (1707-81), Karl August Bottiger
(1760-1835), Friedrich Wilhelm Thiersch (1784-1860), Ludwig Doederlein
(1791-1863), Ludolph Dissen (1784-1837), August Meinecke (1790-1870),
Otto Jahn (1813-69), August Nauck (1822-92), Ludwig Breitenbach (1813—
85), Hermann Bonitz (1814—-88), Curt Wachsmuth (1837-1905), Ulrich von
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1848-1931), and Nietzsche himself.* Following
this tradition, Nietzsche publicly delivered his first philological essay at the
age of sixteen. Once he began attending the University of Bonn, however, his
interests spread to the sciences, especially atomism and chemistry. Karl
Schlechta—one of the first important Nietzsche scholars—has detailed the
tortured decision Nietzsche faced in entering philology at the university
level.®

The first professor at Bonn to notice Nietzsche’s talents was Friedrich
Ritschl (1806-76), who had made his international reputation by an edition of
the Suidas lexicon and by his work on Rheinisches Museum, a philological
journal of the highest caliber. When a professional rift with rival philologist
Otto Jahn caused Ritschl to transfer to the University of Leipzig, Nietzsche
and other philologists followed him there.® In Leipzig Nietzsche and Erwin
Rohde (1845-98),” himself destined to become one of the greatest German
experts on Greek and Latin authors, formed an important philological club,
the University Philological Association. His professional situation in philology
seemed faultless, and so Ritschl recommended Nietzsche for a position at the

4. Silk and Stern, Nietzsche on Tragedy, 15.

5. Karl Schlechta, Der junge Nietzsche and das klassische Altertum (Mainz: Florian-
Kupferberg Verlag, 1948).

6. William Musgrave Calder III argues the converse—namely, that “Ritschl followed Nietz-
sche” (“The Wilamowitz-Nietzsche Struggle: New Documents and a Reappraisal,” in Nietzsche-
Studien, vol. 12, ed. Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter and Karl Pestalozzi [Berlin: De Gruyter, 1983],
235).

7. For the standard German-language biography of Rohde, see Otto Crusius, Erwin Rohde:
Ein biographischer Versuch (Tiibingen: Verlag von J. C. B. Mohr, 1902).
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small University of Basel in 1869, calling him “the best philologist in Ger-
many,” though the twenty-four-year-old had yet to receive his doctorate.
Causing a sensation in Germany, Switzerland, and beyond, Nietzsche was
awarded the position.

During the winter semester of the 1869-70 academic year at the Univer-
sity of Basel, the newly arrived ordinary professor of classical philology, Herr
Doktor Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche, offered a Kolleg, or lecture course, on
“earlier Greek philosophers.” This course continued into the summer 1872,
summer 1873, and summer 1876 sessions. During this brief time Nietzsche
went from being a philologist at the top of his world to an uneasy contradic-
tion of philologist and nonphilologist and finally to an identity as former
philologist.5 Nietzsche’s lecture series entitled “Pre-Platonic Philosophers
with Interpretations of Selected Fragments” (referred to henceforth as “The
Pre-Platonic Philosophers”) provides a philological account of the earliest
rise of natural philosophy in Greece while demonstrating an up-to-date
knowledge of physical theory. It was offered as an introductory lecture course
rather than as an advanced seminar. A handwritten office-door announce-
ment of this course survives as a curiosity, but the text of this lecture series
is nothing less than a lost link in the chain of development of a major
nineteenth-century German philosopher. In it concepts such as the will to
power, the eternal return of the same, the overman, gay science, self-
overcoming, and so on receive rough, unnamed formulations and are linked
to specific pre-Platonics, especially Heraclitus, who emerges as a pre-Platonic
Nietzsche. Nonetheless, the young professor behind these lectures was still
far from the thinker he would become once rid of his enchantment with
Wagner and Schopenhauer.

The following years, 1870-71, proved eventful and greatly disruptive.
The Franco-Prussian War broke out, with fateful personal and national conse-
quences for Nietzsche and most of Europe’s populace, for Catholic France
lost in a rout, Germany was about to unite, and Italy would soon unify as a
nation and curtail the power of Rome. The medieval town of Basel sat pre-
cisely where the two warring countries, France and Germany, shared a border
with Switzerland; its citizens watched the drama unfold. Nietzsche himself

8. The term philology comes from two root words, philos (“love”) and logos, here meaning
“word” or “language.” Literally it is the love of language, words, or logos. Specifically it means the
study of written records to determine the meaning, authenticity, and original form of a word or
text. As coined by the eighteenth-century intellectual Friedrich August Wolff, the word is re-
stricted to the study of Greek and Latin texts within an academic context. More broadly, philology
means any love of literature.
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first attempted to rejoin the Prussian Army artillery unit in which he had
served in 1865 and then sought to join the University of Basel Red Cross
auxiliary. As he narrated later in Ecce Homo, he pondered the basic notions of
his future project The Birth of Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music at the Battle
of Worth, near Metz. When he returned to Basel, his destiny was sealed with
the quick move to publish his ideas in early 1872. Public reaction to The Birth
of Tragedy was uniformly one of shock. With this publication the rising star
named “Nietzsche” seemed to violate the norms of his own profession and in
particular seemed to demonstrate disregard for his teachers at Bonn and
Leipzig, who had spared no effort in developing a meticulous, “scientific”
approach to classical culture and texts. In response Nietzsche’s fellow philolo-
gist from Schulpforta Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff critically chal-
lenged The Birth of Tragedy in a pamplet with the title Zukunftsphilologie!
(The term Zukunft, meaning “future,” refers to Richard Wagner’s frequent
use of the word in his writings, one that Wagner in turn had adopted from his
early influence, Ludwig Feuerbach. The term Zukunfisphilologie thus indi-
cates a Wagner-inspired approach to philology.) The Nietzsche-Wilamowitz
controversy became an immediate sensation across the German-speaking
countries. The quick and hostile attack took Nietzsche by surprise, shocking
and demoralizing him. Many of his colleagues either agreed with Wilamowitz
or remained silent. Even his former mentor, Friedrich Ritschl, backed away
in horror. .

This was a fascinating, if painful, moment in Nietzsche’s personal develop-
ment. As his biographer Ronald Hayman emphasizes, Nietzsche was perhaps
the last to understand that publishing The Birth of Tragedy would effectively
constitute professional suicide. Richard and Cosima Wagner had known this
well yet encouraged him to publish it anyway. Nietzsche’s colleagues and
reading public were the next to understand; they knew immediately that such
an extraordinary treatment of the Greeks would spell the end to his academic
career, no matter how promising it had once been. At this point, having felt a
youthful invulnerability, Nietzsche was still struggling to accept the end of his
career, and his pain is tangible in his correspondence. Not only was his first
career over, but the University of Basel, with an enrollment of fewer than two
hundred, had by now seen twenty students leave its philology program be-
cause of Nietzsche’s infamy. He probably saw his indiscretion as a case of
academic folly. Surely the entire dedication to Wagner’s cult of genius would
later appear to him as such a colossal error, as would his bewitchment by
Schopenhauerian pessimism. As a rule Nietzsche worried above all else about
compromising his teachings through the foolishness of his persona, a trait
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manifesting itself in subtle ways. As Richard Schacht notes, Nietzsche as
educator was attempting to provide Western humanity with a new paradig-
matic lifestyle, not merely new doctrines.® Like all mortals, however, Nietz-
sche participated in his share of foolishness; he, too, was a product of his
milieu, albeit untimely in many ways and of continuing interest and inspira-
tion to later generations. As a member of his milieu he could appear only
tragicomic to his fellows, and he occasionally appeared foolish even to him-
self. His limitations formed obstacles to overcome; Wagner, Schopenhauer,
and philology would not forever plague him as mistakes, yet they would have
to be reinterpreted as painful but necessary steps to his own “becoming what
oneis.”

Nietzsche had burdened Rohde almost daily during this portentous epi-
sode. Depression and humiliation threatened him, so that it was not until the
spring and summer of 1872 that Nietzsche could prepare a revised or com-
plete version of his 1869-70 course on the pre-Platonics.!® The summer
semester of 1872 was miserable for him from a professional perspective. He
wrote his close friend Erwin Rohde only one week into the semester: “T am
lecturing on the Libation Bearers to 6 students at the University, to 10 stu-
dents on the pre-Platonic philosophers. It’s pathetic! Our worthy colleagues
are still silent about my writing; they don’t make so much as a sound.”!! In
response Rohde encouraged his friend to find some semblance of peace of
mind. Such peace came, ironically, from taking up the theme of pre-Platonic
philosophy, that is, by returning to the tragic age of the Greeks. His letter to
Rohde written on Tuesday, June 11, 1872, is of unequaled importance as a
reflection by Nietzsche on the pre-Platonic philosophers lecture series:

Today I write you, my dear friend, only so that you may be entirely uncon-
cerned about me; I find myself in the pehtdecoo evdia [sweet tranquility]
which you wished for me, indeed, even in a certain elevated suspense. . . . In
addition, I have a sense of well-being about my lecture courses, especially that
on the pre-Platonics; these grand figures appear to me as more lively now than

9. Richard Schacht, “Zarathustra/Zarathustra as Educator,” in Nietzsche: A Critical Reader,
ed. Peter R. Sedgwick, 222-49 (Cambridge, Mass: Blackwell, 1995).

10. In 1872 he wrote to Erwin Rohde that he had worked on his lectures with great joy over the
previous six months. Another letter also indicates six months of work that year. This, then, is the
most likely date of composition for the received manuscript of the pre-Platonic philosophers
lectures. It is impossible that the received version dates to earlier than 1869, for it refers to works
published later; moreover, a less finished draft does not exist. We may thus presume, until better
evidence comes along, that the first version of the course was delivered without one continuous
written manuscript.

11. Friedrich Nietzsche, Samtiche Briefe: Kritische Studienausgabe, ed. Giorgio Colli and
Mazzino Montinari, 8 vols. (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1986), IV, no. 220; my translation.
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ever, and I can now read the drawn-out commentaries of the honorable Zeller
only in order to make fun of them. I will mention by the way that, in regard to
the chronological questions surrounding Pythagoras, T have followed you with
joy and praise: in general, I have really wrung your essay dry. Do you find it
worthy of approval that I, roughly in the manner of Aristotle, but otherwise
completely against tradition, treat Pythagorean philosophy after atomism and
before Plato? Their real formation must fall in between there. I do not believe,
as Zeller still assumes, that Pythagoras himself had already discovered all
embryonic forms of this philosophy, and everything from which he wants to
conclude familiarity with Pythagorean principles on the part of Parmenides
and so on appears very weak. The entire philosophy of numbers appears to
me, conversely, as a new path upon which they were emboldened by the
obvious or apparent failure of the Eleatics, of Anaxagoras and of Leucippus.
Please give me your opinion on this matter, very briefly, with a note.

I have also discovered a special significance to Anaximander. I have trusted,
in principle, the chronology of Apollodorus: he had already discovered the
entirely arbitrary nature of the more ancient Stadoxoi and annihilated it with
his dating. I treat Anaximander, Heraclitus, and Parmenides as the main fig-
ures [Hauptkerle]—in that order: then Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and Democ-
ritus. I name Thales as the forerunner to Anaximander, Xenophanes as the
forerunner to Parmenides, Anaximenes as the forerunner to Anaxagoras, Em-
pedocles and Democritus (because he was the first ever to have presented a
theory as to the How? of the world process, pévooig moxveoig). Leucippus is
also a forerunner. Additionally, as successors, there is Zeno, etc.!?

Rohde never responded to these particular notions in correspondence, appar-
ently because he was working on a written defense of Nietzsche. In a pamplet
with the title Afterphilologie, openly addressed to Richard Wagner, Rohde
mounted a-polemical-philological defense of his closest friend and fellow
philological wunderkind, although he sensed it was the single act that could
threaten his own stellar career. Elated, Nietzsche resumed his life with in-
creased intensity. This period was one of rapid activity for him: correspon-
dence with and visits to the composer Richard Wagner (1813-83), business
with publishers and well-wishers, correspondence with friends, and so on. .

Not everyone else stayed away from Nietzsche forever, either. One stu-
dent at the University of Basel, Ludwig von Scheffler, reflecting on the winter
1875-76 semester, gave to posterity an irreplaceable description of Nietz-
sche’s lecturing style.

Yes, Nietzsche’s lecture could really be called a monologue. . . . Nietzsche . . .

seemed to know of absolutely no relation to another being. He spoke slowly,
often halting, not so much seeking an expression as checking the impression of

12. Ibid., IV, no. 229; my translation.
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his dicta to himself. If the thread of thought led him to something particularly
extreme, then his voice also sank, as if hesitatingly, down to the softest
pianissimo. No, this was no Storm and Stresser. A patient sufferer, rather, was
calling upon philosophy to console him in the struggle against a crushing fate.
Upon a philosophy that was still not his own, but was adjusted to his feeling.
The warmth of his presentation, the manner in which this worldview took
shape before us in his words, nonetheless gave me the impression of some-
thing new and completely individual. It lay like a cloud on this man’s entire
being. And over and over the question came to me as I listened: “Who is he?
Where is he heading for, this thinker?” Then suddenly the speaker gave his
sentences a sharp epigrammatic twist. An aphorism instead of a conclusion.
Was it calculation that the Rhine instead of his words brought a roaring finale?
Nietzsche sank back into his chair as if listening. Then he got up slowly. And
gently and silently as he had come, he walked back out the door.!3

Impressed by Nietzsche’s lecturing, Scheffler enrolled in a course offered by
Nietzsche during the summer semester of 1876, and he later recorded a
remarkable account of the pre-Platonic philosophers lectures. On one par-
ticular day Scheffler was the only student to show up to class and so received a
“private” reading from Nietzsche.

Nietzsche was giving a sort of introduction to Platonic philosophy. He let the
so-called pre-Platonic philosophers pass before my inner eye in a series of
fascinating personalities. Since he also quoted them directly, he read slowly
and let the deep thoughts in their statements penetrate all the more into my
spirit. They moved along grandly and majestically, like a shining cloud. . . . But
one of those lofty forms detached itself with clearer profile from that dissolv-
ing flow. Here the lecturer’s voice also was overcome by a gentle trembling,
expressing a most intimate interest in his subject matter: Heraclitus!! I will
never forget how Nietzsche characterized him. If not that lecture, at least what
he had to say about the sage of Ephesus will be found among his posthumous
papers. [ always feel a shudder of reverence when I think of the moving end of
that lecture. Words of Heraclitus! According to Nietzsche they summed up
the innermost motive of the Ionian philosopher’s thought and intention (and
his own?). He drew a breath in order to pronounce the sentence. It resounded
then fully in the harmonious tones of the Greek original text. More tonelessly
yet understandably in German. Nietzsche folded the pages of his manuscript
together as he said: “I sought myself!”14

Ludwig von Scheffler later came to know Nietzsche more personally, visiting
his apartment and taking walks with him, sometimes with Peter Gast also pres-
ent. This account was written thirty years after the fact yet remains valuable.

13. Sander L. Gilman, ed., Conversations with Nietzsche: A Life in the Words of His Contem-
poraries, trans. David ]. Parent (New York: Oxford University Press, 1987), 67.
14.Ibid., 73.
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What Silk and Stern say of Nietzsche’s philological writings from the
Leipzig years applies with equal weight to the pre-Platonic philosophers lec-
ture series. “Taken together, these studies comprise a substantial body of
work notable for its diversity, its competence and its orthodoxy. They show us
Nietzsche collating manuscripts, emending texts or (in more discursive,
literary-historical vein) investigating date, authorship, provenance or genesis
of ancient writings. In short, these studies exhibit all the familiar features of
nineteenth-century ‘scientific scholarship.” 715

The “scandal” surrounding The Birth of Tragedy meant that few, if any,
contemporary German philologists offered measured opinions about Frie-
drich Nietzsche. As a result, retrospective evaluations by later Greek scholars
are necessary. Francis Cornford spoke out in 1912 from England on behalf of
The Birth of Tragedy, calling it “a work of profound imaginative insight, which
left the scholarship of a generation toiling in the rear.”'¢ According to M. S.
Silk and J. P. Stern:

There has been an increasing willingness to grant that, for all the attendant
eccentricities, Nietzsche’s ideas about Greece—and the book that most fully
embodies them—have a special value. To many of the thoughtful scholars of
the last few decades, Nietzsche is (in Ludwig Edelstein’s words) “one of the
most penetrating modern interpreters of the Greek mind,” while Birth of
Tragedy is now widely seen as a book to admire, whatever its defects. To Bruno
Schnell it was a book that showed “a fine sympathy with the elemental power
of inchoate tragedy”; to Werner Jaeger it was “brilliant,” even if “uneven”; and
to G. F. Else, “a great book, by whatever standard one cares to measure it.”
Synthesizing the two sides of the argument, Hugh Lloyd-Jones has recently
commented: “with all its appalling blemishes, it is a work of genius, and began
anew era in the understanding of Greek thought.”!”

I believe these comments are true as well of “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers”
delivered as a lecture series; although not a book, it still ushered in a new era
at least for von Scheffler and his fellow students. My hope is that, with this
translation, these irreplaceable and brilliant lectures will, over one and one-
quarter centuries later, effect the impact that has so long been their potential.

Nevertheless, Silk and Stern’s Nietzsche on Tragedy (1981) exhibits a cer-
tain oversight regarding the importance of “The Pre-Platonic Philosophers”
that has greatly affected the general awareness of this manuscript. Silk and
Stern do acknowledge that Nietzsche continued to lecture “on a wide variety
of [classical] topics from Hesiod’s Works and Days to Greco-Roman rhet-

15. Silk and Stern, Nietzsche on Tragedy, 16.
16. Ibid., 126.
17. 1bid., 131.
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oric,” but they continue, “As far as philological investigations were con-
cerned, he was no longer active.”"* They do point to “two notable fragments”
from 1872-73, “Homer’s Contest” and Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the
Greeks, but they fail to take any note of the far more elaborate “Pre-Platonic
Philosophers.”*® They finally arrive at their conclusion: “The blunt fact is that
after Birth of Tragedy, and apart from the special case of Wagnerian music
drama, he never again shows any marked interest in drama, Greek or other.”2
Silk and Stern mention “We Philologists,” yet they claim it “marks the end of
Nietzsche’s active Hellenism.”?! Their claim that, by this time, since “Nietz-
sche’s lecturing was his only link between philology],] and philosophy ceased
in its turn to activate his thinking, his position at Basel became more anoma-
lous than ever, 22 seems far too blunt to be of any use. The fourteenth lecture
in the series discusses Empedocles as the tragic philosopher par excellence,
and the first several lectures directly address tragic oracles and meter; indeed,
Nietzsche describes his entire subject as that of the tragic age. Even though
they magnanimously esteem The Birth of Tragedy, Silk and Stern offer a
misleading picture of the importance of this and other lecture series from the
Basel period, as my translation will show. My thesis is not that “The Pre-
Platonic Philosophers” is important as philology, however, but rather that it is
an overlooked moment of Nietzsche’s philosophical development. Specifi-
cally, I show in the commentary that, along with Friedrich Albert Lange’s
History of Materialism and Roger Joseph Boscovich’s Theory of Natural Phi-
losophy, this series of lectures on the pre-Platonics comprises “a hidden be-
ginning of Nietzsche’s philosophizing,” as Anni Anders and Karl Schlechta
have already argued.?®

II

Whom did the brilliant young philologist Nietzsche take as his sources for an
understanding of the Greeks? There were several. One important source was
Plutarch, an Academic philosopher, historian, and essayist of the second cen-

18. Ibid., 108.

19. Ibid., 109.

20. Ibid.

21.1Ibid., 110.

22. Tbid.

23. Karl Schlechta and Anni Anders, Friedrich Nietzsche: Die verborgenen Anfingen seines
Philosophierens (Stuttgart: Friedrich Frommann Verlag, 1962). Another important exception to
the indifference suffered by these lectures is Hermann Josef Schmidt, Nietzsche und Sokrates:
philosophische Untersuchungen zu Nietzsches Sokratesbild, Monographien zur philosophischen
Forschung, vol. 59 (Meisenheim am Glan: Verlag Anton Hain, 1969)
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tury of the common era (henceforth “C.E.”), but Nietzsche’s presentation is
not, like Plutarch’s, a theory of parallel lives. Sextus Empiricus, the Skeptic
philosopher and physician of the second century C.E., provided him with im-
portant testimony, especially in the case of Empedocles. Simplicius of Cilicia,
a sixth-century commentator on Aristotle’s Physics and other works, provided
Nietzsche with irreplaceable physical interpretations of pre-Platonic philoso-
phy of nature, as well as elaborations on Aristotle’s comments about the same.
Hippolytus, bishop of Rome and Church Father of the third century C.E.,
provided the largest single source on Heraclitus, the Dionysians, and Ephe-
sians. John of Stobei (Joannes Stobaeus), a fifth-century C.E. Byzantine an-
thologist, provided Nietzsche with numerous important fragments. Far and
above his most important primary source, however, was Diogenes Laertius, a
compiler from the third century c.E. Nietzsche’s “Pre-Platonic Philosophers”
most closely resembles Lives of the Eminent Philosophers, a work of incalcu-
lable value to scholars and European culture in general. Diogenes Laertius
provided anecdotal and doctrinal information, all of it fascinating, and Nietz-
sche rarely leaves his side in these lectures. One indication of their relation-
ship is that, while the lecture series was taking place and presumably the
manuscript was being written, Nietzsche signed his name “Awoyevig Aoep-
T160ng” (Diogenes Laertiades) in a letter to Rohde on August 26, 1872.24 This
name probably comes originally from Homer, who called Odysseus “Awoyeviig
Aaeptiadn” (Diogenes Laertiade—that s, son of Laertius, or literally “sprung
from” Laertius). Nietzsche published an article on Diogenes Laertius in
Rheinisches Museum that Friedrich Ueberweg, author of a renowned history
of philosophy and a figure of some importance to the Basel lectures, refer-
enced.® In almost every way Nietzsche enthusiastically identified himself
with Diogenes Laertius, though several years earlier he had also written a
detailed criticism of the sources of Diogenes Laertius (yet to be translated
into English). From these figures, all traditional, orthodox sources for philol-
ogy, he would gather vital yet hidden clues about the typology, doxography,
and chronology of the pre-Platonics. (Remember that Hermann Diels’s com-
plete one-volume collection of the fragments of the pre-Socratics did not
appear until 1903.)

Throughout the last twelve lectures on pre-Platonic philosophy, Nietz-
sche develops an extended chronological argument. Described at its most

24. Nietzsche, Samitliche Briefe, IV, no. 252.

25. Concerning the importance of Nietzsche’s Diogenes Laertius studies, see Jonathan Barnes,
“Nietzsche and Diogenes Laertius,” Nietzsche-Studien, vol. 15, ed. Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter and
Karl Pestalozzi (1986).
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general level, the controversy he thereby entered is a much earlier debate
between the “succession” theory of Theophrastus and his opponent, Apol-
lodorus. In this debate Nietzsche took the side of Apollodorus, chronogra-
pher of the second century before the common era (henceforth “B.c.E.”),
rejecting the received “succession” theory. At nearly all points of conflict
Nietzsche rejected Theophrastus (and Demetrius) and his attempt to order
the pre-Platonics such that they all form a chain of student-teacher relation-
ships down through time. It should be noted that the issue of succession
also constitutes the primary disagreement between Nietzsche and Diogenes
Laertius. Clement of Alexandria, a Church Father of the second and third
centuries C.E., served Nietzsche both as a source of numerous fragments and
as an object of attack concerning chronology. Nietzsche shows how the theory
of succession has skewed the chronology of pre-Platonic philosophy. He
abandons such a theory and derives a new chronology. (Clement’s doxograph-
ical description of Heraclitus became an object of Nietzschean ire as well.) At
several points Nietzsche is compelled to argue en passant against Hesychius
of Alexandria, the lexicographer of the Suda, or Suidas, yet agrees with him at
other moments. His new chronology allows Nietzsche to make his case about
the rise of mathematical science and atomism in Greece, so that his laborious
chronological argument is anything but unnecessary.

His new chronology presents a progression of natural scientific insights
culminating in a mathematical atomism among the Pythagoreans. This hy-
pothesis requires a number of particulars. (1) Nietzsche views Thales as a
forerunner to Anaximander, and (2) he discovers a greater significance for the
latter. (3) He also denies any connection whatsoever between Anaximenes
and other pre-Platonics. Anaximenes receives recognition for his contribu-
tion to natural scientific method, namely, an explanatory hypothesis for the
formation of all things. (4) Nietzsche treats Pythagoras as radically separate
from the later mathematical atomists. (5) He treats Heraclitus as contributing
to natural science, despite his hermit’s temperament, with theories of time
atomism and temporal relativity. (6) He provides an exact chronology of Par-
menides, which shores up his own chronology, although Parmenides is seen to
contribute little directly to natural scientific understanding in Greece. Xe-
nophanes is treated as a forerunner to Parmenides.

(7) Nietzsche treats Zeno as a successor to Parmenides but a predecessor
to Anaxagoras. (8) He radically revalues the importance of Anaxagoras in the
rise of natural science and mathematical atomism, and (9) he claims a di-
minished importance for Empedocles’ contributions to the rise of science.
(10) He reinterprets Democritus as the culmination and perfection of the
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previously accumulated contributions toward natural science. Democritus
must come after all the others, if Nietzsche’s entire thesis is correct, and
within the proper order of discovery. (11) The mathematical-scientific Py-
thagoreans are radically divorced from Pythagoras himself and placed much
later in the chronology, as an elaboration on Democritean atomism with their
own original twists. Finally, (12) Socrates is treated as the denier of all physics,
a worrier about the afterworld, the final pure type among the Greeks before
Plato, the mixed type. Yet even here some important chronological arguments
are made. Chronology obviously allows the possibility of his narrative, so
Nietzsche investigates its logic with exceptional vigor.

Throughout Nietzsche’s pre-Platonic philosophers lectures, in text or
notes, he either agrees or conflicts with several of his contemporary or recent
fellow philologists, including Eduard Zeller, Jacob Bernays (1824-81), Au-
gust Boeckh (1785-1865), Max Heinze, Otto Ribbeck (1827-98), and Erwin
Rohde. Neither Friedrich Ritschl nor Otto Jahn, his former teachers, is men-
tioned, however, nor is nemesis Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff. Nietz-
sche was forced by his medical condition (whose symptoms were headaches
and painful loss of eyesight) to stop lecturing temporarily in February 1876.
Though nearly blind, he wrote to his philologist friend Carl von Gersdorff
(1844-1904) on May 26, 1876, “The Greek philosophers return constantly to
my mind as paradigms of a way of life to be achieved. I am reading the Mem-
orabilia by Xenophon with the deepest personal interest. Philologists find it
deadly boring. You see how little I am a philologist.”?6 In early May 1879
Nietzsche asked the University of Basel to accept his resignation on medical
grounds, though he had long since transcended the bounds of academic clas-
sical philology, and in June 1879 the request was granted.?” Scarcely a half-
dozen years later the author of Zarathustra would write, “It is the humour
of my situation, that I should be mistaken for the former Basel professor
Doctor Friedrich Nietzsche. The devil take him! What has this fellow to
do with me!”2

26. Nietzsche, Sémtliche Briefe, V, no. 529; my translation.

27. William M. Calder III maintains that Nietzsche, in leaving academia, was following
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff’s open suggestion for him to resign. “Wilamowitz himself tells us that
Nietzsche took his advice. Small wonder that modern scholars repeat him.” In a footnote Calder
specifies, “Of course he did not resign because Wilamowitz told him to but in fact he did by
resigning follow Wilamowitz’ advice” (“The Wilamowitz-Nietzsche Struggle,” 235). Jaap Mans-
field argues that the belief that Wilamowitz-Moellendorff ultimately led to Nietzsche’s decision
to resign is “pure myth” originating with Wilamowitz himself (“The Wilamowitz-Nietzsche
Struggle: Another New Document and Some Further Comments,” in Nietzsche-Studien, vol. 15,
ed. Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter and Karl Pestalozzi [1986], 1).

28. Silk and Stern, Nietzsche on Tragedy, 115.



Friedrich Nietzsche’s Lectures
on the Pre-Platonic Philosophers






ONE

Introduction

Greek philosophy is generally considered by asking, How far, in comparison
with more recent philosophers, did the Greeks recognize and advance philo-
sophical problems? We desire to ask, What do we learn from the history of
their philosophy on behalf of the Greeks? Not, What do we learn on behalf of
philosophy? We want to make clear that their philosophy advanced some-
thing incomprehensible from the dominant viewpoint on the Greeks. Who-
ever conceives of them as clear, sober, harmonious, practical people will be
unable to explain how they arrived at philosophy. And whoever understands
them only as aesthetic human beings, indulging in all sorts of revelry in the
arts, will also feel estranged from their philosophy.

There is in fact also something more recent that Greek philosophy may
regard only as an imported plant, something that is actually indigenous to Asia
and Egypt; we must conclude that philosophy of this sort essentially only
ruined the Greeks, that they declined because of it (Heraclitus, because of
Zoroaster [Zarathustra of Iran]; Pythagoras, because of the Chinese; the Ele-
atics, because of the Indians; Empedocles, because of the Egyptians; Anax-
agoras, because of the Jews).

We desire to establish first of all that the Greeks were driven from within
themselves toward philosophy and to ask, To what end?! Second, we want to
observe how “the philosopher” appeared among the Greeks, not just how
philosophy appeared among them. To become acquainted with the Greeks, it

1. Can a philosophy become the germinating point of a culture? No, but [it may] fend off the
dangerous enemies of an already existing culture—Wagner’s rebellion against monumental art.
There is an invisible bridge from genius to genius. That is the real true history of a people;
everything else is murky, countless variations in inferior material, copies by unpracticed hands. It
shall be shown how the entire life of a people impurely and imperfectly reflects the image that its
highest geniuses offer.

How did the Greeks philosophize in the middle of their majestic world of the arts? Does
philosophizing cease when a perfection of life itself has been achieved? No, then begins the real
philosophizing. Its judgment on life means more.
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proves extremely noteworthy that several among them came to conscious
reflection about themselves; perhaps even more important than this con-
scious reflection is their personality, their behavior. The Greeks produced
archetypal philosophers. We recall a community of such diverse individuals as
Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Empedocles, Parmenides, Democritus, Protagoras,
and Socrates. Their inventiveness at this distinguishes the Greeks above all
other peoples:? normally a people produces only one enduring philosophical
type. The Germans as well cannot measure up to this wealth. Each one of
those [pre-Platonic] men is entirely hewn from one stone; between their
thought and their character lies rigorous necessity; they lack every agree-
ment, because, at least at that time, there was no social class of philosophers.>
Each is the first-born son of philosophy. Imagine there were no longer any
scholars in the world; the philosopher, as one who lives only for knowledge,
consequently appears more solitary and grand. That leads us, third of all, to
the relation of the philosopher to nonphilosophers, to the people [Volk]. The
Greeks have an astounding appreciation of all great individuals, and thus the
positions and legacies of these men were established incomparably early in
history. It has been rightfully said that a time is characterized not so much by
its great men but by how it recognizes and honors them. That constitutes the
most noteworthy thing about the Greeks, that their needs and their talents
coincided: an ingenious architect without work orders would appear quite
ridiculous among them. Fourth, we should emphasize the originality of their
conceptions, from which subsequent history has taken its fill. Ever again we
move in the same circular path, and almost always the ancient Greek form of
such conceptions is the most majestic and purest, for example, with so-called

2. World history is at its briefest when one measures according to the most significant philo-
sophical discoveries and to the creation of types of philosophers and excludes those hostile time
periods of philosophy, since we see a liveliness and creative power like never before: they fulfill
the greatest epoch; they have really created every type.

Continuation up until the moss and lichens of dogmatic theology.

3. The ancients were much more virtuous because they had many fewer fashions. Look at the
virtuous energy of their artists and philosophers.

Those Greek philosophers overcame the spirit of the times to be able to feel the Hellenic spirit.

Philosophy is justified in that it was invented by the Greeks, but that is merely an appeal to
authority.

The sanction of the Seven Sages belongs to the great character traits of the Greeks: other times
have saints; the Greek have sages.

4. The question, What is a philosopher? cannot be answered at all in more recent times. Here
he appears as an accidental, solitary wanderer, as a daring “genius.” What is he in the midst of a
powerful culture that is not based on solitary “geniuses”?

Wagner concerning the genius. In the midst of unnatural scholarship.

How does a people consider the philosepher? What relation does he have to the culture? Now
he shows himself as genius, like artists, solitary. The Republic of Geniuses.
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materialism. Initially Kantian philosophy closed our eyes to the seriousness of
the Eleatics; even the later Greek systems (Aristotle) regarded the Eleatic
problems too superficially.

Now it remains to be explained why I am considering “pre-Platonic”
philosophers as a group and not pre-Socratics. Plato is the first grand mixed
character both in his philosophy and in his philosophical typology. Socratic,
Pythagorean, and Heraclitean elements unite in his theory of the Ideas: it
should not, without further qualification, be called an original conception.
Also, as a human being he possesses the traits of a regally proud Heraclitus; of
the melancholy, secretive, and legislative Pythagoras; and of the reflective
dialectician Socrates. All subsequent philosophers are of this sort of mixed
philosophical type. In contrast, this series of pre-Platonics presents the pure
and unmixed types, in terms of philosopheme as well as of character. Socrates
is the last in this series. Whoever wishes to do so may call them all “one-
sided.” In any case, they are genuine “discoverers.” For all those afterward, it
became infinitely easier to philosophize. They [the pre-Platonics] had to find
the path from myth to laws of nature, from image to concept, from religion to
science. ‘

It is a true misfortune that we have so little left from these original phi-
losophers, and we involuntarily measure them too modestly, whereas from
Plato onward voluminous literary legacies lie before us. Many [scholars]
would assign the books [of the pre-Platonics] to their own providence, a fate
of books [ fatum libellorum]. This could only be malicious, though, if it de-
prives us of Heraclitus, the wonderful poem of Empedocles, [or] the writings
of Democritus, which the ancients compared to Plato, and if it wants to spoil
them for us by means of the Stoics, Epicureans, and Cicero. Now we must
essentially reconstruct and illuminate these philosophers and their teachings:
scattered reports about their lives are just as important to us as the ruins of
their systems.

Probably the greatest part of Greek prose is lost to us. In general they [the
pre-Platonics] wrote very little yet with the greatest concentration of energy.
There are, to be precise, the contemporaries of the classical period of classical
Greece, foremost those of the sixth and fifth centuries—the contemporaries
of tragedy, of the Persian Wars. The question is attractive enough: how did the
Greeks philosophize during the richest and most luxuriant period of their
power? Or more principled: did they philosophize in this period? The answer
will decisively clarify Hellenic character for us. In itself it [philosophy] is of
course necessary neither for one human being nor for a people. The Romans,
as long as they grew only from within, are entirely unphilosophical. It depends
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on the deepest roots of an individual and of a people, whether he philoso-
phizes or not. It concerns whether he has such an excess of intellect that he no
longer directs it only for personal, individual purposes but rather arrives at a
pure intuition with it. The Romans are not artists for the same reason they are
not philosophers.” The most general thing that they truly feel is the Impe-
rium: as soon as the arts and philosophy begin among them, it [the latter]
concerns itself with the nibblings of a saccarine soul. As Ennius’s [tragic
character] Neoptolemus says: “Philosophizing there must be, but by the few;
Since for all men it’s not to be desired.” He advises having a “taste” of philoso-
phy, but not “gorging oneself” with it.¢

The intellect must not only desire surreptitious delights; it must become
completely free and celebrate Saturnalia. The free spirit surveys things, and
now for the first time mundane existence appears to it worthy of contempla-
tion as a problem. That is the true characteristic of the philosophical drive:
wonderment at that which lies before everyone. The most mundane phenom-
enon is Becoming: with it Ionian philosophy begins. This problem returns
infinitely intensified for the Eleatics: they observe, namely, that our intellect
cannot grasp Becoming at all, and consequently they infer a metaphysical
world. All later philosophy struggles against Eleaticism; that struggle ends
with skepticism. Another problem is purposiveness in nature; with it the
opposition of spirit and body will enter philosophy for the first time. A third
problem is that concerning the value of knowledge. Becoming, purpose,
knowledge—the contents of pre-Platonic philosophy.

5. Concerning Roman mythology here.

The Romans appropriate philosophy, like the entire Greek culture: Roman concept of art and
of artificial culture—a distinguished convention, a decoration, hung up from outside.

The ancient Greeks without normative theology. Everyone has the right to write, and to
believe, what one wishes.

6. “Philosophari est mihi necesse, at paticis; nam omnino hatt placet. Dégustandum ex e4, non
in eam ingiirgitandum cénseo” (Cicero, Tusculan Disputations, bk. 2, ch. 1, sect. 1; Aulus Gellius,
[Attic Nights], bk. 5, ch. 16). [The quotation comes from bk. 5, ch. 15, whereas Gellius discusses it
in bk. 5, ch. 16. English-language translation is from Gellius, Attic Nights of Aulus Gellius, trans.
John C. Rolfe, 3 vols. (Loeb Classical Library, 1927).]
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Wise (6090¢)

The Greeks regarded Thales of Miletus as the first philosopher. In itself it is
arbitrary to say that so-and-so is the first and that before him there were no
philosophers, for a type does not [come to] exist all at once. Such a stipulation
follows from a definition of “the philosopher.” This [riddle of defining phi-
losopher] is what we seek to solve. Thales posits a principle from which he
makes deductions; he is foremost a systematizer. It might be argued that, on
the contrary, we already find the same quality in many of the older cos-
mogonies. We need only think of the cosmological notions in the Iliad, then
the Theogony, then the Orphic theogonies, [and] then Pherecydes of Syros
(already a contemporary of Thales, however). Thales is distinguished from
these in that he is unmythological.! His contemplations were conducted en-
tirely within concepts. The poet, who represents a preliminary stage to the
philosopher, was to be overcome. Why does Thales not completely blur to-
gether with the Seven Sages? He does not philosophize sporadically, in sepa-
rate proverbs: he not only makes one great scientific discovery but also syn-
thesizes an image of the world. He seeks the whole.2 Thus, Thales overcomes
(1) the mythic preliminary stage of philosophy, (2) the sporadic-proverbial
form of philosophy, and (3) the various sciences—the first by thinking concep-
tually, the second by systematizing, and the third by creating one [unified]
view of the world. Philosophy is therefore the art that presents an image of

1. In their mythology the Greeks reduced all of nature to [personified images of ] Greeks. They
likewise viewed nature only as a masquerade and disguise of men-gods. In this they were the
opposites of realists. The distinction between truth and appearance was deep within them. All
things are metamorphoses.

2. ]. Burckhardt: No wonder that his meaning—fine, weighed out, constructive—that the
richness of faintly suggesting the Whole, in service for the first time, was lost, and that one
contents oneself, to one’s greatest power, with decorative education. Here Roman culture shows
its true grandeur. As soon as one forgets how many unconscious and reinterpreted Greek forms
lay hidden beneath those of the Romans, one will have to wonder about the latter’s practical,
highly energetic achievements.
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universal existence in concepts; this definition fits Thales first. Of course, a
much later time recognized this.

And even the description of him as the first philosopher is, of course,
not in the character of Thales’” times. The word probably does not exist yet.
And under no circumstances would it have had this specific meaning. Also,
“6096g” does not, without qualification, mean “wise” in the usual sense. Ety-
mologically it is related to sapio, “to taste”; sapiens, “one who tastes”; and
copng, “tastable.” We speak of “taste” in the arts. For the Greeks, the notion
of taste is extended still further via a reduplicative form, Zicvgog, “of sharp
taste” (active); sucus is related to it (x for p, like lupus [and] A0x0g). According
to etymology, then, the word lacks the eccentric meaning; it contains nothing
of quietude and asceticism, only a sharp taste, a sharp knowledge, without any
connotation of a “faculty.” We should strongly contrast this to téxvn (from tex,
to generate), which always denotes a “bringing forth.” Whenever artists are
called cogpoi (Phidias, a wise sculptor; Polyclitus, a wise maker of portrait
statues), it indicates, according to Aristotle,? the perfection of their art—thus a
“maker of portrait statues of the finest taste,” 6096g, like sapiens in the super-
lative.* Now if we call a human being wise not in one particular aspect but in
general, Aristotle says, it shows that wisdom must be the most superb (and
universal) scientific knowledge [Wissenschaft]. The wise man must not only
be able to know how conclusions follow from principles, but he must know
even this as well: which branch of knowledge contains those principles most
worthy of knowledge.> We always, of course, distinguish wisdom from clever-
ness: every being that finds its goods within its own circumstances we call
clever. That which Thales and Anaxagoras know would normally be termed
out of the ordinary, miraculous, difficult, divine, but useless, because to them
it had nothing to do with humane goods. Thus cogto receives the character of
the useless. In its service an excess of intellect is necessary. In this connection
we recall the important wise sayings on the part of the Delphic oracle. Thales
is the first philosopher and one of the first sages (coot).®

3. Nicomachean Ethics, bk. 6, ch. 7.

4. [Cf. Nietzsche, Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, sect. 3, and Human, All Too Hu-
man, part 2, no. 170, to end. ]

5. “Therefore wisdom must plainly be the most finished of the forms of knowledge. It follows
that the wise man must not only know what follows from the first principles, but must also possess
truth about the first principles. Therefore wisdom must be intuitive reason combined with
scientific knowledge—scientific knowledge of the highest objects which has received as it were its
proper completion” (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, bk. 6, ch. 7. English-language translation is
from Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, trans. W. D. Ross, in Aristotle, Basic Works, ed. Richard
McKeon [New York: Random House, 1941]).

6. Zogio indicates one who chooses with discriminating taste, whereas science founds itself,
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I must emphasize that Thales was designated as co@og on entirely other
grounds than [those invoked] when he was called the first philosopher. We
have distinguished a mythic preliminary stage of philosophy and a sporadic-
proverbial one. Which is the preliminary stage of copia? Or better, that of
wisdom (6096g)? . . . How has the type wise man (codg évip) developed by
degree, up until the Seven Sages (cogot) of the Delphic oracle? In which
embryonic form does philosophy reveal itself? In which the philosopher?
These are two separate questions!

without such picky tastes, on all things knowable. Philosophical thinking is, specifically, of the
same sort as scientific thinking, only it directs itself toward great things and possibilities. The
concept of greatness, however, [is] amorphous, partly aesthetic and moralistic. Philosophy main-
tains a bond with the drive to knowledge, and therein lies its significance for culture. It is a
legislating of greatness, a bestowal of titles in alliance with philosophy: they say, “That is great,”
and in this way humanity is elevated. It [philosophy] begins with legislating morality. The Seven
Sages say, by way of their teachings and example, “That is morally great”: the Romans never
strayed far from this practical side of philosophy.

The philosopher is contemplative like the artist of images, compassionate like the religious,
[and] causal like the man of science (he searches out the tones of the world to test their reso-
nances and to represent their collective sound in concepts, swelling to the macrocosmic but with
the greatest rigor in doing so); [he is] like the actor or dramatic poet, who transforms himself and
maintains calm to project his transformation into words. He always emerses himself in dialectical
thought, as if he were plunging into a stream.



THREE

Mythical Preliminary Stage of
Philosophy!

The power to systematize—very strong in the Greek’s ranking and genesis of
their gods—presents us with a drive never coming to rest. It would be utterly
incorrect to consider the Greeks as being entirely rooted in their native soil
and as having introduced gods from within themselves alone; nearly all are
probably borrowed. It was a grand task to establish the rights and ranks of this
colorful divine realm. The Greeks met it with their political and religious
genius. The continual blending of the gods (Bedv xpaoic) was faced with
a crisis of the gods (Bedv xpioig). It was especially difficult to bring the
ancient ranks of the Titans into a relationship with the Olympians: Aeschylus
makes another attempt in the Eumenides to assimilate something entirely
alien to the new cult. Bizarre contrasts allowed the possibility of fantastic
inventions. Finally, a peace among the gods was established; Delphi was in-
volved, probably above all; there, in any case, we find an epicenter of philo-
sophical theology.

The most difficult juxtaposition, perhaps, would prove to be that of the
mystery gods to the Olympians. This problem is resolved with extraordinary
wisdom. First of all, [there were] gods who clarify everything at hand, as
continual guardians and observers of all Greek existence, and likewise gods of
mundane existence: next, for especially earnest religious elevation, as an invi-
tation to all ascetic and pessimistic affects, [there were] the mysteries, with
their hope of immortality. That these two currents did not harm or dishonor
one another must be deemed especially wise. There were ancient theogonies
that had already subscribed first to one ranking of the gods and soon there-
after to another.

1. [Aside from providing footnotes composed in 1873, Nietzsche left a few margin notes to the
manuscript of these lectures. Here he adds the following marginal note to this lecture title: “The
various regions of the cult.”]

10
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Last of all, there are the Orphic theogonies.? Aristotle says® that the poets of
old (&pxatot mownrai) and in tumn the latter-day philosophical theologians (Beo-
Aoyor) allow the highest and greatest to be not the first in time but instead the
outcome of a developmental process, a later Being. Those who stand midway
between? the poets and the philosophers (e.g., Pherecydes) regard the perfect
as later than the one first in time. He hints at the ancient poets by designating
their foundations: “Night and Heaven or Chaos or Ocean”>—Hesiod refers to
Chaos,® Homer to Ocean ('Oxeovog),” and a theogony attributed to Eudemus
(from which the Neoplatonist Damascius narrates)® refers to Night and Heaven
(NVE kai Ovpavdg). This is the simplest form of the Orphic theogonies.®

Apollonius assumes a second [such theogony].1° He depicts Orpheus sing-

2. Concerning Orpheus, see [Theodor] Bergk, Die Griechische Literaturgeschichte, [4 vols.
(Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1872),]1:396-400. Orpheus is the earthly manifestation
of the Dionysus ruling in Hades, Zagreus. The name points to darkness, as well as underworld
descent: Orpheus is torn to pieces by the Maenads; Zagreus, by the Titans. The religious songs
around which the ancient Orphic mysteries revolved were inspirational. The usual viewpoint that
Orphic secret teachings entered only after Homer is entirely uncertain. Homer'’s silence is ex-
plained well by the contradiction in which the spirit of Homeric poetry stands to Orphic poetry.
There are condemnations from Hesiod, yet he speaks based on dubious information. That it
[Orphic poetry] contained deeper messages is proved by its unwaning vitality. From the begin-
ning of the sixth-century, religion set itself in motion, and with it the Orphic teachings rose out of
the darkness. Even before Onomacritos we detect the influence of this teaching on Pherecydes of
Syrus. Onomacritos and Orpheus of Croton then seek to bring the Orphic teachings into agree-
ment with folk beliefs. Rich and powerful literature. Very ancient: Heraklides testifies that in the
Temple of Dionysus at Haemus there existed old records of the name Orpheus and that Py-
thagoras had used it (scholium to Euripides” Alcestis, 968). The Pythagorean school was said to be
a retreat to the ancient pure teachings of Orpheus: facing them, the determined resolve of the
Orphics at that time. Therefore, the Pythagoreans involve themselves again in Orphic poetry.

3. Metaphysics, bk. 14, ch. 4.

4. oi peprynévol adTdv.

5. olov NVkto kol Odpavov i Xdog fi ‘Qkeavov.

6. Hesiod, Theogony, 116-17.

7. Homer, Iliad, bk. 14,1. 201; bk. 15, 1. 240.

8. Damascius, De princ., 382.

9. Plato regards the Orphic verses as a source of ancient wisdom: especially important is a
passage of the Timaeus, 40b. He says with regards to the gods and their genealogies that we
should esteem the beliefs that had been spoken in earlier times, which originated in the expres-
sions of the gods themselves, and consequently their ideas must be precisely known. Here he
must mean Orpheus and Musaeus. His genealogy: four generations: Uranus and Gaia; Oceanus
and Tethys; Chronos and Rhea, along with the remaining Titans; and then the Chronids. Oceanus
does not stand at the pinnacle of the world’s formation; the epithet “born of the same mother”
[épopntwp], which Tethys [his sister] bears in a fragment at Cratylus 402c proves that. Appar-
ently this [Oceanus and Tethys] was the second generation, the children of Uranus and Gaia. Two
later generations probably extend the four: the younger Chronids, like Apollo, and their off-
spring; this is probably referred to in the Orphic verse at Philebus 66¢: “But cease at sixth descent
your ordered song” (£ktn & v yevefi katanodoate kéopov Goidig).

10. Argonaut. 1.494ff. [Nietzsche is apparently referring here to Johann Heinrich Voss,
Hesiods Werke und Orfeus der Argonaut (Heidelberg: Mohr und Zimmer Verlag, 1806).]
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ing as, in the beginning, the earth, sky and sea separated themselves from the
admixture of all things; as the sun, moon, and stars took up their orbits; [as]
mountains, rivers, and animals came to be; as the Oceanids ruled over Ophion
and Eurynome for the first time in Olympus; and as they were hurled into the
oceans by Chronos and Rhea, who were in their turn ousted by Zeus.!!

A third Orphic theogony? places water and primeval mud at the pinnacle;
they thicken into earth. From this arises a dragon with wings on its shoulders
and the appearance of a god; on both sides [it has] the head of a lion and that
of a steer named Heracles or Chronos. He is said to have united with neces-
sity, Adrestea; this then extended itself incorporeally across the entire uni-
verse. Chronos-Heracles produced a gigantic egg that broke open around the
middle, with the upper half forming the sky and the lower half forming the
earth. This theogony originates in later times, perhaps.

A fourth, more ancient [Orphic theogony], supported by many fragments,
places Chronos at the pinnacle. He produces aether and chaos, from which he
fashions a silver egg; from this is brought forth the all-illuminating, first-born
god, Phanes, who is also called Metis, Eros, and Erikapaios . . . Androgynous,
since he contains the seeds of all the gods in himself. Phanes generates out of
himself Echidna, or night, who, along with Uranus and Gaia, the step-parents
of the middle generation of gods, is portrayed by Hesiod in her essence. Zeus,
having successfully taken power, devours Phanes, and precisely because of
this, he is the epitome of all things. Plato refers to [the motto] “Zeus is the
beginning and the middle, from Zeus is everything made” as an “old saying”
(mohodg Adyog).3 And so it is also said: “One is Hades and Zeus and Helios
and Dionysus, One God dwells in all.”*# Zeus now brings forth out of himself
the last generation. Most important is the story of Dionysus Zagreus, the son
of Zeus and Persephone who, torn limb from limb by the Titans, lives once
again as the younger Dionysus, after Zeus has eaten his still intact heart.

11. See Preller, Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie, neue Folge, 4, 385. [Nietzsche refers here
to Ludwig Preller, “Studien zur griechischen Literatur,” in Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie,
new ser., 4 (1846).]

12. Damascius, De princ. 381.

13. Zedg dpy, Zedg péooa, Awdg & &k mavia tétuktal (Laws IV, 715¢). [Ueberweg cites this
Greek phrase. The English-language translation is from Eduard Zeller, Outlines of the History of
Greek Philosophy, rev. Wilhelm Nestle, trans. L. R. Palmer, 13th ed. (London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1931).]

14. €l¢ Zetc, elg "Atdng, £lg “HArog, £ig Atdvvoog, ig dedc év névieosot (Lobeck, 440). [This
citation refers to Christian August Lobeck (1781-1860) and his Aglaophamus: Drei Biicher iiber
die Grundlagen der Mysterienreligion der Griechen, mit einer Sammlung der Fragmente der
orphischen Dichter. The phrase is indeed on page 440 of the first volume, on the Orphics;
English-language translation from Zeller, Outlines.]
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Especially significant is the first prosaic cosmogony—that of Pherecydes
from the island of Syros—in ten books entitled Seven Recesses (or Divine
Mingling, Theogeny, Theology).”® In the beginning there are three primordial
principles: Zeus, or aether, that whereby all else is made; Chthon, or matter,
that wherefrom all is made; and Chronos, or time, that wherein all things are
made. Zeus resembles the breath that flows through all things; Chthon, the
water that puts pressure on all sides—water here, as with Thales, being pri-
meval flow, primeval mud, the first and thus the best of all, formless and
qualityless. Zeus transforms himself while he produces, in Eros, the creator
spirit within the world. With the union of Eros and Chthon begins the second
Chronos—measured, not infinite, time. Under the influences of Eros and
time, matter now spills over into the elements fire, air and water: the heavier
elements sink ever deeper, [while] the lighter elements float ever higher.

Now we have the Seven Folds, or World Spheres: the realms of (1) Eros
the Demiurge, (2) Chthon (absolutely displaceable), [(3)] Chronos, [(4)] fire,
[(5)] water, [(6)] air, and [(7)] earth. If we take Eros, Chthon, and Chronos
(Xpdvog) together as one region, then we have the neviékoopog, or Realm
of Five Worlds. A powerful generation of gods develops in these spaces.
Heavenly Eros is born on earth in serpentine form and becomes known as
Ophioneus. In opposition to him stands destructive time: this is the fight
between the Ophionids and the Kronids. Chronos and his entourage plunge
into the oceans. The earth, placed at the innermost recess (nvy0¢), in the
universal mist, floating freely in the realm of water (clouds and haze), resem-
bles a winged oak tree of the hardest wood, standing unmoved with out-
stretched pinions hanging in the air. Zeus places an honorary garment around
it after his victory over Chronos—whereupon it received the name Gaia
(T'oto)—a robe of rich, marvelous linen, and with his own hands embroidered
it with land, water, and riverbeds. This literary work has exercised a definite,
profound influence on those who study nature [Physiologen]: we discover
time and again that all its principles are bound up with theirs—flowing primal
matter with Thales, active breath with Anaximenes, the absolute Becoming of
time with Heraclitus, and with Anaximander the unknown, formless, and
qualityless primal Being, 10 dneipov. By the way, Zimmerman has proved
beyond doubt that there was an Egyptian influence on Pherecydes.

15. ‘Ertduvyog or Ocoxpacio Osoyovie Ocoroyia.

16. [Robert Zimmermann,] “Uber die Lehre des Pherecydes von Syros,” Zeitschrift fiir Philo-
sophie und Kritik by Fichte and Ulrici, 24:161, etc.—also in Studien und Kritiken, Vienna 1870.
[Nietzsche’s reference here is to Robert Zimmermann (1824-98), Studien und Kritiken zur
Philosophie und Aesthetik (Vienna: Wilhelm Braumiiller Verlag, 1870).]



FOUR

Sporadic-Proverbial Preliminary Stage

of Philosophy

Homer shows us ethically conscious thought already long in development; its
expression lies far more with his opposition of individual persons to ethics
rather than with his aphorisms, from which I recall the most famous:

As is the generation of leaves, so is that of humanity.!

Of all creatures that breathe and walk on the earth there is nothing more
helpless than a man is.?

One bird sign is best: to fight in defense of our country.?

For any man whose wits have hold on the slightest achievement, his suppliant
and guest is as good as a brother to him.*

Lordship for many is no good thing. Let there be one ruler, one king, to whom
the devious-devising Kronos gives the scepter and right of judgment, to watch
over his people.®

1. Iliad, bk. 6, 1. 146 (otn mep @OAAwY yevet) toin 88 kol dvdp@v). [The entire passage reads, in
Lattimore’s translation, “Then in turn the shining son of Hippolochos answered: ‘High-hearted
son of Tydeus, why ask of my generation? As is the generation of leaves, so is that of humanity.
The wind scatters the leaves on the ground, but the live timber burgeons with leaves again in the
season of spring returning. So one generation of men will grow while another dies’” (Homer, The
Iliad, trans. Richmond Lattimore [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974]).]

2. Odyssey, bk. 18, 1. 130 (0082v dxidvotepov yaia Tpépet dvBpdnoro). [The complete pas-
sage, in Lattimore’s translation, reads, “Of all creatures that breathe and walk on the earth there is
nothing more helpless than a man is, of all that the earth fosters; for he thinks that he will never
suffer misfortune in future days, while the gods grant him courage and his knees have spring in
them” (Homer, The Odyssey, trans. Richmond Lattimore [Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1967]).] )

3. Iliad, bk. 12, 1. 243 (gi¢ olwvdg Epiotog, dpdvesBon mepl métpng). [Book 12 of the Iliad
describes the rout of the Danaans. Homer introduces the quotation with, “Looking darkly at him
tall Hektor of the shining helm answered.”]

4. Odyssey, bk. 8, 1. 546 (6vti kaoryviitov Eelvog 0 1kétng te tétoktan).

5. liad, bk. 2, 1. 204 (ovx &yaBov molvkorpavin- elg koipavog éotw, elg Baocihedg § Edwxe
Kpdvov naig dyxvlopniten).

14
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Hesiod displays this extraordinary wealth of such popular wisdom once
more.5 He embraces it with both hands; he knows nothing of the senti-
ment that private [intellectual] property exists. On the contrary, he reveals a
fondness for associating himself with the sporadic—but very externally, very
crudely. In this regard, the fable whose foundations are laid in the Works and
Days is as awkward as can be: [of ] two brothers in an inheritance trial, one was
cheated, and the other seeks to provoke the judge into an additional partisan
decision. Then his brother comes and gives him poetic instruction about
virtue, agriculture, navigation—that is, he assumes as his norm all those
things, which every ship-faring farmer would have in his individual memory—
ultimately, even [a sense of | auspicious and inauspicious days. That Hesiod
could confer such a large amount of proverbs was doubtless due in part to the
Delphic priesthood, who exhibit the same tendency here as later with the
wise sayings of the Seven. But it is important that each one of these proposi-
tions (at least their ideas) is far older than the composition of the Works and
Days; indeed, even the Iliad and Odyssey presuppose them. The contradic-
tion between the aristocratic, heroic world of Homer and that of Hesiod’s
oppressed peasantry is frequently pointed out; in any case, they are not two
successive periods of time; one does not develop out of the other.

Both groups probably share an essential proverbial wisdom that was likely
older than either of them. Also, in the Iliad gnomology [Gnomologie] is much
less exact than the descriptions of individual heroes. The Delphic Oracle
likewise makes frequent use of these ancient moral sayings and their formula-
tions; something similar is revealed in Homeric language. The latter contains
an indefinite number of archaic formulations on which the genuine ancestry
of the language depends—formulations that would no longer be grammati-
cally understood by later singers and for this reason would be imagined, by

6. His metaphorical speech, which signifies more than it expresses, is very Greek: like Her-
aclitus said, it “neither speaks nor conceals, but gives signs” (otte Aéyer olte kpinTel dAAG
onpoivel) [Heraclitus, fragment 93; English-language translation is from Philip Wheelwright,
The Presocratics (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1966).] It is called olvog [a tale], connected
in part to normal occurrences, in part to animal legends—for example, Crab, who, himself
walking on crooked paths, promotes the straight and narrow to Snake. “Thus spoke the crab as he
gripped the snake with his claw: ‘A comrade should be straight, and not have crooked thoughts’”
(6 xopxivog @8 Epo xaAd: [claw] Tov v Aofdv - edBbY xph 1OV Etonpov Eupev kol ph oroAld
opoveiv). [This unidentified passage comes from Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, bk. 15, sect. 695,
p. 233. It constitutes scholia 8’ (9). The MUSAIOS 1.0c program was crucial for locating this
source.] Frequently, the instance is drawn in brevity and contents itself with a final verse. The
proverb is an abbreviated instance [Beispiel] and for this reason is called napopio (meaning
chant [Beigesang] or final verse, so it can also mean refrain) npooiptov, beginning of the song,
oiun. Or explained otherwise, an ofjn is a narration that only hints at the meaning, not directly
proceeding to its goal.
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false analogies, to be new expressions. These archaic formulations make ref-
erence to hymnals in poetry: in them may already be found those ethical
aphorisms that contain character portraiture [Physiognomy] less exact than
the later, luminous development of Homeric heroes. The ethical wisdom
presupposed here is something entirely different from an archaic, mystery-
laden symbolic oriental wisdom of priests, which several recent scholars have
detected in the background of oldest Greece.

Also of importance concerning these maxims is their form, the hexameter,
for here we come across the influence of Delphi once again: “The most
prevalent view, however, is that Phemonog was the first prophetess of the god,
and first sang in hexameter verse.”” According to Plutarch, the first hexameter
is said to have been de Pythia oraculis (and not Pythius Delphicus theo-
logicus): here “heroic verse was heard for the first time.”® The Oracle Verses
would certainly have to be called the most ancient maxims of wisdom,® for
example, such a verse as Works and Days 356: “A man gives to the free-
handed, but no one gives to the close-fisted.”1° If the hexameter was the
oldest temple verse, it becomes in this way the verse of wisdom—such a genre
is first of all created and spread, and then it continually produces new verse
out of itself. As the temple hymn, with an act of the gods at its centerpoint,
unfolds by degree into epic poetry, so the oracle [unfolds] into lyric poetry.
Thus shall we grasp the extraordinary position of honor given Delphi; there is
neither prophecy nor ethical teachings [but only] an appeal to human con-
science. Such oracular verses were inscribed on stellae and visible spots;
thousands read them. We are even told of the custom of decorating border
stones with ethical engravings: “Walk with just intent,” or “Deceive not a
friend.”!!

7. Pausanias, Description of Greece, bk. 10, ch. 5 (ueyion 8¢ xoi nopd heictov &g Pnpovénv
860 éotiv, bg TpdpavTig Yévolto i Pnpovén tod Feod npdn kol tpdrov 1o EEdpetpov fioe).
[English-language translation is from Pausanias, Description of Greece, with an English trans. by
W. H.S. Jones, 5 vols. (Loeb Classical Library, 1936).]

8. De Pythia oraculis, 402d: ovpgépete ntepd v olwvol knpdv te péicoon. [English-language
translation is from Plutarch, Plutarch’s Moralia, with an English trans. by Frank Cole Babbitt, 14
vols. (Loeb Classical Library, 1936).]

9. A number of maxims were already engraved in the temple at Delphi before the Seven Sages:
Aristotle in the dialogue nepi @ilocopiag.

10. didg yoBn, Gpral 88 xaxd, Bavdtoo S6terpa. [English-language translation is from
Hesiod, the Homeric Hymns, and Homerica, with an English trans. by Hugh G. Evelyn-White
(Loeb Classical Library, 1959).]

11. See Plato’s Hipparchus 228: otetye dikaio pov@v or pf oidov Eandro. [ Nietzsche’s cita-
tion is slightly incorrect: the two phrases are at Hipparchus 229. English-language translation is
from Plato, Hipparchus, ed. Gregory R. Crane, Perseus Project (http://www.perseus.tufts.edu).]



FIVE

The Preliminary Stages of the Wise Man
(G090g dvirp)

At first the ancient heroic princes were regarded as excellent teachers of
wisdom. Consider Chiron, whose Councils of Chiron (broBfixa1 Xeipwvog)
were in circulation—Pindar is familiar with them.! His merit was summed up
by the author of the Battle of the Titans: he was the first “to lead the race of
mortals to righteousness, revealing oaths and sacred sacrifices and the con-
stellations of Olympus.”® Then there is Pitheus the Trojan,® from whom
Hesiods verse 370 in Works and Days is said to come: “Let the wages for a
friend be settled on and fixed.” Aristotle cited a maxim by Rhadamanthus:
“Should a man suffer what he did, right justice would be done.” Hence, he
will be led back, not to cursing the gods, but instead to “vow by the Goose.”
Then comes a series of archaic bards: a lyricist, Olen ("OMv), who is said
to have brought Apollonian hymns from Lykia to Delos and from there to
Delphi, should also be considered the creator of the hexameter; next, Philam-
mon, who is said to have initially directed the maidens’ choirs; Bakis, an

1. Fragment 167, 171, Boeckh.

2. elg te Sixaoctvnv Bvntdv yévog Hyaye dei€ag Bprovg kol Busiog ilapdg kol oxnpat’
"OAdpmov (Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 1.361. [This fragment is found at Stromateis, or
Miscellanies, bk. 1, ch. 15, sect. 73(3). According to Ferguson’s footnotes to Clement, the Ti-
tanomachy was an epic concerning the battles of giants and gods attributed to Arctinus or
Eumelus. English-language translation is from John Ferguson, trans., The Fathers of the Church:
A New Translation, 8 vols. (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1991).]

3. Concerning him, see Plutarch, Theseus, third scholium; Euripides’ Hippolytus, 264, also
where, according to Theophrastus, sayings (Aeyopeva) of Sisyphus were referred to. Then scho-
lium to Hermogenes T. 4.43.

4. 1obog & avdpi gile elpnpévog Epxrog Eotw. [English-language translation is from Hesiod,
“Works and Days” and “Theogony,” trans. Stanley Lombardo, intro. Robert Lamberton (Indi-
anapolis: Hackett, 1993). This is not verse 370 but rather verse 416.]

5. eike méBor 16 1 Epeke, Sixm, k¥’ iBelo yévorro (Nicomachean Ethics, bk. 5, ch. 5. [English-
language translation is from Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, trans. W. D. Ross, in The Basic
Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: Random House, 1941).]

6. (By) Goose and Dog and Ram and the like (xfiva. xad xbvor kol xpiov xai Spowa). [See]
scholium to Aristophanes, Birds 521 [“Lampon the soothsayer is said to vow ‘By the Goose!’
instead of ‘By Zeus!” whenever he lied. Two of Socrates’ favorite oaths were ‘By the Goose!” and
‘By Dog!" ” (my translation).]

17
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oracular poet; Eumolpus, progenitor of the Eumolpids; Pamphus, between
Olen and Homer; and Linus, who gave us a cosmogony (koopoyovia). In the
beginning, “Time was when all things grew up at once.”” We have two other
fragments:® they seem to be attributed [to Linus] by the Pythagoreans. [There
was also] Musaeus, who produced a theogony (Beoyovia), according to Di-
ogenes Laertius: “He maintained that all things proceed from unity and are
resolved again into unity.”® Aristophanes’ Frogs explains:

“First, Orpheus taught you religious rites
and from bloody murder to stay your hands
Musaeus healing and oracle lore

and Hesiod all the cultures of lands.”1®

A very rich literature existed in Plato’s time, which Plato held in contempt:
“And they produce a bushel of books of Musaeus and Orpheus, the offspring
of the Moon and of the Muses, as they affirm, and these books they use in
their ritual, and make not only ordinary men but states believe that there
really are remissions of sins and purifications for deeds of injustice, by means
of sacrifice and pleasant sport for the living, and that there are also special
rites for the defunct, which they call functions, that deliver us from evils in
that other world, while terrible things await those who have neglected to
sacrifice.”!! Thus, we have three preliminary stages to the wise man: the vastly
experienced old men and princes, the inspired singers, and the ceremonial
priests (Epimenides). We discover all these types once again in the term
Seven Sages.

7.Mv moté 101 xpdvog 0d10, év § Bpa névt’ Enepixet. [Diogenes Laertius, English-language
translation is from Lives of the Eminent Philosophers, trans. R. D. Hicks, 2 vols. (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972), bk. 1, sect. 4.]

8. Joannis Stobaei, Florilegium 5.22 (100.9.1), and Virgil's Eclogues, bk. 1, ch. 10, 5. [The
former text is Joannis Stobaei (Joannes Stobaeus), Florilegium, authorized by Augustus Meineke,
4 vols. (Leipzig, 1855-57), which will be cited {requently in these lectures.]

9. pévou e 8E vdg td mévra yevésBon kol elg Tordtdv dvaidesBor. (Diogenes Laertius, Lives
of Eminent Philosophers, prologue 3).

10. "Opoedg pév yap teretdg 0 Auiv xotéderle pévav v dnéyecbar | Movoaiog & Eaxéoelg
1€ véowv kol xpnopode, ‘Holodog 8¢ | yfig épyasiag and so on. [Aristophanes,] Frogs 1032f.
[English-language translation is from Aristophanes, Aristophanes II: Birds. Frogs. Clouds, trans.
Benjamin Bickley Rogers (Loeb Classical Library, 1924).]

11. BiBrov 8¢ Spadov napéyovion Movsaiov kot ‘Opeéng, ZeAvng e kol Movodv éyydvav
¢ pao, kol dig Bunnololor, neiBovieg oV pévov Wrdrag GALS kol moelg, g &pa Mdoerg 1e
xol xeBoppol ddumudrtov d1d Buoidv kol mediag Ndovadv el pév 11 {@dow, elol 88 kol
tedevticocty, 8¢ Of tedetdig kakodowy, ol Tdv Ekel koxdv droldoctv fipag, uh Bdcovtog 8¢
Sewad meppuévet. [Plato,] Republic 11, 364e. [English-language translation is from Plato, Re-
public, trans. Paul Shorey, in The Collected Dialogues of Plato, ed. Edith Hamilton and Hun-
tington Cairns, Bollingen Series 71 (Princeton, N.].: Princeton University Press, 1973).]
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The pronouncement of a wise man is a fixed point for the visualization of
Greek history; we may fix dates according to such points. The Delphic Oracle,
which always seeks new means to religious reform, points out seven men as
prototypes and exemplars, as a lively catechism according to which we may
live. Only the Catholic catechism presents us with something similar. Human
beings step into the position of moral proverbs. We must assume from this
that they were very well known men. The Delphic Oracle shows us a certain
darkness and cunning in that it does not speak completely indubitably of the
Seven. It suffices that we seek Seven Sages. Only Thales, Solon, Bias, and
Pittacus are definite and certain; they were probably clearly designated. The
remaining three places of honor were unoccupied; we must assume a compet-
itive zeal in all Greek states to place one of their own on this holy list. We have
a total of twenty-two men who have been said to have a claim to such. It was a
great contest of wisdom. At Protagoras 343a Plato names Cleobulus, Myson,
and Chilon. Demetrius Phalereus and many others have Periander, Ana-
charsis, or Epimenides instead of Myson. The last of these [three] is named by
Leander the Milesian, who also puts Leophantus in place of Cleobulus. Her-
mippus names seventeen names, including Pythagoras, Pherecydes, and
Acusilaus. Dikaiarch makes a noteworthy remark when he calls these men
“neither sages nor philosophers, but merely shrewd men with a turn for
legislation.”2 This assumes a specific sense of 6odg, obviously the Aristo-
telian, that of the universal, scientific mind. With the qualified exception of
Thales, they were not this.

Wonderful but varied legends surround the selection of the Seven. Fish-
ermen fish with a tripod, and so the Milesian populace awards one to their
wisest. The argument revolves around the catch [the tripod]: they send it
to Delphi, and there the decision is made. They send it to Thales, who fur-
ther gives it to Solon, who says God is the wisest of all and sends it [back] to
Delphi.

Another [legend] among many ("AMwg): Bathycles the Arcadian be-
queathed a serving bowl and stipulated that it should be given to the wisest.
Now Thales [first receives the bowl, and then he givesitto.. . ] etc., etc., until
it [the serving bowl] came back to him, who then [finally] bequeathes it to
Didymaeic Apollo. The son of Bathycles had carried the serving bowl around
with him. Another among many: One of the friends of Croesus received from
him a golden pitcher for the wisest of all. He brought it to Thales, and so on,

12. ofite sogodg olite prhocdpoug, cuvetods 8 Tvag kel vopoBetikodg (Diogenes Laertius,
Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 40).
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and finally [it came] to Chilon; the latter asked the Delphic god who might
be wiser than himself. And the answer awarded was Myson. Others claim
Croesus sent the pitcher to Pittacus. Andron tells us that the Aegeans spec-
ified a tripod as their honorary award to the wisest of all men . . . this prize
being awarded to Aristodem the Spartan. Several sources say that Periander
sent a cargo ship to the Milesian prince Thrasybulus: it sank, and at that
spot, fishermen found the tripod. And so on. The main points are: (1) To
whom is the tripod first sent (Thales, Pittacus, Bias)? (2) Who receives it last?
(3) What is the sequence [of possession]? (4) Where does the tripod origi-
nate? (5) Where is it awarded (Miletus, Delphi, Thebes)? The number seven
appears to have already been distinctive in the form of the these legends. The
core reason is probably an oriental fairy tale of the Seven Wise Masters; what
characterizes it is obviously the self-determination of the wise ones. In con-
trast, it appears to be historical fact that the Delphic Oracle sanctioned sev-
eral as wise men, e.g., Myson, of whom it is said by Hipponax:'®

And Myson, whom Apollo’s self proclaimed
Wisest of all men.!

The stories from Laertius,'® Plutarch,'® and Porphyry!” are all different. Ac-
cordingly, the Tablets of Sayings, which was finally awarded to the Seven
Sages, is very important. Indeed, anyone at all with a pithy saying places
himself in relation to them forever. We find extraordinary differences in

13. ko Mbowv 8v @réAhev | dvelnev avdpdv cwgpovéstotov ndviev. Fragment 77 Bergk.
[This verse may be found in Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 107. 1t
is fragment 45 in Bergk, Griechesche Literaturgeschichte, not 77, as Nictzsche has it.]

14. 1. Self-determination of the wise men (legends),

2. the Delphic Oracle determines (generalization of particular facts),
3. the official norms (historical, but only referring to Thales).

Diogenes Laertius, [Lives of Eminent Philosophers,] bk. 1, sect. 22, says that Demetrius
Phalereus claimed in the dvarypagh 1®v dpxdvav [List of Archons] that Thales was proclaimed
60¢6¢ when Damasius was king of Athens (586-585 B.C.E.). That is the historical core fact.
Marvel at a scientific feat. The reputation of the cogoi appears to depend on wise sayings that
are fulfilled (notion of insight into the causality of things). With Epimenides, Pherecydes, and
Chilon, it is still entirely prophetic: the capture of cities, declines, the sinking of ships and islands,
and earthquakes foretold.

15. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, 18f.

16. Solon, ch. 4. [Life of Solon].

17. Cyrillius, Contra Julianum, bk. 1, 183; scholium to Aristophanes’ Wealth, vol. 9; cf. Menage
on Laertius, vol. 1, p. 183, Huebner. [Nietzsche refers here to Isaaci Casauboni, Notae atque
Menagii, Aegidii, observationes et emendationes in Diogenem Laértium. Addita est historia
mulierum philosophorum ab eodem Menagio scripta, 2vols., vol. 1 ed. H. G. Huebner, vol. 2 ed.
C. Jacobitz (Leipzig, 1830).] Mullach, Fr. phil. 1.205 [Friedrich Wilhelm August Mullach, Frag-
menta philosophorum graecorum (Paris, 1860-67).]
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the case of the maxim “Know thyself!” (yv@6 cavtév), for example, as to
whether it is that of Thales, Chilon, Bias, or Apollo and Phemonoé.!® Three
editings have survived for us: First, that of Demetrius Phalerus,'® [which
quotes] Cleobulus, Solon, Chilon, Pittacus, Thales, Bias, and Periander. Each
has twenty or more sayings. Given precedence as core sayings were

UETPOV EPLETOV [“Moderation is best!” (Cleobulus)]

undev dyov [“Nothing in Excess!” (Solon)]

Wb corvtdy [“Know Thyself!” (Thales)]
[
[

<

Kopov yvabt “Know thine opportunity!” (Pittacus)]

éyydomdpa & dra0 “Give a pledge and suffer forit!”
(Chilon)]

oi mhelotol dvBpwnot kaxol  [“Most men are bad!” (Bias)]

peAéto, TO maL. [“Practice makes perfect!” (Periander)]

Next the collection of Sosiades?! is not divided according to individual sages.
In 1495 Aldus Manutius edited a third collection from an old codex, as well
as Theocritus and other writers;22 [he includes] Periander, Bias, Pittacus,
Cleobulus, Chilon, Solon, and Thales. According to Apollodorus, a fourth
collection based on Diogenes Laertius, On Taking (nept aipécewv), presents
each with his apophthegms (dnoeBéypora). However, a far greater mass
remains to be collected as Mullach has done,?® along with a bunch of witty
anecdotes. The Anthology by Planudes® contains a memorial verse:

18. Cf. Menage on Laertius, p. 197. [ Nietzsche refers here to Casauboni, Notae atque Menagii.]

19. Stobaei, Florilegium 3.19.

20. “Give a pledge and suffer for it!” [“Biirgen thut Wiirgen.”] Or Jesus Sirach: “Becoming a
guarantor has ruined many rich people.” Epicharmos: “Surety is the daughter of blindness, which
to surety is harm.”

It can be proven that five sayings were on two facing columns that fastened to the frontage of
the temple made of marble from Paros [a Greek island] (Ferdinand Schulz in Philologus, vol. 24,
133), namely, yv@B cootdv, pndev dyav, éyydo nédpo & dro, 0ed Npa [“To God the glory!”] and
the riddlesome E, which has been read Et (“God, Thou art!”). Schulz explains: “In this way God
called to the human being: “Thou art, i.e., thou art a truly finite, but thinking and conscious being;
behave as such, behave as a thinking, reasonable being.””

21. Stobaei, Florilegium 3.80.

22. Cf. Mullach, [Fragmenta philosophorum graecorum,] 215.

23. [Ibid.,] 218-35.

24. £nTd G0QAV Epéw xaT Emog TOAY, olvopa, eoviyv. pétpov v KiedBovlog 6 Alvdiog
elnev dpiotov. Xidwv & v korMfi Aaxedaipovi- yvdb ceantédv. “Og 8¢ KbprvBov Evoue, yohod
kporéety [epiovdpog. Iittakog 0vdev dyav, dc Env yévog éx MitvAvng. Téppoa & 6pav Prototo
Zéhav iepoig év "ABfvaig. Tovg mAéovog kakiovg 8¢ Biog dnégnve ITpinvede. "Eyydnv gedyewv
8¢t Oadfig MitAorog ni5de (bk. 1, ch. 86, trans. Ausonius). [English-language translation is from
The Greek Anthology as Selected for the Use of Westminster, Eton, and Other Public Schools,
trans. George Burges (London: George Bell and Sons, 1906).]
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“I will speak of the Seven Wise Men with respect to their saying, city, name, voice.
Cleobulus the Lindian said, Moderation is best.

But Chilon in hollow Lacedaemon said, Know yourself.

But Periander, who inhabited Corinth, said, Restrain anger.

Pittacus, whose family was of Mitylene, said, Nothing too much.

But Solon said, in holy Athens, Consider the end of life.

But Bias of Priene declared, The majority are the worse.

But Thales, the Milesian, said, Avoid being a security.”



SIX

Thales

A strange question, whether he is a Greek or actually a Phoenician! Herod-
otus says of him, “Thales of Miletus, a Phoenician by remote descent.”! Clem-
ent calls him “Phoenician by birth.”? According to an anonymous author,? he
received the rights of citizenship in Miletus when he came there with Neleus,
who was forced to leave Phoenicia. In this note we see an earnest effort made
[to discuss] his Phoenician heritage, which was of prime significance to the
later Alexandrian scholars. Laertius himself, however, adds that the judgment
of the majority is that he was a native Milesian from the most brilliant of
families—namely, from among the Thelidae (who produce the likes of Duris
and Democritus)—the son of Examyes and Cleobuline: “And [Thales] be-
longed to the Thelidae who are Phoenicians and amongst the noblest de-
scendents of Cadmus and Agenor”;* this means only that his forefathers be-
longed to the seafaring people of Cadmus, who were mixed with the Ionians
of Asia Minor. He is Phoenician only in the sense that his family may be traced
back to Cadmus. This family therefore at one time migrated from Thebes to
Ionia.

Concerning his dates we have two definite points: [first,] the testimony of
Demetrius of Phalerum in the List of Archons (dvaypogn t@v &pxoviov)
that Thales was proclaimed a Sage (c0@0g dvopdotn) under King Damasias

1. OdAew avdpdg Miknoiov, to avéxabev yévog 6viog Poivikog (Histories 1.170). [English-
language translation is from Herodotus, The Histories, trans. Aubrey de Sélincourt; rev. A. R.
Burn (Middlesex, U.K.: Penguin Books, 1972 [1954]).]

2. Poivig 10 yévog (Stromateis 1.302). [This fragment may be found at Clement of Alexandria,
Stromateis, bk. 1, ch. 15, sect. 66(2). English-language translation is from John Ferguson, The
Fathers of the Church: A New Translation, 8 vols. (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 1991).]

3. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 22.

4. ¢ v ONABBY, of elot Poivikeg, edyevéstotol 1@ 6o Kaduov xai "Ayfivopog (Diogenes
Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers). [English-language translation is from Diogenes Laer-
tius, Lives of the Eminent Philosophers, trans. R. D. Hicks, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1972).]

23
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(586-585 B.C.E.); second, he predicted a solar eclipse during the reign of the
Lydian King Alyattes.” In this connection the investigations by J[ulius Z.]
Zech and A. Hansen prove decisive.® According to them, this eclipse fell on
May 28 in the Julian calendar, May 22 of the Gregorian, in the year 585. It
turns out that the Sage depends on this—not on the tripod. And this is a fixed
point like few others: in his chronicles Apollodorus set his [Thales’] birthday
at the thirty-fifth Olympiad, 1 (640-639 B.C.E.).” Therefore he would have
been approximately fifty-five years old at the time of this eclipse.

[Thales] must have been an extremely influential man politically: accord-
ing to Herodotus,® he advised the Ionians, in the face of their downfall to the
Persians, to unify into a federation of states in defense against the same. Of
course, he is also said® to have accompanied Croesus on his campaign against
Cyrus [of Persia], and by his resources a canal was constructed to make
possible the crossing of the Halys River. As a mathematician and astronomer
he stands at the pinnacle of Greek science.’ According to Eudemus the
Aristotelian, Proclus said, concerning Euclid: “Thales was the first to go to
Egypt and bring back to Greece this study; he himself discovered many prop-
ositions, and disclosed the underlying principles of many others to his suc-
cessors, in some cases his method being more general, in others more empiri-
cal.”!! [Thales] asserted four propositions in particular: (1) that a circle is
halved by a diameter, (2) that the angles at the bases of an isoceles triangle are
equal, (3) that its vertical angles equal each other, and (4) that triangles are
congruent if one side and two angles of the one are equal to the corresponding
ones of the other. We may certainly assume that he sojourned in Egypt.

5. Herodotus, Histories 1.74.

6. [Julius Z. Zech,] Astronomische Untersuchungen iiber die wichtigeren Finsternisse, welche
von den Schriftstellern des klassichsen Alterthums erwihnt werden (Leipzig, 1853). In addition,
A. Hansen, vol. 7 of Mathematische physikalische Klassiker der sachsischen Gesellschaft der
Wissenschaft (Leipzig, 1864), 379.

7. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 37.

8. Histories 1.170.

9. According to Herodotus, Histories 1.75.

10. It was a great mathematician that gives rise to philosophy in Greece; therefrom comes his
feel for the abstract, the unmythical, the unallegorical. In this regard we should note that he is
considered a “Sage” in Delphi, despite his antimythological sentiments. Early on the Orphics
show the ability to express extremely abstract ideas allegorically. Mathematics and astronomy are
more ancient than philosophy: the Greeks took over their science from the orientals.

11. Gaifig 8¢ mpdtov eig Alyvntov EMBdv petfiyoyev eig v ‘EAAESa thy Ocwplov tardtnv
kol TOALG pEv odtdg eDpe, TOAADY OF TdG Gpxdg ToTlg HET odTdV VENYNOOTO, ToTg Hev Ko
Bolixdrepov éniBérrav, Tolg 8¢ aloBntikdrepov (I conjecture eidikdrepov). [Nietzsche does
not give the exact reference (Summary, sect. 19). English-language translation is from Greek
Mathematical Works, vol. 1: Thales to Euclid, trans. Ivor Thomas (Loeb Classical Library, 1939).]
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According to Plutarch,'? he pursued business ventures there. The most senior
witness, of course, is only Eudemus. Thales himself could not have produced
it [his history], because he left us no writings. Naturally it is precisely the
Egyptian sojourn that is most strongly emphasized by the oriental tendency of
later scholars. Now, for the first time, Greek philosophy is said to have not
originated in Greece. The Phoenicians still had to seek education among the
Egyptians. In itself, it would be inconceivable that a great astronomical talent
at that time would not have gone to the Egyptians—at that time, when nothing
was learned from books and everything was learned orally. There alone he
found teachers—but also there alone students of his discoveries. Otherwise
he had no teachers, as was expressly attested. He is considered to have been a
pupil of Pherecydes by only one source—Tzetzes'*—but this is probably only
a conclusion drawn from his philosospheme concerning water and Phere-
cydes’ mudlike matter.

[Thales] wrote nothing: this is said directly several times. Aristotle above
all, however, speaks of him always following old, written traditions, as does
Eudemus. A Nautical Astronomy (vowtiki dotpovopio) was attributed to
him.! This same was also considered as the work of Phocus of Samos. Accord-
ing to Plutarch,' it was in verse: [it was] probably identical to the two hundred
verses concerning astronomy.'® Laertius in addition cites On the Solstice, On
the Equinox, and On Archons.'” Galen explicitly says: “For even if we are not
able to show from his writing that Thales declared water is the only prime
element, [still everyone believes it.]”18 He died in the fifty-eighth Olympiad,
according to Apollodorus,'® at approximately ninety years of age. We read
these verses on his statue: “Pride of Miletus and Ionian lands, Wisest astron-
omer, here Thales stands.”?° In addition, on his gravestone, the astronomer is

12. [Plutarch, Life of ] Solon, [ch.] 2.

13. [John Tzetzes,] Chiliadium, 869. [ Tzetzes was a late Byzantine anthologist. ]

14. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, ch. 23.

15. Pyth. orac. 18.

16. dotpovopio (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 34).

17. mepi tporiig, mept {onpepiog and nepi dpyxdv. [The first two titles appear at Diogenes
Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 23. I could find no reference to this third title
in Laertius.]

18. €l yop 811 OaAfic dnegfivato ototxelov pévov elvar 10 $dwp Ek cuyypdpupatog 0vTod
Seucvibvan ovx Exopev ([Galen,] Comm. in lib. de natur. human 26). [Cf. Corpus Medicorum
Graecorum. Galeni in Hippocratis de natura hominis 1.27.69, not 1.26. Thanks to R. Scott Smith
for this translation.]

19. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1., sect. 37.

20. Tévde Oadfiv Mikntog 'Tag Bpéyos’ avédei&ev dotpordyay ndviwv npeoPitotov copig
(Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 34).
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emphasized as wise (60gd¢): “Here in a narrow tomb great Thales lies; Yet his
renown for wisdom reached the skies.”?!

Philosophical thought is detectible at the center of all scientific thought,
even in the lowest scientific activity, philological conjecture. It leaps forth on
light steps: the understanding slowly huffs and puffs behind her and searches
for better footing; accordingly, the magical apparition appears enticing to
him. Two wanderers stand in a wild forest brook flowing over the rocks; the
one leaps across using the stones of the brook, moving to and fro ever further,
whether or not the other is left in the rear. The other stands there helplessly at
each moment. He must first construct the footing that can support his heavy
steps; when this does not work, no god helps him across the brook. Is it only
boundless rash flight across great spaces? Is it only greater acceleration? No,
it is with flights of fantasy, in continuous leaps from possibility to possibility
taken as certainties; an ingenious notion shows them to him, and he conjec-
tures that there are formally demonstrable certainties. With special alacrity,
though, his fantasy observes the power in similarity; later reflection measures
everything by fixed ideas and seeks similarities through equalities, to place
what has been intuited into succession through causalities. But even inde-
monstrable philosophizing still possesses value, like that of Thales: here all
footings are discarded, when the logic and rigor of the empirical wills to cross
over to the proposition “everything is water.” The work of art [Kunstwerk]
survives when scientific edifice lies in ruin. All fruitfulness, all driving force
[treibende Kraft], lies in such instances. Thales [is] long gone, but a painter
standing before a waterfall will agree with him. Humanity very slowly discov-
ers how complicated the world is: at first it thinks it completely simple, as su-
perficial as itself. The art of the painter also takes humanity as mere surface.2?

Concerning his actual philosophizing, Aristotle says: “Thales, the founder
of this type of philosophy, says the principle is water (for which reason he
declared that the earth rests on water), getting the notion perhaps from
seeing that the nutriment of all things is moist, and that heat itself is generated
from the moist and kept alive by it (and that from which they come to be is a
principle of all things). He got this notion from this fact, and from the fact that
the seeds of all things have a moist nature, and that water is the origin of the

21. 7| oAiyov 168e ooyo. O 8¢ KAéog odpavdunkeg 1) moAvgpoviicte TobTo BdAnTog Spn
(Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 39). [In parentheses Nietzsche
questions whether 0dpavopnkeg might not read ovpovov #xer.]

22. [This entire paragraph is a note to the main text; it is not included in the Musarion
manuscript. I have inserted it at a likely spot.]
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nature of moist things.”? Aristotle is the only reliable source of Thales’ funda-
mental principle. What he gives as conjecture later [scholars] give as an abso-
lute certainty. They further add to this that plants, and even the stars, draw
nourishment out of the moist mists [and] that all dying things dehydrate. It s,
in any case, a hypothesis of the natural sciences of great worth.24 Myth seeks
to understand all transformation following an analogy to human behavior, to
human acts of will. Perhaps this was first inspired by the image of the forma-
tion of animal bodies out of semen and eggs: thus could everything solid have
arisen from the less solid. (Unclarity concerning aggregate conditions and
chemical qualities.) Well then! Thales sought a material less solid and prop-
erly capable of formation. He begins along a path that the Ionian philosophers
follow after him. Actually, astronomical facts justify his belief that a less solid
aggregate condition must have given rise to current circumstances. Here we
should recall the Kant-Laplace hypothesis? concerning a gaseous precondi-
tion of the universe. In following this same direction, the Ionian philosophers

23. 6 1fig TowdTNg GpYMYOS Prhocopiag ([Aristotle,] Metaphysics, bk. 1, ch. 3. [In the manu-
script the full quotation is given in German, with the exception of this short phrase. English-
language translation is from Aristotle, Metaphysics, trans. W. D. Ross, in The Basic Works of
Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: Random House, 1941).]

24. We should note that twice again the theory of transformation of water has had the greatest
impact in the natural sciences. In the sixteenth-century water was considered by Paracelsus as
the fundamental matter because it transforms itself into soil, because it serves as nourishment for
plants and thereby organic matter and alkali, and finally because it gives an essential component
to oil-based bodies and to alcoholic spirits, from which it may be separated by burning. “Why
then would I not judge earth among the primary elements, even though created at the same time
in the beginning? The reason is because in the end it is prone to change into water.” (Cur autem
terram non inter primaria elementa, licet inition simul creatam, exist [{] mem [?] causa est quod
tandem convertibilis est in aquam.) [Translation from Latin by R. Scott Smith.] Struggle against
the Aristotelian elements.

Lavoisier’s first work (at the end of the eighteenth century) concerns the transformation of
water into earth (Erde); he demonstrated the incorrectness of this universally accepted belief of
the times. He placed a weighed amount of water into a glass receptacle that at that time was
known by the name pelican and was so constructed that a tube (which was melted onto the neck
above) leads back into the belly of the receptacle. He weighed it empty and full of water, as well as
weighing the whole once he had closed an opening with a glass plug, and then distilled the water
for one hundred days. The formation of sediments (or Earth, Erde) begins after one month, yet
he continued with the distillation until the formation of sediment appeared sufficient to him.
Then he weighed the apparatus all over again. He discovers it is just as heavy as before, from
which he concludes that no fiery matter has embedded itself, for otherwise, he thought, the
weight would necessarily have to increase. He next opens it, weighs the water with the sediment,
[and] finds the weight to be greater yet that of the glass decreased. This leads him to accept that
the glass was attacked by the water and that the formation of sediments is not a transformation but
instead a decomposition.

25. “Mechanics of the Heavens” and “World System.” [Nietzsche refers here to Pierre-Simon
de Laplace’s Traité de la mécanique céleste, 5 vols. (Paris, 1799-1825), and Exposition du systéme
du monde (Paris, 1798).
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were certainly on the right path. To conceive the entirety of such a multi-
farious universe as the merely formal differentiation of one fundamental ma-
terial belongs to an inconceivable freedom and boldness! This is a service of
such a magnitude that no one may aspire to it a second time.

We must be suspicious of everything else that one wishes to know about
Thales, because there were texts attributed to him, e.g., Concerning First
Principle (nept dpy®v).? In addition to that, indeed, [are attributed] the
propositions of the unity of the world, the infinite divisibility and alterability
of matter, the inconceivability of empty space, the fourness of the elements,
the mixture of materials, the nature and immortality of the soul and of the
daemons and heroes. Then comes the text Opinions of the Philosophers
(Placita philosophorum), by Pseudo-Plutarch. Aristotle further adds that the
earth swims on water,?” and Seneca said that earthquakes come about from
the motion of these waters.?® We find a noteworthy passage [in Seneca’s
Natural Questions] where Thales has been cited by name: “The disc is sup-
ported by this water, he says, just as some big heavy ship is supported by the
water which it presses down upon.”? Thereto [Seneca remarks], “It is point-
less for me to give the reasons for his belief, etc.”3® Must he not have meant
the text Concerning First Principle here? Yet [this is] the same writing that
Aristotle also appears to know and from which he appears to quote these
thoughts. He further says, “According to Thales, magnets have souls, since
they attract iron.”! In this same work Thales is further said to have believed
“all things are full of gods.” All these appear to be echoes of this text. Laertius
says, “Aristotle and Hippias affirm that arguing from the magnet and from
amber, he attributed a soul or life even to inanimate objects.”3? And so Hip-
pias assures us of the existence of a Thalesian writing.

What, then, is the importance of a tradition? Who should hand this down?
We see in the manner in which Aristotle cites such propositions that they

26. Cf. Galen in Hippocrates, De tumore, 1.1.1.

27. [Aristotle,] Metaphysics, bk. 1, ch. 3, and On the Heavens, bk. 2, ch. 13.

28. Seneca, Natural Questions 6.6.3.14.

29. “Hac, inquit, unda sustinetur orbis velut aliquod grande navigium et grave his aquis, quas
premit.” [English-language translation is from Seneca, Seneca in Ten Volumes, vol. 10: Naturales
questiones, with an English trans. by Thomas H. Corcoran (Loeb Classical Library, 1972), pt. 2.]

30. “supervacuum est reddere causas, propter quas existimat, etc.” (Sencca, Natural Ques-
tions, bk. 6, ch. 6.

31. Aristotle, On the Soul, bk. 1, ch. 2. [English-language translation is from Aristotle, On the
Soul; Parva Naturalia; On Breath, with trans. by W. S. Hett (Loeb Classical Library, 1935).]

32. "Apiototédng 8¢ xal ‘Inniag eaciv adTov Kol Tolg Gydyolg S18dvar yuydg Tekuapd-
pevov éx thig ABov thg poyvitidog kol 10 HAéxtpov (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent
Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 24).
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stand next to each other pretty much as claims without interconnections, so
that their grounds must be questioned first. Well then, there were no writings
by Thales, only a very old list of main propositions in the form of “Thales
thinks . . ., Thales said . . .” (GaAfig onOn, Bafc Epn), and so on as attribu-
tions (dmopvnuovevpora), without grounds, or [at least] seldom with them.
Only thus do we comprehend the unison between Seneca and Aristotle. Aris-
totle designates such propositions as attributions particularly explicitly: “Oth-
ers say the earth rests upon water. This, indeed, is the oldest theory that has
been preserved, and is attributed to Thales of Miletus.”>* Finally, that there
was a set list [Verzeichniss] of attributions to Thales is proved by Plato: “The
same as the story about the Thracian maid servant who exercised her wit at
the expense of Thales, when he was looking up to study the stars and tumbled
down a well. She scofted at him for being so eager to know what was happen-
ing in the sky that he could not see what lay at his feet” [emphasis added].*
Finally, Laertius: “And some, including Choerilus the poet, declare that he
was the first to maintain the immortality of the soul.”® So then, separate
propositions were attributed by Choerilus, Hippias, and Aristotle [and in] an
anecdote from Plato. No unifying text [exists], because Aristotle speaks of his
grounds only by way of conjecture. Yet Aristotle considers this collection of
propositions as worthy of belief. It must be very ancient.® Laertius finds a
short letter from Thales to Pherecydes and to Solon.?” It is worth noting
concerning this pseudepigraphic correspondence that Thales is explicitly de-
scribed as “not writing”: he wants to come to Syros to conduct research,
because he has already sailed to Crete and Egypt; he writes nothing but only
travels through Greece and Asia. In another letter he invites Solon to visit
him. These letters are always pleasant for the personal prestige of a philoso-
pher in later antiquity, from time to time also because their authors know

33. 01 &’ Ep’ $8arog xetoba (aci Ty yfv). Todtov Yop dpyandtatov mapetAfipopey TOV
Adyov, Bv gacty einelv OaAfv 1ov Midficiov, dg 81 10 tAwthv elvon pévovoay donep EdAov H
010070V Etepov (On the Heavens, bk. 2, ch. 13). [English-language translation is from Aristotle,
On the Heavens, trans. |. L. Stocks, in Basic Works, ed. McKeon. ]

34. onep kol Oaiv dotpovopodvio kol v PAérovia, nesdvia eig ppéop, Opdttd Tig
gupedic kol yomiesoa Bepamcivig dvaokdyar Aéyeton, dg t& piv év odpavd mpobupotto
eldévon, 16 & EpnpooBev adtod kol mapd médag AavBavor adtév (Theatetus, 174a). [English-
language translation is from Plato, Theatetus, trans. F. M. Cornford, in The Collected Dialogues,
ed. Hamilton and Cairns.]

35. #viol 8¢ xol adtdv npdtov elnelv goaowv dBavdrtovg Tdg wuxde, bv ot Xopilog 6
nowtng (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 24).

36. Most recent literature: F. Decker, De Thalete Milesio, dissertation, University of Halle,
1865. In addition: [August Bernhard] Krische, Forschungen auf dem Gebiete der alten Philoso-
phie, 1:34.

37. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 43.
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something extra—for example, with the letters of Heraclitus, as Jacob Ber-
nays has shown. [The letter quoted by Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent
Philosophers,] 1.122, is the reply by Pherecydes in which he assigns Thales
the editing of his works and tells of his illness from lice. A letter from Anax-
agoras to Pythagoras® narrates the death of Thales: he plunged off a cliff
during the night. “We his students, however, wish not only to remember the
man but also to entertain our children and audiences with his speech. Thales
shall forever be the beginning point of our talks.” Here there is reference to
propositions (Adyot) by Thales. Another sort of death [is described] by Laer-
tius; advanced in years, he watched a competition in gymnastics and died of
heat, thirst, and weakness.3®

38. Diogenes Laértius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 2, sect. 4.
39. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1, sect. 39.



SEVEN

Anaximander

Again a Milesian,! son of Praxiades: [that Anaximander held] a respected
position is attested by the note from Aelian that he had been the leader of the
Milesian colony in Apollonia.2 Otherwise we know little of his life, yet much
about his teachings, exactly reversed from the situation with Thales. Accord-
ing to Apollodorus, he was sixty-four years old in the second year of Olympiad
58 (547-546 B.C.E.).> A note refers to a fixed event, probably (possibly?) the
writing and completion of his book On Nature (nept gooewg).* This work
is the first of its sort! Themistius says, “(Anaximander) was the first of the
Greeks whom we know who ventured to produce a written account on na-
ture.”® “Previously writing in prose was usually cause for criticism and was not
customarily practiced by the earlier Greeks.”® But Laertius expressly shows
us what sort of writing it was: “His exposition of his doctrines took the form of
a summary which no doubt came into the hands, among others, of Apol-
lodorus of Athens.”” An except of his writing is not discussed here, but rather

1. Concerning important remark about his personality, previously overlooked, see L. VIII 70.
[Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 8, sect. 70.]

2. Aelian, Var. Hist., bk. 3, ch. 17. [This is the Varia Historia, or Historical Miscellany; see
Aelian, Historical Miscellany, trans. N. G. Wilson (Loeb Classical Library, 1997).]

3. Olympiad 58, 2.

42, 3 éyévero according to Hippolytus, that is, acc. to Apollodorus

58,2
16 X 4 = 64.

4. As mth Democritus? Or cleft of the ecliptic? Pliny [sttones bk.] 2, [ch.] 8, gives Olympiad
58.

5. Themistius, Orat. 26, p. 317 Harduin (¢0&ppnoe npdrog— EAAAvav Adyov éEeveykelv nept
¢boeng ovyyeypappévov). [The English-language translation is from G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven, and
M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical History with a Selection of Texts, 2d ed.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983).]

6. [TIpiv 8¢ eig Gverdog xaPerothxer 10 Adyoug cvyypdeewy kol ovk évopileto toig npdcbev
“EMnot (Themistius, Orations 26). This sentence immediately follows the previous one. Trans-
lation by R. Scott Smith.]

7. 1dv 8¢ dpeokdvrov adtd memointon kepaharddn Thv EkBectv, Tmep meprétuxe Kol 6

31
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the writing itself is described (and then extremely unusually) as the summary
of his main propositions (not an exposition), thus similar to that supposed for
Thales—only he invented the form and spoke in the first person.

Aristotle and Simplicius have preserved several remarkable remnants
characteristic of his dialectic. When the Suidas says, “He wrote On Nature,
Circuit of the Earth and On the Fixed stars and a Celestial Globe and some
other works,” it is a mix-up.® Specifically, Laertius says of him, “He was the
first to draw on a map the outline of land and sea, and he constructed a globe
as well,”® that is, a geographic chart and celestial globe. The invention of the
sundial probably reduces down to this, that it was introduced by the Hellenes
(in Lacedaemonia): the gnomon (yvapowv). The Babylonians had possessed it
for along time, according to Herodotus.!° Pliny attributes it to Anaximenes.!!
We would be nearly guessing about his relationship to Thales if he had not
also been described as a well-known student (£taipog yvapipog) and so on. As
amathematician and astronomer, he must have studied with his famous coun-
tryman, during whose famous solar eclipse he was in his midtwenties. In this
regard his philosophical principle reveals the intellectual continuation of
Thales’ ideas. Since he did not write, however, we must presume an oral
tradition. Reports about the most ancient successions are made very ar-
bitrarily based on later paradigms. Philosophical schools did not exist at
that time.

As his principle (dpyf)—an expression he made into a term—he contem-
plated the Indefinite (70 dnepov). We should not be misled by this concept,
as happened to the ancients, who transferred to him problems recognized
later. It is horrible that genuine groundwork is absent in the writing—hence
the varied outlooks in antiquity. We exhibit first a pair of firm statements:
“The Unlimited, embracing and governing all,” according to Aristotle, “being
‘immortal and indestructible.” 12 We separate warmth and cold for the first

"AnolAddwpog 6 "Abnvaiog (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 2, sect. 2.
[English-language translation is from Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Eminent Philosophers,
trans. R. D. Hicks, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972).]

8. &ypoye nepl pdoeng, yig nepiodov, mepl 1dv dnlavov xoi ceolpav kol dAla Twvd.
[English-languagc translation is from Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, Presocratic Philosophers.
Nietzsche says this is a Verwechselung, or mix-up, often meaning a case of mistaken identity.]

9. xed yfig xoi Baddoong mepipetpov mpdtog Eypowev, GAAL kol coaipav KaTEGKEDACE
(Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 2, sect. 2.

10. Herodotus, Histories, bk. 2, ch. 109.

11. Pliny, [Histories, bk.] 2, [ch.] 76.

12. ©6 &newpov mepiéyel Bmavto ko vt kuPepv s dBdvartov Yép éott kol dvdArebpov
([Aristotle,] Physics, bk. 2, ch. 4). [English-language translation is from Aristotle, The Physics,
with an English trans. by Philip H. Wickstead and Francis M. Cornford, 2 vols. (Loeb Classical
Library, 1929).]
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time by removal. The flux is produced from the mixture of both of these; he
considered the water to be the semen of the world.!® Thus he made two great
advances over Thales, to wit, a principle of water’s warmth and coldness and a
principle of the Unlimited, the final unity, the matrix of continuous arising.
This One alone is eternal, ungenerated, incorruptible, yet not only the prop-
erties of the uncreated lie expressed in its name. All other things become and
pass away, [hence] the remarkable, deep sentence, “Where existent things
have their coming-to-be, thereto must they also perish, ‘according to neces-
sity, for they must pay retribution and penalty for their injustices, in accor-
dance with the assessment of time.” "4 We see an almost mythological repre-
sentation here. All of Becoming is an emancipation from eternal Being; for
this reason, [it is] an injustice consequently imposed with the penalty of
perishing. We recognize the insight that all that becomes is not true. Water
also becomes: he believes it to arise from contact between warmth and cold-
ness. Thus it cannot be the principle, the dpxf. Warmth and coldness also
evaporate and therefore must be two. He needs a background unity that can
be described only negatively; the Unlimited, something that cannot be given
any predicate from the actual world of Becoming and so something like the
“thing-in-itself.” This was the incredible leap of Anaximander! His successors
went more slowly. The individual who breaks off from the Unlimited must
nonetheless return once again to the same, in accordance with the order of
time (xatd T 100 gpdvou té&y). Time exists for these individual worlds [or
monads, Individual-Welt] alone; the Unlimited itself is timeless. A view of the
world worthy of serious consideration! All of Becoming and Passing Away
expiates, must give tioig (penalty) and retribution for injustice (8ixn tfig
&duwciog)! How can something that deserves to live pass away? Now we see all
things passing away and consequently everything in injustice. We cannot
attribute the predicates of perishable things, then, to that which is truthful: it
is something other, to be described by us only negatively. Here we have stirred

13. Plutarch at Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica, bk. 1, ch. 8, sect. 1; Aristotle, On Meteorol-
ogy, bk.2, ch. 1.

14. [Since Nietzsche’s Greek text differs in two ways from the received text, this translation is
my own and incorporates his German translation in Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks.
Nietzsche reverses the order of ticwv (penalty) and dixnv (retribution) found in the received
version; more important, he deletes the word dAANAo1g (to each other). His Greek text runs as
follows: &€ &v 8¢ 1 yévesic éot1 Toig oBo1 xad Thy Qopdv elg tabta yivesOat, xotd 10 xpedv.
S1ddvan yap adta ticwy ko Siknv thg aduciog kata Ty 10D xpévov tafv. Consequently this
translation differs from well-known translations. This is a variant of Anaximander fragment 1
from Simplicius on Aristotle’s Physics 6a, that is, Simplicius In phys. 24.17. For the original Greek
text, as well as translations by Kirk, Raven, and Schofield and others, see the material on this
section in the translator’s commentary.]
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up a gaggle of problems: How can individual worlds arise? What is the force
that makes their development possible out of the One Unlimited? What is
Becoming? What is time?

The influence of the first writing must have been incredible; the impetus
to the doctrines of the Eleatics, along with those of Heraclitus, of Empedo-
cles, and so forth, is given here. In this regard the question here was no longer
purely physical; rather, the origin of the world as a sum of unexpiated in-
justices offers a look into the most profound ethical problems. Thales was
infinitely outdone in this way: in the division of an eternal world of Being only
negatively conceivable to us from an empirical world of Becoming and Pass-
ing Away lies a posing of questions of immeasurable importance. May the path
that led to it now still be so harmless and naive!

Apparently the later Aristotelian philosophers did not at all grasp the
seriousness of this question, since they argue over the proper auxiliaries [Ne-
bending] for Anaximander, above all, what sort of matter the Unlimited has
really been. It has been said to be something between air and water (for
example, [by] Alexander Aphrodisiensis)!® or between air and fire. Aristotle
probably gave the impetus in On the Heavens: “Some assume one [element]
only, which is according to some water, to others air, to others fire, to others
again something finer than water and denser than air, an infinite body—so
they say—embracing all the heavens.”® He does not say who these are, nor
does he name those who assume something between air and fire.1” It is purely
arbitrary, indeed, entirely false and contradictory to the essence of his Un-
limited, to think of Anaximander here. However, the commentators have not
understood Aristotle; he did not mean Anaximander, for he says all those who
assume such a mediating thing consider all things to arise from thickening and
thinning. Yet in the Physics,'® speaking specifically of Anaximander, Aristotle
says that he did not consider things to arise from thinning and thickening. Just
as mistaken is the argument, continued to this day, whether Anaximander had
conceived the Unlimited as a mixture (utyuo) of all actual material or as
indefinite material. It is correct that something with no qualities known to us

15. Aristotle, Metaphysics, bk. 1, ch. 5, and bk. 1, ch. 6.

16. &vior youp Ev pdvov drotiBevion xai 10010 o pév $8wp, ol 8¢ Gépa. ol 8¢ ndp, ol 8¢ Bdatog
ugv Aentdtepov, dépog & mukvoTepov 8 mepEXEV QaoT TAVTAG ToVG 0Vpavovg dretpov Ev
(Aristotle, On the Heavens, bk. 3, ch. 5). [English-language translation is from Aristotle, On the
Heavens, trans. ]. L. Stocks, in The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York:
Random House, 1941).]

17. Aristotle, Physics, bk. 1, ch. 4.

18. Aristotle, Physics, bk. 1, ch. 4.
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is intended; for this reason the one indefinable nature (uio @Oo1¢ 6émioT0Q),
is, as Theophrastus says, indefinable for us, yet not, of course, indefinable in
itself. Thus [it is] not a material without definite properties, still less a mixed
product of all definite properties of things, but rather a third thing, which is
for us, of course, Unlimited. Well then! Aristotle is not completely correct in
his pronouncement on this point. He says, “And this is the ‘One’ of Anax-
agoras; for instead of ‘all things were together'—and the ‘Mixture’ of Em-
pedocles and Anaximander. . . .”® Yet this is the single passage that could
mislead us; either it is a very imprecise expression that refers to an entirely
distant similarity to the teachings of Empedocles, or we must suppose a
lacuna that [the phrase] 10 dneipov occupies. By the way, a misunderstanding
(through the teaching of Anaxagoras) strongly suggests itself. But a passage by
Theophrastus says explicitly that Anaxagoras agrees with Anaximander in
relation to primal matter only in the case when a substance without definite
properties (pio 001G AOM6T0G), instead of a mixture from definite and quali-
tatively different materials, is being presumed.2® With this expressed declara-
tion I close the question as to the meaning of the Unlimited. The ancients and
those more recent assume that it designates “the Infinite,” a material infinite
relative to mass. We concede that the Indefinite (10 dopiotov) certainly also
lies in concepts, but not in words, while among the Pythagoreans it was
designated in words only as the Indefinite. The single reason for this inter-
pretation is a short remark from the aphoristic book of Anaximander: “He
tells for example why it is infinite, that the existing creation [of things] in no
way fails.”?! Aristotle presupposes this sentence in Physics, book 3, chapter 8,
where he polemicizes against the idea that primal matter must be infinite if it
is said to be possible that continually more novel beings are produced from it.
This conclusion is not correct, yet Aristotle credits it to Anaximander. He
understood the Unlimited in this sentence, accordingly, as “infinite” and “infi-
nitely large.” Out of the partitioning of his principle, however, follows only

19. kol 1007 éoti 10 ‘Avaoydpov v kol 'EpnedoxAéoug 10 utypo kol ‘Ave&ipdvSpov
(Aristotle, Metaphysics, bk. 12, ch. 2). [The entire passage runs: “And this is the ‘One’ of Anax-
agoras; for instead of ‘all things were together’'—and the ‘Mixture’ of Empedocles and Anaxi-
mander and the account given by Democritus—it is better to say ‘all things were together
potentially but not actually.” ” English-language translation is from Aristotle, Metaphysics, trans.
W. D. Ross, in Basic Works, ed. McKeon.]

20. Theophrastus in Simplicius, Physics 6.6.

21. Aéyer odv Sudx 1 Enerpdv dotiv; tva undiv éAAeinn 1 yéveoig | dorotapuévn (Stobaeus,
Eclogues, bk. 1, 292). [The English translation here is from the standard text in Stobaeus and in
Diels. My thanks to R. Scott Smith for help with this problem.]
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that what is characteristic of his principle is precisely the Indefinite Nature
(1 ddproTog eVo1G). Infinity is a viewpoint that lies far away: it would be odd if
the principle were named not after what is characteristic but after something
accidental.

Well now, this belief in the Unlimited as “infinite” refers precisely only to
this sentence, which, first of all, does not interpret him logically and, second,
can be interpreted in another way. The fundamental idea of Anaximander was
indeed that all things that come to be pass away and thus cannot be a princi-
ple; all beings with definite properties are things that come to be, thus true
Being must not have all these definite properties, [for] otherwise it would
perish. So why must the primal Being be unlimited? Indefinable (d6piatov)?
With this, Becoming does not cease. For every definite being, Becoming
would inevitably come to an end, because all determinant things perish. The
immortality of the primal Being lies not in its infinitude but rather herein, that
it is bare of definite qualities leading to destruction. If primal Being were defi-
nite (8protov), it would also be “coming-to-be” (ytyvopevov), but in this way it
would be condemned to perish. So that generation does not cease, the primal
Being must be superior to it. With this we have brought unity into the expla-
nation of Anaximander and are justified in this statement by the penalty ticig
and injustice. Of course, we must then accept that the Unlimited has not been
understood previously. It is not the “Infinite” but instead the “Indefinite.”

Relative to the fundamental idea, the other physical doctrines are less
important; here we see him standing on the shoulders of Thales. Out of the
Unlimited come warmth and coldness; from them, water. From here on he is
only a continuation of Thales, with whom he says “all things are made of
water” ($8wp @apevog elvar 10 nav).22 Three sorts out of the flux keep to
themselves; the earth, the air, and the circle of fire that surrounds the whole
like bark to a tree. The fiery circumference frequently shattered: the fire was
enclosed by thickened air in wheel-shaped hulls; it flows out of the hubs of
these wheels. Whenever these hulls stop themselves up, solar and lunar
eclipses occur. The waning and waxing of the moon are connected with this.
The fire is fed by evaporation of earth; through the warmth of the sun, the
earth dries out. Anaximander described the stars as gods (the inhabitants of
heaven). What is remarkable about his move, which repeatedly recurs from
now onward, is that it is a rectification of folk belief by means of natural
science rather than a freedom of spirit. That Anaximander considered the

22. Cf. Kern, Philologus XXVI, 281, Theophrastus on Melissus. [Nietzsche refers here to
“Theophrastou peri Melissou,” by Franz Kern (1830-94) in Philologus 26 (1846).]
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world as infinite is impossible: that is a misunderstanding of the Unlim-
ited. Otherwise, what could the ring of fire signify as the rind of the cosmic
ball? Simplicius counts Anaximander among those who held the world to be
bounded.?

A misunderstanding of his principle is connected with the question, What
does it mean that he presumed “countless worlds”? Specifically, do they coex-
ist or do they exist in succession? The countless worlds (8rneipot xéopo1)
stood fixed; “countless” worlds probably had a place in the “Infinite” once
assumed. For example, Simplicius [says,] “Anaximander, by hypothesizing
that the essential principle is limitless in size, seems from this to make the
universes boundless in number.”? Zeller states that the countless worlds
existing alongside one another are the stars.?® I consider this explanation
incorrect and in general consider the testimonies for a coexistence of the
countless worlds as mistaken. Correct are those propositions that guarantee
that the world is destroyed, that the sea gradually wanes and dries out and that
the earth is gradually destroyed by fire. Hence this world perishes, yet Be-
coming does not cease; the next world coming to be must also perish: And so
forth. Thus, countless worlds exist.

Anaximander thought of the origin of living beings in this way; the earth
forms itself from a fluid condition, [and] the moisture dries through the
effects of fire; the remainder, having become salty and bitter, runs together
into the precipices of the sea. Its form is that of a wagon, one-third as high as it
is wide. We are on the upper level. Out of the mud [originate] the animals, the
land animals, too, along with human beings, originally in fish form, since the
drying out of earth originates the later forms.

Toward a General Evaluation. His writing is important beyond its relation
to Thales: acceptance of a metaphysically true Being, a world in opposition to
Becoming and the transient physical world; the qualitatively undifferentiated
as primal matter and, in contrast to it, all things qualitatively definite, individ-
ual, and particular as afflicted with injustice (&xia); [and the] posing of the
question concerning the value of human existence (the first pessimist philoso-
pher). The consequences of these meditations: the future annihilation of the
world, infinite worlds one after another. Otherwise he continues the physio-

23. Simplicius, scholia in Aristotle 505a, 15. [I was unable to determine this reference. ]

24. "Ava&inavdpog uiv dnerpov 1@ peyéBet v Gpxnv Bépevog, dneipovg € ovtod 1 TAROeL
x60povG motelv Sokel (Simplicius, In de caelo 91.6.34. [See Simplicii in Aristotelis de Caelo
Commentaria, ed. 1. L. Heiberg, vol. 7 (Berlin, 1894), p. 202, sect. 34. Thanks to R. Scott Smith
for this translation of the Greek.]

25. Zeller, vol. 1, 200. [Eduard Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtlichen
Entwicklung, part 1: Allgemeine Einleitung: vorsokratische Philosophie (Leipzig, 1869).]
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logical theory of Thales, that all things originate from water. That is not his
genuine greatness but rather his knowledge that the primal origins of things
may not be clarified out of any material at hand: he fled into the Indefinite (0
dnepov). His successor? Anaximenes, by nature far more impoverished and
unoriginal [than Anaximander] as a philosopher and metaphysician but far
more significant as a student of nature.



EIGHT

Anaximenes

[Anaximenes was] likewise from Miletus, the son of Eurystratus; otherwise,
we know nothing [of him]. The real problem is his chronology and his alleged
study under Anaximander. The trustworthy Apollodorus says he was born
during Olympiad 63 (529-525 B.C.E.) and died around the time of the con-
quest of Sardis—that is, the conquest by the Ionians under Darius, in Olym-
piad 70 (499 B.C.E.).! Accordingly he would have died early, at approximately
thirty years of age. Well then, no one believed this testimony, and [all] pre-
sumed its corruption. Given this testimony, specifically, he could not have
been a student of Anaximander, who died shortly after the second year of
Olympiad 58 (that is, 547 B.C.E.), thus around twenty years before the birth of
Anaximenes. If this testimony has been properly handed down, Apollodorus
denied his studies, rejecting the teacher-student succession (Sradoxn) of An-
aximenes. Well, we must remain extremely suspicious of these ancient succes-
sions (Srodoyai) in themselves; it would be entirely unmethodical to give
preference to testimony making the student relationship possible. If the re-
mark by Laertius stands entirely alone, however, we would be justified to
assume a mistake in communication by Laertius. I pose the question: Is there
any item that supports this chronology by Apollodorus? Yes: “According to
some, he was also a pupil of Parmenides.”? Well, Parmenides’ period of flour-
ishing was Olympiad 69, according to Apollodorus. This claim—that is, that
Parmenides taught the twenty-year-old Anaximenes—makes no sense rela-
tive to all other datings of Anaximenes and is commensurable only with his
birth in Olympiad 63. We gather from this that this testimony by Laertius is
not a corrupted reference. We shall further even discover who is the guaran-

1. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 2, sect. 3.

2. #viot 8¢ xal IMoappevidov gaciv dxodoor adtév (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent
Philosophers, bk. 2, sect. 3). [English-language translation is from Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the
Eminent Philosophers, trans. R. D. Hicks, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1972)]
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tor for this testimony. According to Laertius,® Theophrastus testifies in his
Epitome (puowkn {otopla) that Parmenides had [in turn] been a pupil
of Anaximander.” Well then, Anaximander flourishes in the second year of
Olympiad 58, at sixty-four years of age. Eleven Olympiads (i.e., fortv-four
years) later comes the flourishing of Parmenides. If we assume Parmenides
was twenty years old while in the audience of Anaximander, then he flourishes
forty-four years later, thus at approximately sixty-four years old, in Olympiad
69. We should remark here that in any case, we must trust Theophrastus also
that the twenty-year-old Parmenides was taught by Anaximander.>

Thus in the second year of Olympiad 58, Anaximander flourishes at sixty-
four years of age. A twenty-year-old Parmenides hears him [lecture]. In
Olympiad 69 Parmenides flourishes at sixty-four years of age. Anaximenes is
taught by him at twenty years of age.

This chronology is so consistent that we must trust it to [be from] one
source—Theophrastus—the most ancient witness. This becomes important,
because this most ancient witness rejected the Anaximander-Anaximenes
teacher-student succession (todoyat). All later datings, however, were made
to clarify this [relationship]. The conquest of Sardis would be a fixed point in
time; one looked around for a more ancient one, for the conquest by Cyrus in
Olympiad 58; for example, Hippolytus’s Refutations reckoned the prime of his
life in relation to it, as did the Suidas,® (where yéyove = fixuale and where ve’
should be written instead of viy’). Well then, to justify [attribution of] the
succession, a previous conquest was harked back to, and the flourishing of
Anaximenes was dated thereto. However, then the floruit dates of Anax-
imenes and Anaximander coincide, and consequently they are turned into
contemporaries or friends.” We naturally embrace Theophrastus and Apol-
lodorus and reject the teacher-student relationship [alleged by Diogenes
Laertius]. Quite to the contrary, a vast panorama opens up around the student
relationship of Parmenides to Anaximander! That Anaximenes heard Par-
menides, is, however, not equally valid, and remains ineffectual to his ideas.
Yet he is not—like Hippo, Idaeus, and Diogenes of Apollonia—from the lower
classes, and he has attained such incredible stature only to create a bridge

3. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 9, sect. 21.

4. Suidas: Tloppevidng—ahg 8¢ Oedppactos, "Avagiudvdpov 108 Miknoiov. This may not be
found in Laertius, as Zeller thinks (I, 468). [This material is from the Suidas lexicon entry for
Parmenides: “according to Theophrastus, Anaximander the Milesian” (my translation). ]

5. Suidas: "Avagipévng—ol 8¢ kal Moppevidov ¥paocav. [This material is from the Suidas
lexicon entry for Anaximenes: “they said Parmenides also” (my translation).]

6. Hippolytus, Refutations 1.7.

7. Simplicius, In de caelo 373b; Eusebius, Praep. evang. 10.14.7.
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between Anaximander and Anaxagoras. Consequently Apollodorus also must
have rejected that Anaxagoras was his student, for Anaximenes died at Olym-
piad 70, just when Anaxagoras was born. Well then, according to Apollodorus,
Anaxagoras remains without successors of his own (connection to a previous
one). Those who believe in the succession are required to reckon his flourish-
ing at Olympiad 70, the year, according to Apollodorus, in which he was born.
Thus, Anaximenes is backdated, Anaximander is backdated—all to favor the
Ionian Swadoxn!® At just this moment I will introduce a table of datings by
Apollodorus:

Olympiad 35,1  Thales is born.
40 Xenophanes is born.
42,2  Anaximander is born.
63 Anaximenes (who thus, to be a pupil to Parmenides,
must have been in Elea), is born.
69 Parmenides and Heraclitus flourish.
70  Anaxagoras is born.
80 Democritus is born.

So Apollodorus had already leveled a sharp criticism against the successions
(at least according to Erastosthenes), and we must entrust ourselves to him.
The method of preferring the numbers with whose help the succession be-
comes possible is entirely incorrect. We separate Anaximenes from Anaxi-
mander, therefore, and believe that he belongs with Parmenides. Well, Par-
menides, in essence, thought deeper through the ideas of Anaximander in

8. Antisthenes—who regards Diogenes [of Apollonia] as the pupil of Anaximenes and [says]
“his period was that of Anaxagoras” (v 8¢ év 1toig ypdvoig kote "Avagoyépov)—also belongs
to this postdating (9.52). This Diogenes [of Apollonia] has also received a false stature and has
been mistaken for Diogenes Smyrnaeus. Diocles had found “Democritus, Diogenes, Anax-
archos” and so made an empty list. The division between Ionian and Italian philosophy from
Diocles himself? [This very confusing footnote may be explained as follows. Antisthenes the
chronicler considered Diogenes of Apollonia to have been a student of Anaximenes and to have
lived during the same period as Anaxagoras. Coming across the name “Diogenes” in Antisthenes’
list of successions, Diocles mistook it to refer to Diogenes of Smyrna, the Democritean philoso-
pher. These two thus become inverted in historical order. To complicate matters further, a third
Diogenes, Diogenes Laertius, accepted the mistake made by Diocles and reports in Lives of the
Eminent Philosophers that Diogenes of Apollonia, according to Antisthenes, was a student of
Anaximenes and lived in the time of Anaxagoras. Nietzsche implies that Laertius preserved the
mistake for the sake of backdating, hence supporting his own theory of succession. Simplicius
also apparently suffered the same confusion as Diocles. A final complication: Nietzsche gives an
incorrect citation for Lives; the relevant passage is at book 9, chapter 57, not chapter 52. Nietz-
sche also adds an inconsequential év to the Greek text. See Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, Pre-
socratic Philosophers, and Oxford Classical Dictionary, 3d ed., ed. Simon Hornblower and
Anthony Spawforth (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), s.v. “Diogenes.”]
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half of his philosophy—as shall later be demonstrated; he sought in the second
half of his thinking to show what view of the world results from the standpoint
of ordinary awareness. And here he proceeds from the dualism of hot and cold
posited by Anaximander, who also designates thin and thick, light and dark-
ness, and earth and fire as opposites. Anaximenes adds to this completely
mythical presentation of imagery—accepted certainly for the first time—that
all things have arisen due to the thinning and thickening of an original mate-
rial. Simplicius: “For in the case of him [Anaximenes] alone did Theophrastus
in the History speak of rarefication and condensation, but it is plain that the
others, also, used rarity and density.”

Also in this connection thinning and thickening. To him, heating up is the
same as thinning down; cooling off, the same as thickening. Air turns into fire
through thinning and into wind through thickening; [it] further [turns] into
clouds, then into water, then into earth, and finally into stone. The signifi-
cance of this principle of thinning (dpaiwoig) and thickening (rbxvooig) lies
in its advancement toward an explanation of the world from mechanical
principles—the raw material of materialistic atomistic systems. That, how-
ever, is a much later stage that already assumes Heraclitus and Parmenides:
[atomism] immediately after Anaximander would be a miraculous leap! What
we have here [in Anaximenes] is the first theory answering the question, How
can there be development out of one primal material? With this he ushers in
the epochs of Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and Democritus—in other words, the
later movement of the natural sciences. In the later period this problematic
how is still not brought up at all. Anaximenes is a significant student of nature
who, as it appears, rejected the metaphysics of Parmenides and rather sought
to consolidate his other theories scientifically.

Yet it is entirely incorrect to place him without further qualification in the
series Thales and water, Anaximander and the Unlimited, Anaximenes and
air, Heraclitus and fire, for his feat is not to suggest something as the primal
material but rather [to formulate] his ideas about the development of the
primal matter. He belongs, in this way, to a later period. We may not speak of
him before we get to Anaxagoras, until after Heraclitus and the Eleatics. We
have, specifically, seven independent paradigms [Rubriken], in other words,
seven appearances of independent original philosophers: (1) Anaximander,
(2) Heraclitus, (3) the Eleatics, (4) Pythagoras, (5) Anaxagoras, (6) Empedo-

9. émi yap To0T0U pévou ('Avatipévoug) Oedppactog v i ioTopig Thy pdveocy eipnke kol
v nokveowy Simplicius, Physics 32a. [English-language translation is from Kirk, Raven, and
Schofield, Presocratic Philosophers. They cite Physics 149.32.]
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cles, and (7) the atomists (Democritus). The coupling of these by means of
successions is arbitrary or entirely incorrect. There are seven totally different
ways of considering the world: where they coincide, where they learn from
one another, usually lies the weaknesses in the nature of each. Anaximenes
is a forerunner of the last three paradigms: he died young and cannot be
properly compared to these seven. His relationship to them is similar to
that of Leucippus to Democritus, Xenophanes to Parmenides, or Thales to

Anaximander.



NINE

Pythagoras

Immediately following Anaximander comes the place of Heraclitus. He
would be entirely falsely characterized if we, like [Max] Heinze,! were to find
the decisive advance of Heraclitus in an acceptance of a qualitative transfor-
mation of fire, in contrast to those who explain the manifold nature of ap-
pearances by way of association and separation, thickening and thinning, for
these theories of thinning and thickening (dpaiwoig and ndxvwoig) are later
and newer than [those of ] Heraclitus. Precisely here we observe an advance
of natural scientific thinking, as opposed to Heraclitus. We must on the con-
trary compare Heraclitus with Anaximander to specify his advance. The Un-
limited and the world of Becoming were compared in incomprehensible
ways, as a sort of absolute dualism. Heraclitus rejected the world of Being
altogether and maintained only the world of Becoming: Parmenides does the
reverse to resolve Anaximander’s problem satisfactorily. Both seek to destroy
this dualism; consequently, Parmenides struggles most vigorously against
Heraclitus as well. Both Heraclitus and the Eleatics are necessary conditions
for Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and Democritus: we observe among them in
general a knowledge and supposition of Anaximander. In this sense we may
speak of a development [between these paradigms].

In contrast, Pythagoras remains entirely solitary. That which we call the
Pythagorean philosophy is something much later, hardly earlier than the sec-
ond half of the fifth century. He bears no relation to the later philosophy,
because he was not a philosopher at all but something different. Strictly
speaking, we might even exclude him frorh a history of philosophy, yet he pro-
duced the image on a type of philosophical life; for this, the Greeks thanked
him. This image exerted a powerful influence on the philosophers Parmeni-

1. Lehre vom Logos, 3. [This refers to Max Heinze’s Die Lehre vom Logos in der griechischen
Philosophie (Oldenburg, 1872). This reference proves the manuscript could not predate 1872.]

44



Pythagoras 45

des and Empedocles but not on philosophy itself. For this reason we shall
speak of him here.?

First of all, the chronology for Pythagoras. Concerning this task, we must
discover the real dates of the philosopher, according to [philologist Erwin]
Rohde, and avoid the major mistake of combining dates handed down; even
Bentley does not do so.? There are two incommensurable series of chronolog-
ical combinations. The Alexandrian scholars proceeded from two incommen-
surable dates, from which anyone might choose, but which no one combined.
1. It was inscribed in an Olympian register (dvoypoagh) that during the first
year of Olympiad 48 (588 B.C.E.), Pythagoras of Samos, clad in a purple robe
and flowing hair, was not allowed to compete with the men in arm wrestling
and so competed with the youth and won. Eratosthenes considers this Py-
thagoras to be identical to the philosopher. He would not have competed with
the youths, or even have been considered for competition with the men,
unless he stood right on the line between youth and manhood. Bentley infers
from this that he was eighteen years old at that time and so born around
606 B.C.E.

2. [Pythagoras] flourished during Olympiad 62, according to numerous testi-
monies, indicating a high point of his life, specifically, his excursion from
Samos to Croton. This is based on reports by Aristoxenus that Pythagoras was
forty years old when he left Samos to avoid the tyranny of Polycrates. This
tyranny began in the first year of Olympiad 62, and so he is taken to emigrate
precisely in the earliest year possible in order not to have to move his year of
death too far back. (Darker motives: postdating him as far back as possible in
order to make him as old as possible.) He reached an advanced age. Aristox-
enus calls him elder (npeofing). Apollodorus makes this calculation. He
didn’t care to join in the approach of Eratosthenes: according to Eratos-
thenes, Pythagoras would in fact have been seventy-five years old in 532, far
too old for the starting point of his vital activity. Apollodorus often directly
rejects the identification with the arm wrestler. Also, the year of death was not
handed down to us: we must choose a life span and proceed from a year of
birth. Well then, testimonies range from 75, 80, 90, 99, nearly 100, and 104 to

2. The best discussions are in Zeller (vol. 1, 235, 3d ed.), Grote (vol. 2, 626), and Erwin Rohde
on the origins of the iambic in his biography of Pythagoras (Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie 26
and 27). [Reference is made here to English classicist George Grote (1794-1871), who wrote a
three-volume study of Plato in 1865.]

3. Briefe des Phalaris, 113f. Ribb. [Richard D. Bentley, Abhandlungen iiber die Briefe des
Phalaris, Themistocles, Socrates, Euripides und iiber die Fabeln des Aesop, trans. Woldemar
Ribbeck (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1857).]
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117 years of age. They are often naive calculations; for example, Heraclides-
Lembus attributes eighty years to Pvthagoras because that is the normal life
span of a human being. Apollodorus had every reason to attribute to him as
short a life as possible. The estimate of seventy-five years probably is traced
back to him; that would mean [that Pythagoras died in] the fourth year of
Olympiad 70 (497 B.C.E.). Eratosthenes had wider latitude: we assume that
he followed the usual opinion of 99 years and so set his death in the year
507 B.C.E.

This simple presentation of the facts has previously gone unrecognized
because it was presumed that the expulsion of the Pythagoreans had taken
place soon after the destruction of Sybaris (in 510 B.C.E.) and that the death of
Pythagoras followed soon thereafter. Well then! It is not correct, as Zeller*
claims, that all sources of reports, without exception, placed the destruction
of Sybaris directly before the death of Pythagoras. Rohde has proved that the
combination of Cylonian unrest and the destruction of Sybaris is a pure inven-
tion of Apollonius of Tyana.®

We shall array ourselves on the side of Apollodorus because he follows the
most cautious witness concerning all things Pythagorean, Aristoxenus: there-
fore, his [Pythagoras’s] acme [would be] Olympiad 62. If he [Apollodorus]
deviated from the great Eratosthenes only one time, it certainly happened for
the most convincing reasons: he could prove that the arm wrestler had been
called “the son of Crates” (6 Kpatew) in an old epigram.® The father of the
philosopher, a rich businessman, was named Mnesarchus (Mvficapyog).
[Pythagoras] was born on Samos. After extensive travels he returned to Samos
at the age of forty to find the island under the tyranny of Polycrates. He
decided to leave his homeland for Croton, renowned for the physical prowess
of its citizens and the excellence of its physicians. (These were intercon-
nected; the theory and practice of the physicians were considered further
advancement for gymnastic trainers.) There he wins enormous political influ-
ence as the founder of an isolated order strongly bound together by laws of
ritual: several rich Crotonians were among its members. The network of the
order spread out in other places, for example, Metapontum. We detect in him
the religious reformer; it is absolutely certain that he shared the doctrine of

4. 1:254 [Eduard Zeller, Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtliche Entwicklung, pt. 1:
Allgemeine Einleitung: vorsokratische Philosophie (Leipzig, 1869).]

5. [Erwin Rohde, “Die Quellen des Jamblichus in seiner Biography des Pythagoras,”] Rhein-
isches Museum fiir Philologie 26 (1866): 573. |

6. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 8, sect. 49. [English-language trans-
lation is from Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Eminent Philosophers, trans. R. D. Hicks, 2 vols.
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972).]
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the transmigration of the soul and certain religious observances with the
Orphics, [although| Aristotle and Aristoxenus know of no physical and ethical
doctrines. He seeks spirituality in the more profound significance of the long-
worshiped chthonic gods. He teaches to conceive earthly existence as punish-
ment for a prior transgression. According to one account, a human being is
reborn eternally in ever-new bodies. Piety, practiced in secret ceremonies, to
which his entire life complies by holy customs, is able to extract one from the
circle of eternal Becoming. The virtuous are born (as with Empedocles) as
soothsayers, poets, physicians and princes: complete liberation is the perfect
fruit of philosophy (p1hoco@iog 6 teherdtatog kopnog). Well then, aside from
the theological ideas of the Orphics and their laws of ritual, the Pythagorean
way of life must have contained, according to Rohde, a core of scientific
curiosity. We would do well to note the complaint by Heraclitus, who could
meet neither a real philosopher nor a pure Orphic but only thinkers divided
between Orphic mysticism” and scientific studies.® According to Laertius,

Pythagoras, son of Mnesarchus, practised inquiry beyond all other men, and
in this selection of his writings made himself a wisdom of his own, showing
much learning but poor workmanship. [TTvBaydpng Mvnedpyov ictopiov
Hoxnoev avBpdnwv pddiota tévtev, kol éxheldpuevos, Tobtag TG Guy-
Ypaog énotoato éovtod coginy (ironic, perhaps &v yap 10 copdv), moA-
vpaginy (polymath knowledge and deception) kaxotexvinv (not cogia but
rather téxvn, deceptive practice).]

Much learning does not teach understanding; else would it have taught He-
siod and Pythagoras, or, again, Xenophanes and Hecataeus.®

The words “selection of his writings” (ékAe§devog, TadToG TAG CLYYPOPES)
must refer to writings that were named shortly before: I am thinking if Phe-
recydes or the Orphic writings (but not in the same way as Zeller); history
(iotopin) is research by way of inquiries, which is condemned by Heraclitus,
and he certainly foremost means travel. Since a Polymathy (roAvpa®in) can-
not be found in the Orphic texts, Egyptian authorship is probably meant

7. [At this unlikely place in the Bornmann and Carpitella manuscript the comment “Vor-
sichtiger!” (Greater caution) appears. It does not appear in the Musarion edition. If it is a
comment by Bornmann and Carpitella, it should appear in square brackets, but it does not.]

8. The opposite of toAvpedin. La. 9.1 [The manuscript has a gap here.] Pythagoras. According
to Rohde: néviov elvon yap &v 10 cogby, énictacBor yvaopny e olaxiler. I [read] something
else: £0 10 cogdv énictacBon yvhuny névie Sid néviev.

9. ToAvpabin véov Exetv ov 818doxet. ‘Hoilodov yop dv 88idake xoi ITubaydpny, adbig te
Eevogdvea te xoi ‘Exortoiov ([Heraclitus,] fragment 129, 40d) ([see] Diogenes Laertius, Lives
of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 8, sect. 6, bk. 9, sects. 1, 2).
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instead. Hecataeus of Miletus is a great traveler, along with Xenophanes;
perhaps Heraclitus even wanted to say that Pythagoras got his wisdom from
Hesiod, Xenophanes, and Hecataeus and not by means of travel. That is valid
in foreign customs that the Circuit of the Earth (yfig nepiodog) contained.!
Herodotus makes similar remarks.!! The Egyptian priests wear linen britches
under their woolen outer clothing: in the latter they may neither enter the
temple nor be buried. They are in agreement with the so-called Orphics and
Bacchics—who are in truth, however, Egyptians—and with the Pythagoreans.
The Egyptians taught immortality and transmigration of the soul for the first
time. “This theory has been adopted by certain Greek writers, some earlier,
some later, who have put it forward as their own. Their names are known to
me, but I refrain from mentioning them.”!? The Polymathy consisted of a
collection of exotic customs (for example, the laws of ritual called Acousmata,
or Symbola) and that, likewise, was on dark arts (xokoteyvin). I would recom-
mend placing these propositions one after another.

In this manner the most ancient witness would verify first of all the travels
and second [the claim] that no scientific curiosity is known in Pythagoras. He
[Herodotus] considers him [Pythagoras] unoriginal, indeed even deceptive,
in his Histories (iotopin), which refers only to customs, not to science. A
mathematician would at least have received a reputation as [having] polymath
knowledge (moAvpoBin). “That which is authentic in Pythagoras, his alleged
wisdom (cogin), is only deceptive, superstitious procedures (toAvpogin)!”
That is the thought of Heraclitus, [in which he is] similar to Herodotus, only
he even names the bridges—specifically books, not travels. Here we may also
think of Hesiod, of the superstitious customs in Works and Days with which
the Pythagoreans agree, then [of him] as the author of soothsayings (novtika
€nn), and so forth. What naturally comes into consideration here, then, is not
Xenophanes as a philosopher but rather his struggle [Kampf ] against polythe-
ism, against the luxury of his contemporaries, and so on. (These three posi-
tions are united.)

Hence, Heraclitus, too, is thinking only of the religious reformer; [Pythag-
orean] scientific philosophical development comes at a much later stage. To
be precise, Heraclitus rejects the scientific principle, along with the doctrine

10. Bk. 2, Asien mit Aegypten und Libyen. [Lc., Asians with Egyptians and Libyans, bk. 2 of
Herodotus, Histories. ]

11.[Ibid.,] 2.81.

12. 1001 1@ Adye elol of ‘EAAMvev éxpioavto, ol pev npdtepov, ol 8¢ Yotepov, dg 16
EQUTAV EOVTL: TAV £y® eldg To SvopaTe 00 Ypdow Histories 2.123).
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of numbers, as found in the one wisdom (8v 10 6o@6v) of Pythagoras. With the
appearance of Empedocles, above all, we still have a noteworthy witness; he
shall bring the silenced secrets of the school into the light. Empedocles,
however, has no idea about the theory of numbers; the secret was the teach-
ings of the transmigration of the soul and the religious practices. All of the
more ancient legends also refer to his memories of prior existences, to his
interactions with fabulous beings such as Abaris and Zalmoxis, to his mirac-
ulous powers (taming of animals), and so on. Such is the most ancient form of
the legends of Pythagoras.

Well then, in time (not earlier than the second half of the fifth century) a
scientific direction developed within the school: Rohde has advanced the
important idea that at the same time a division entered the school. Some, by
their scientific researches, neglected the religious foundations; the others
held fast to the Pythagorean way of life (ITvBaryopikog Tpémog 10 Biov). Only
in this fashion may we explain the striking fact that, according to Aristotle, the
physical doctrines of the Pythagoreans (ITvBoydperor), and their ethical ones,
according to Aristoxenus, bear no relationship to the religious beliefs of the
Pythagoreans. Only [the existence of ] two entirely distinct parties explains
the precipitous contradiction of our witnesses, for example, in reference to
ascetic vegetarianism. Aristoxenus claims it; Eudoxus and Onesicritus deny it.
Aristoxenus followed the testimony of Pythagorean friends and attributed
their praxis to Pythagoras himself. At the same time one party must have
allowed themselves wine, meat, and beans, about which the poets of the
middle comedies poked fun. The tales of a separation of the exoteric from the
esoteric connects to this as well: [Erwin Rohde’s theory of] the division of
the scientifically educated and those that satisfy themselves with short prov-
erbs entirely worthless to the later period of Pythagoreanism.

This tale originated in order to explain a really latter-day distinction and to
preserve for each party its claim to Pythagoras. The scientific orientation
presented its teachings as the ancient secrets of the school, which Philolaus
violated for the first time: to explain the simultaneity of these two orienta-
tions, however, we must allow the claim that Pythagoras himself had already
instructed two classes with entirely different subject matters. This old tale
about Philolaus demonstrates that the teachings and writings of Philolaus are
the beginnings of the philosophy of number; he, however, is the somewhat
older contemporary of Socrates. Well then! The wisdom of the students of
acoustics was considered only as a preliminary stage toward the wisdom of the
mathematician. No one has ever ventured to ascribe the entire late Pythag-
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orean philosophy to Pythagoras himself: consequently, we too will not do that,
not even in Zeller’s nearly colorless [abgeblassten] form.

Yet it is important that among the hands of the scientific faction the image
of the master altered and became more pragmatic; now we are confronted
with the characteristics of a political reformer: the secretive practitioner of
miracles obviously does not properly translate into the image of a figure of
political enlightenment. The other party, increasingly separated from philoso-
phy, sinks ever more into superstition, and here Pythagoras becomes the
“grandmaster of superstition,” as Rohde says, who then, because of his “great
prestige,” is said to have studied with Egyptians, Chaldeans, Persians, Jews,
Thracians, and Galileans.

Thus, before the Alexandrian scholars (Eratosthenes, Neanthes, Satyrus,
and Hippobotus) lay a threefold tradition: (1) old legends; (2) rational his-
tories; and (3) late superstitions, to which they did nothing novel but simply
combined them (with the exception of Hermippus, who produced from
them a hostile satire on Pythagoras). Diogenes Laertius gives us a picture of
Pythagorean knowledge during the Alexandrian period without any neo-
Pythagorean extras. Gradually, however, when the teachings were revitalized,
the Alexandrian’s mosaic no longer sufficed. Apollonius of Tyana undertook a
self-consciously arbitrary, complete description of the lifestyle, with many of
his own inventions. Nicomachus of Gerasa, who proceeds without intentional
falsification, uses Aristoxenus nobly, along with Neanthes. His contempo-
rary Diogenes Antonius created from murky sources but also added nothing
of his own: just as little as does Porphyry. In the Life of Pythagoras, (Blog
[MvBaydperog) by Iamblichus, the author produces a work of errors alone: in
all essentials he uses the writings of Apollonius and Nicomachus; he uses
Nicomachus (from older traditions) as a foundation and adds to this only
several colorful sections from the novel by Apollonius. By way of Nicomachus
we receive important remains of the writings of Pseudo-Aristotle, Neanthes,
and Hippobotus. We may believe nothing at all from Apollonius.

Well then! Truthfully, what do we know about Pythagoras’s life following
these three sources—legends, rational histories, and later superstitions? Next
to nothing. We should use. only the most general outlines and the sparse
remarks of contemporaries. What appears as history is especially dangerous.
So Aristoxenus is indeed the most believable of all concerning the later
Pythagoreans, yet Rohde considers his biographical notes to be the most
questionable of all. In and of itself this chronology by Aristoxenus, which
follows Apollodorus, is also dubious (because of Polycrates and the forty



Pythagoras 51

years). Yet it must be approximately the correct time, especially if my expla-
nation of Heraclitus’s placing is correct, since he must be able to use Xe-
nophanes and Hecataeus. On the other side, Xenophanes,!'> who derides his
belief in immortality, knows of him. He is certainly a younger contemporary of
Xenophanes, therefore, who was born in the fortieth Olympiad, according to
Apollodorus. We place the acme [dkpn, the prime of one’s life, or one’s flour-
ishing] of Hecataeus in Olympiad 65: accordingly the flourishings of Par-
menides, Heraclitus, and Pythagoras approximately coincide. The Olympiad
prior to Olympiad 69 was the acme of Heraclitus and Parmenides; he [Pythag-
oras] would be some sixty-eight years old, according to Apollodorus, which is
indeed the approximate acme of a philosopher. Well then! Xenophanes, sev-
eral witnesses testify, certainly reached ninety-two years of age; meaning he
died (soon) after Olympiad 63.

In any case Pythagoras must have been a person famous for his doctrines
already by Olympiad 62 at the latest. Thus we receive Olympiad 62—69 as the
time -of his acme and so agree with Apollodorus and Aristoxenus. In this
connection Aristoxenus appears to have been careful and reserved, as Rohde
too recognizes in his reports concerning the death of Pythagoras. Aristoxenus
narrates [it] in this way: Cylon of Croton, a violent nobleman whom Pythag-
oras had refused to accept among his friends, became an embittered enemy of
Pythagoras and his followers from then onward. For this reason Pythagoras
went to Metapontum, where he is said to have died. The Cylonians, however,
continued their animosity toward the Pythagoreans: in the meantime the
cities good-naturedly turned over control of the state, as before, to the Py-
thagoreans. But in the end the Cylonians set the House of Milon in Croton
ablaze and cast the Pythagoreans, as they assembled in council there, into the
flames; only Archippus and Lysis, as the most powerful, escaped. Well then!
The Pythagoreans left these cities so ungrateful for their concern. Archippus
went to Tarent[um], and Lysis went to Achaia and then to Thebes, where he
became the teacher of Epaminondas and died. The remaining Pythagoreans
assembled in Rhegium; with continuous deterioration of the political circum-
stances, they left Italy entirely, except for Archytas of Tarent[um], and went to
Greece, where they practiced their old customs until the collapse of the entire
school. Approximately 440 Pythagoreans withdrew to Rhegium; some 410
remaining Italian philosophers went to Greece.!* According to Apollodorus

13. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 8, sect. 36.
14. Cf. Rohde, [“Die Quellen des Jamblichus,”] Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie 26:566.
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and Aristoxenus, the last Pythagoreans (pupils of Philolaus and Eurytus) lived
in the first year of Olympiad 103 (around 366 B.C.E.). The ascetic Pythago-
rians, Diodorus of Aspendus at their pinnacle, survive this date by a wide
margin.

This report from Aristoxenus concerning the Cylonian attack is the most
cautious: there are countless variations, increasingly more nonsensical, due,
above all, to mixing in Pythagoras himself.'®

15. Collected by Eduard Zeller, [ Die Philosophie der Griechen,] pt. 1, p. 282; “Concerning the
Symbola,” Gottling, Gesammelte Abhandlungen (1:278 and 2:280). [Here Nietzsche refers
to “Uber die Symbole,” Gesammelte Abhandlungen (1863 [1851]), by Karl Wilhelm Gottling
(1793-1869), a professor at Jena.]
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Heraclitus

[Heraclitus was] from Ephesus, the son of Bloson (or Heracon): the latter is
perhaps an epithet of Heraclitus himself, like Simon to Simonides, Callias to
Calliades, and so on. He belonged to the most noble of all races, that of
Codriden Androclus, the founder of Ephesus, in which the worth of a mar-
tyred king found new heirs. He was a merciless opponent of democratic
parties;! among this herd moved those rebellious to the Persians. Heraclitus,
like his friend Hermodorus (similar to the statesman Hecataeus), had proba-
bly counseled against reckless measures against the Persians, and both were
decried as friends of the Persians, until Hermodorus was ostracized; Her-
aclitus left the city voluntarily, giving up his archonship in favor of a brother.
He subsequently resided in the seclusion of the Temple of Artemis. Her-
aclitus refers to this turn of events with the proposition: “The Ephesians
would do well to end their lives, every grown man of them, and leave the city
to beardless boys, for that they have driven out Hermodorus, the worthiest
man among them, saying, ‘We will have none who is worthiest among us; or if
there be any such, let him go elsewhere and consort with others.””2 Now
Darius appears to have directed an invitation to Heraclitus, having had a
falling out with his father city, in order to achieve for himself a political
accommodation; he declined the invitation, along with another one from
Athens.®> The increasingly more powerful leader from Isogoras, funded by
conservative parties, could hope for greater power with the like-minded
Ionian.

1. Bernays, Heraclitea, 31. [Jacob Bernays, Heraclitea, inaugural diss., part 1 (Bonn: formis
C. Georgii).]

2. &E€ov 'Egeciorg ffndov andyEacBon naot kai tolg 6vABoig Thy mdy kotohinely oftiveg
‘Epuddwpov dvdpo Envtdv dviotov éEEBakov dvteg Nnéwv unde elg dvitotog Eotw, el 84 T1g
to10670g, BAAY Te kol pet’ EALwv (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 9, sect.
2 ([Heraclitus,] fragment 121d). [Immediately following the Greek, Nietzsche gives the verbatim
German translation. ]

3. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 9, sect. 15.

53
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Determination of dates appears to hinge on this request from Darius;
consider the Suidas: “During Olympiad 69, in the time of Darius, son of
Hystaspes.”™ Diogenes Laertius places his acme in this Olympiad.> Most im-
portant, according to Eudemus, “Heraclitus, Blyson’s son, persuaded the dic-
tator Melancomas to abdicate. He scorned an invitation from King Darius to
come to Persia.”® The Olympiad number is just lost; certainly it would have
specified the acme as after this event (Olympiad 69). Melancomas is the same
person who appears, in the abbreviated form Comas, in the biography of
Hipponax, the Ephesian poet ostracized by him; in any case, he was a tyrant
hostile to the nobility. Accordingly, the flourishing period of Heraclitus would
be approximately contemporaneous with the outbreak of the Ionian revolu-
tion: perhaps the uprising against the Persians connects just as much to the
end of the tyrant Melancomas as to the banning of Hermodorus. There exists
still another political remark by [Diogenes] Laertius in which the Ephesian
was invited to a passage of law; he declined because the state was already
too deeply rooted in a faulty constitution.” The seventh and ninth pseudo-
epigraphic letters introduce the banning of Hermodorus as a consequence of
his legislative activity: the eighth proceeds from the dismissal of Hermodo-
rus’s laws by the Ephesian[s]. Hermodorus later lived in Italy and gave his
service to legislation of the Twelve Tablets: a statue of him was erected at the
Comitium.® The idea that guilty Ephesians should turn over their city to their
innocent children was taken up by Plato as the fundamental notion of a
reform; similarly [there is] the Heraclitean anecdote in which Heraclitus,
after having retreated into the solitude of the sanctuary of the Temple of
Artemis, played knuckle bones with children, and when the Ephesians stood
around him in wonder, he called to them: “Why, you rascals, are you as-
tonished? Is it not better to do this than to take part in your civil life?”

4. v émi tfig évdng kol eEnkootiig SAvpmiddog éni Aapeiov 100 ‘Yordonov. [Except for two
cases with an entry title, Nietzsche’s quotations from Suidas have no citations. The quotation here
has none. The Suda entry is ‘HpdxAeirog. Nietzsche borrowed Thomas Gaisford’s edition of
Suidas (1834-37) from the Basel University Library only once. The translation is mine.]

5. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 9, sect. 1.

6. Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 1.14. [More precisely this is 1.14.65(4).]

7. [Diogenes Laertius,] Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 9, sect. 2.

8. Pliny, Hist. Nat. 34.21. Bernays, Heraklitischen Briefe, 85. [Nietzsche refers to Jacob Ber-
nays, Heraklitischen Briefe: Ein Beitrag zur philosophischen und religionsgeschichtlichen Litera-
tur (Berlin, 1869).] Concerning Hermodorus, see Eduard Zeller, De Hermodoro Ephesio (Mar-
burg, 1860).

9. Ti, & xdxiotor, Bovopdlete; §| oV xpelttov 10070 MoLelv | ed dudv noMrtedesBon (Di-
ogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 9, sect. 3. [English-language translation is
from Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Eminent Philosophers, trans. R. D. Hicks, 2 vols. (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972).]
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What we have seen from his political behavior shows us every characteris-
tic of his life: the highest form of pride, from a certainty of belief in the truth as
grasped by himself alone. He brings this form, by its excessive development,
into a sublime pathos by involuntary identification of himself with his truth.
Concerning such human beings, it is important to understand that we are
hardly able even to imagine them; in itself, all striving after knowledge of
his essence is unsatisfactory, and for this reason his regal air of certainty
[Uberzeugheit] and magnificence is something nearly unbelievable. We ob-
serve the entirely different form of a superhuman [ibermenschlich] self-
glorification with Pythagoras and Heraclitus: the former certainly considered
himself an incarnation of Apollo and acted with religious dignity, as Empedo-
cles records. The self-glorification of Heraclitus contains nothing religious; he
sees outside himself only error, illusion, an absence of knowledge—but no
bridge leads him to his fellow man, no overpowering [iibermichtig] feeling of
sympathetic stirring binds them to him. We can only with difficulty imagine
the feelings of loneliness that tore through him: perhaps his style makes this
most obvious, since he himself [uses language that] resembles the oracular
proverbs and the language of the Sibyls.

The lord whose oracle is at Delphi neither speaks nor conceals, but gives signs.

The Sibyl with raving mouth utters solemn, unadorned, unlovely words, but
she reaches out over a thousand years with her voice because of the god within
her.10

Being a Greek, he dispenses with lightness and artificial decoration, foremost
out of disgust at humanity and out of the defiant feeling of his eternity: yet he
then speaks in entrancement, like the Pythia and the Sibyls, but truthfully.
That is, it is pride not in logical knowledge but rather in the intuitive grasping
of the truth: we must recognize the enthusiastic and inspirational in his na-
ture. We must conceive of such a grand, solitary, and inspired human being as
placed in an isolated sanctum: he simply cannot live among his fellow man—at
best he could still interact with children. He did not require humans or their
sort of knowledge, since everything into which one may inquire he despises as

10. &vag od 10 povieldv ot 10 év Aedgoig olite Aéyer olite kpdntet, GANG onpoiver (Plu-
tarch, The Oracles at Delphi No Longer Given in Verse 18.404d); Z{BvAAa 8¢ pawvopéve otdp-
a1t xa® ‘Hpdxlertov dyéhoota kol dxeAldmicto kol dudpiote eBeyyopuévn yidiov étdv
g€ixvetton tfi govi 816 1ov Bedv (Plutarch, The Oracles at Delphi No Longer Given in Verse
6.397a). ([Heraclitus,] fragments 93, 92d). [ English-language translations are from Philip Wheel-
wright, The Presocratics (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1966), 70, 75.]
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history, in contrast to inward-turning wisdom (cogin). All learning from oth-
ers was a sign of nonwisdom, because the wise man focuses his vision on the
one intelligence [Logos, Aéyog] in all things. He characterizes his own phi-
losophizing as a self-seeking and -investigating (as one investigates an oracle):
“He declared that he ‘inquired of himself,” and learned everything from him-
self.”1! It [the exact fragment] ran, “I have searched myself.”’? This was the
proudest interpretation of the Delphic proverb: “And of the sentences that
were written in Apollo’s temple at Delphi, the most excellent and most divine
seems to have been this, Know thyself.”13

Well, how did he [Heraclitus] view the religious excitement of his times?
We have already discovered that he found an only borrowed knowledge in
Parmenides, that he denied his wisdom and characterized it as deception. He
was likewise unsympathetic to the ceremonies of the Mysteries: we know in
addition that the Ephesian royal lineage celebrated as a familial cult “the
superintendence of the sacrifices in honor of the Eleusian Demeter.”!4 He
prophesized that something they did not expect awaited all “night-roamers,
magicians, Bacchants, Lenaean revellers and devotees of the Mysteries” after
death.’® “For if it were not to Dionysus that they held their solemn procession
and sang the phallic hymn, they would be acting most shamefully and Hades
is the same as Dionysus, in whose honor they go mad and keep the Lenaean
feast.”¢ In Dionysian excitement he saw only an invitation to ill-bred drives
by way of hot-blooded festivals of desire. He turns against the existing cere-
mony of expiation: “When defiled they purify themselves with blood, as
though one who had stepped into filth were to wash himself with filth.” To the

11. gowtdv Egn SilAcacBor xai pobetv ndvra mop’ Eowtod. [Nietzsche incorrectly cites
Diogenes Laertius, bk. 4, sect. 5, whereas the quotation comes from bk. 9, sect. 5.]

12. 831lnodunv épewotov. [Heraclitus, fragment 101d. Nietzsche incorrectly cites Diogenes
Laertius, bk. 4, sect. 5, whereas the quotation comes from bk. 9, sect. 5.]

13. xod 1@v &v Aedgolg ypaupdtov Beiétotov £86xer 10 Tvdb cavtov (Plutarch, “Against
Colotes, the Disciple and Favorite of Epicurus,” sect. 20). [English-language translation is by
“A. G.,” in Plutarch, Plutarch’s Morals, Translated from the Greek by Several Hands, rev. Wil-
liam W. Goodwin, vol. 5 (London: Atheneum).]

14. 16 lepar i "EAevowviog Afjuntpog. Strabo, Geography, bk. 14, 633. [English-language
translation is from Strabo, Geography of Strabo, with an English trans. by Horace Leonard Jones,
8 vols. (Loeb Classical Library, 1929).]

15. voxtindroig péyorg Péucxorg Avang (bacchante) pdotang (Clement of Alexandria, Exhor-
tation to the Greeks, ch. 2, sects. 18-19 [Heraclitus,] fragment 14d). [Nietzsche cites Potter.
English-language translation is from Clement of Alexandria, Exhortation to the Greeks: The Rich
Man’s Salvation and the Fragment of an Address Entitled “To the Newly Baptised,” with an
English trans. by G. W. Butterworth (Loeb Classical Library,hlglg).

16. el pufy yop Aovio moprnyv érooBvio kol Yuveov dopo aidolowoty, dvardéotora dv
elpyocTo—0uTog 8t *Atdng Kol Atévucog 1ew paivovton kol Anveit{ovot (Clement of Alex-
andria, Exhortation to the Greeks, ch. 2, sect. 30 [Heraclitus,] fragment 15d).
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argument that the outward sacrifice of purification should only be a symbol of
inner emotional purity, he replies that we would be lucky to find such a
purification done by one single human being. He compares this with animals
that wash themselves with dirt, mud, and ashes.!” He attacks worship of
images: “They pray to images, much as if they were to talk to houses; for they
do not know what gods and heroes are.”’® Yet he reserves a special hatred for
the creators of popular mythology, Homer and Hesiod. “Homer deserved to
be chased out of the lists and beaten with rods, and Archilochus likewise.”1°
That probably refers to expressions such as “divinity, according to its prefer-
ences, hangs happiness and misery over mankind,” which contradicts eternal
necessity: [Ferdinand] Lasalle relates this to Odyssey 18.135 and Archi-
lochus’s fragment 72.2°

Since Hesiod, the knower of much, had allowed Night to give birth to Day
not as a mere separation from herself but rather as an absolutely opposite
divinity, Heraclitus mocked him [on the grounds] that the teacher of most
men, presumed in possession of the greatest knowledge, had never known
day and night, for they are unthinkable separated except as opposite sides of
one and the same relationship.?! Then he [Heraclitus] must have censured
him [Hesiod] because of his calendrics: “Every day is like every other”—the
equality of days as opposed to the counting of days.?? Over all things, we
perceive [wahrnehmen] the highest starlight; in comparison to that which we
take to be true [wahrnehmen], all other things are considered to be lies or
deception: he treats poets not as poets but rather as teachers of falsehood. His
hatred always finds the sharpest possible word: he finds the religious sen-
sitivities of the masses absolutely unapproachable; he curses their purifica-
tion, their honoring of the gods, their cult of the Mysteries. He views the

17. Bernays, Theophrast iiber Frommigkeit, 190. [ Jacob Bernays, Theophrastos’s Schrift iiber
Frommigkeit: Ein Beitrag zur Religionsgeschichte (Berlin, 1866). ]

18. kol &ydApoct tovtéoiot eliyoviat, Oxolov €1 Tig ddpoist Aeoynvedorto, oBte yivdokovteg
Beodg ofite Hpwog ottvég eiot (Clement of Alexandria, Exhortation to the Greeks, ch. 4, sect.
33b. [Heraclitus, fragment 5d.]

19. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 9, sect. 1. [Heraclitus, fragment
42d.]

20. [Nietzsche refers here to Ferdinand Lassalle, Die Philosophie Herakleitos™ des Dunkeln
von Ephesos, 2 vols. (Berlin, 1858). Friedrich Ueberweg calls Lassalle’s work “the most thorough
monograph on the subject” but adds that the author “is at times too much given to Hegelianizing.
Lassalle follows Hegel in styling the doctrine of Heraclitus ‘the philosophy of the logical law of
the identity of contradictories’” (Ueberweg, History of Philosophy from Thales to the Present
Time, trans. George S. Morris, vol. 1, History of the Ancient and Medieval Philosophy [New York:
Scribner, Armstrong, 1877], 39).]

21. Hippolytus 9.10. ([Heraclitus,] fragment 57d).

22. Plutarch, Life of Camillus, ch. 13; Seneca, Letters 12.7. [Heraclitus, fragment 106d.]
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Dionysians, still a relatively new cult that must have been extremely powerful
at that time, with hostility and misunderstanding.

He involuntarily created the new image of the wise (co@dg), which was
entirely different from that of Pythagoras: later, blended with the Socratic
ideal, it is used as the ideal image of the Stoic godlike wise man. We must
designate these three as the purest paradigms: Pythagoras, Heraclitus, and
Socrates—the wise man as religious reformer; the wise man as proud, solitary
searcher after truth; and the wise man as the eternal investigator of all things.
All other philosophers are, as representatives of a way of life (Blog), less pure
and original. These three types discovered three incredible unified ideas by
which they developed away from the norm: Pythagoras by belief in the iden-
tity of the countless races of humanity, indeed moreso by the identification of
all souls with all time; Socrates by his belief in the unity and binding power of
thought, eternally the same for all time and in all places; and finally Heraclitus
[by his belief in] the oneness and eternal lawfulness of nature’s processes.
These prototypes are distinguished in their complete emersion in these unify-
ing notions; it rendered them blind and exclusive to all other strivings and
insights.

Heraclitus, who found himself in solitude and who recognized the unified
lawfulness of the world, was accordingly exclusive to all other human beings:
their folly lies in this, that they live in the middle of lawfulness and yet do not
notice—indeed, that they know nothing at all thereof, even when it is re-
marked on. Thus the famous opening of his work:

Although this Logos is eternally valid, yet men are unable to understand it—
not only before hearing it, but even after they have heard it for the first time.
That is to say, although all things come to pass in accordance with this Logos,
men seem to be quite without any experience of it—at least if they are judged
in the light of such words and deeds as I am here setting forth. My own method
is to distinguish each thing according to its nature, and to specify how it
behaves; other men, on the contrary, are as neglectful of what they do when
awake as they are when asleep.?* [100 Adyov 1003 é6vtog alel (while the
Logos is always this, meaning it remains the same) a§bvetot yivovran év-
Bpwnoy, xoi npdcbev § dxoboou kol drxodcovteg 10 npdtov. Mvopévav yop
névTov kotd 10V Adyov 1dvde, dneipoiot oikoot, melpdpevol kol énémv Kol
£pyov tolouTénv OKxola éyd Sinyedua, Sroanpéwv (¥kaotov) kotd gioty kol
opGlwv dxag Exel. Todg 88 dAlovg avBphnovg AavBdver dxdoo, EyepOévreg
nolEovot, Sxwonep dxdoo elidovreg EmAavBdvovra.]

23. Clement, Stromateis, bk. 5, ch. 14. (Sextus Empiricus 7.132). [Heraclitus, fragment 1d.
English-language translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics.]
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He savs of them, “Fools, although they hear, are like the deaf: to them the
adage applies that when present they are absent”;>* “Donkeys would prefer
hay to gold”;?* “Dogs bark at a person whom they do not know.”?® Obviously
he had to be cautious in the expression of his truth. “What is divine escapes
men’s notice because of their incredulity.”?" For this reason he praised Bias of
Priene (obviously “A man of more consideration than any”),? which is more
reasonable, because he had said, “Most men are bad.”? This probably be-
longs with: “What sort of mind or intelligence have they? They believe popu-
lar folktales and follow the crowd as their teachers, ignoring the adage that the
many are bad, the good are few.”*® Thus the wisdom of the wise men appears
impoverished to him: he speaks of others only as such who have promoted
history. As to that which everyone equally encounters: “Humans in all their
activities and in any of their arts only emulate the natural law and nevertheless
do not recognize this”;*! “Men are at variance with the one thing with which
they are in the most unbroken communion, the Reason that administers the
whole Universe”;* “The law under which most of them ceaselessly have
commerce, they reject for themselves” (such is the contents of the writing

24. napedviog dretvon (Clement of Alexandria). [Nietzsche cites Stromateis 5.116.718; it is
found at bk. 5, ch. 14. The quotation is Heraclitus, fragment 34d; the translation is from Wheel-
wright, The Presocratics.]

25. [Here Nietzsche gives a German translation of the Greek text (Heraclitus, fragment 9d);
English-language translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics.]

26. [Here Nietzsche gives a German translation of the Greek text (Heraclitus, fragment 97d);
English-language translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics, no. 90.]

27. GANL té pév thg Yvhoewg BéBea kpdntewy dmiotin dyebh - dmotin yop Saguyydver
(scholia t& BéBea) um yryvdoxesBor (Clement of Alexandria) [Nietzsche cites Stromateis
6.89.699, but I was unable to find this quotation anywhere in book 6. Bornmann and Carpitella
give Stromateis 5.13. The quotation is Heraclitus, fragment 86d; English-language translation is
from Wheelwright, The Presocratics.]

28. 0 mAeiov Adyog ) 1dV EAlav (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, bk. 1,
sect. 88 [Heraclitus, fragment 39d)).

29. ol mhetoror BvBpomor kaxol.

30. 1ig y&p avT@dv (sch. w@dv toAAGV? probably 1év cogdv superscript!) véog 1i @priv; Sfpwv
Gowdoiol Enovron kol S18ackére xpéoviar duike, ovk elddteg 11 moAAoOL kaxol (dyaBoi)
SAiyor 8¢ dyaboi. aipéovion yop Ev dvtic vty of dprotol (the wise man) kAéog dévaov
Bvntdv (extremely ironic), oi 8¢ moAAol kexdpnvrton Sxwonep ktivea (fragment 71, Schlejer-
macher). [Heraclitus, fragment 104d. Nietzsche cites Clement, Stromateis 5.60.682 (Bornmann
and Carpitella give Stromateis 5.576). Nietzsche also cites Bernays, Heraclitea, 32. The English-
language translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics.]

31. [This passage is given in German and so is likely Nietzsche’s paraphrase. The translation is
mine.]

32. & pdhoto Sinverde dbpidodor Adye, 100te Sraeépovtor (Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, bk.
4, ch. 46). [Heraclitus, fragment 72d. English-language translation is from Marcus Aurelius
Antoninus, The Communings with Himself of Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, Emperor of Rome,
Together with His Speeches and Sayings, rev. and trans. C. R. Haines (Loeb Classical Library,
1916).] :



60 PRE-PLATONIC PHILOSOPHERS

nept Srottng);> “Wisdom is one—to know the intelligence by which all things
are steered through all things.”

His vision has been locked onto two sorts of considerations: eternal mo-
tion and the negation of all duration and persistence in the world. There are
two vast types of view: the way of the natural sciences was probably, in his
time, short and uncertain; there exist truths, however, toward which the mind
feels compelled, raising [notions] just as terrifying as the others. To achieve
any impression whatsoever of such, I am reminded how the natural sciences
approach this problem nowadays. For them, “All things flow” (ndvto pel) is a
main proposition. Nowhere does an absolute persistence exist, because we
always come in the final analysis to forces, whose effects simultaneously in-
clude a desire for power (Kraftverlust). Rather, whenever a human being
believes he recognizes any sort of persistence in living nature, it is due to our
small standards.

A researcher in natural science at the Petersburg Academy, [Karl Ernst]
von Bir, held a lecture in 1860 entitled “Which Conception of Living Nature
Is the Correct One?”% He offers a remarkable thought experiment. The rates
of sensation and of voluntary movements, thus of conscious life, appear
among various animals to be approximately proportional to their pulse rates.
Well then! Since, for example, the pulse rate among rabbits is four times faster
than that among cattle, these will also experience four times as much in the
same time period and will be able to carry out four times as many acts of the
will as cattle—thus, in general, experiencing four times as much. The inner
life of various animal species (including humans) proceeds through the same
astronomical time-space at different specific rates, and it is according to these
that they subjectively and variously judge the fundamental standard of time.
For this reason alone, only because for us this fundamental standard is small,
does an organic individual, a plant or an animal, appear to us as something
remaining at one size and in one shape, for we could observe it one hundred
times or more in a minute without noticing any external alterations.

33. [This is my translation from Nietzsche’s German—almost certainly a paraphrase of Her-
aclitus’s fragment 72.]

34. [ Nietzsche paraphrases this fragment (41) in German, mixed with some Greek vocabulary.
This translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics.]

35. [See Friedrich Nietzsche, Daybreak: Thoughts on the Predjudices of Morality, trans. R. J.
Hollingdale (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), bk. 2, aphorism 117. Nietzsche
refers to Karl Emst von Baer, Festrede zur Erdffnung der russischen entomologischen Gesell-
schaft in Mai 1860 (Berlin, 1862). Karl Ernst von Baer (1792-1876), a German-Russian em-
bryologist who held a professorship at the University of Kénigsberg from 1817 to 1834, is consid-
ered a founder of embryology and comparative embryology. His work was used by Darwin, but
Baer himself avoided Darwinism.]



Heraclitus 61

Well then! We think it very important whether pulse rate, rate of sensa-
tion, and the human intellectual process either decelerate or accelerate,
[since] in this way they are fundamentally altered. Assuming that the course
of human life, with childhood, maturity, and old age, were reduced by a factor
of one one-thousandth [auf den tausendsten Theil eingeschrinkt] to one
month, and that pulse rate were accelerated one thousand times faster, then
we would be able to follow a flying bullet very easily with our vision. If this
lifetime were reduced once more [by a factor of one one-thousandth], limited
to some forty minutes, then we would consider the grass and flowers to be
something just as absolute and persistent as we now consider the mountains;
we would perceive in the growth of a bud as much and as little as a lifetime,
like when we think of the geological periods of the earth. We would be totally
unable to observe the voluntary movements of animals, for they would be far
too slow; at best we could conceive of them as we [in our time frame] think of
the heavenly bodies. And with a still further reduction of a lifetime [to a scale
o0f 1:1,000,000,000], the light that we now see would perhaps become audible.
Our sounds would become inaudible.

When, on the other hand, we enormously lengthen and expand a human
lifetime, we get quite another picture! Reduce, for example, pulse rate and
sensation threshhold by one one-thousandth, and then our life would last, “at
the upper end,” eighty thousand years: then we would experience as much in
one year as we do now in eight to nine hours; then every four hours we would
watch winter melt away, the earth thaw out, grass and flowers spring up, trees
come into full bloom and bear fruit, and then all vegetation wilt once more.
Many developments would not be observed by us at all because of their
speed; for example, a mushroom would suddenly sprout up like a fountain.
Day and night would alternate like light and shadows in but a moment, and
the sun would race along the arch of the heavens in the greatest hurry. Were
we to decelerate this lifetime already reduced a thousandfold once again [to a
scale of 1,000,000:1], a human being would be capable of making only 189
perceptions in an earth-year; the difference between day and night would
entirely vanish; the solar ecliptic would appear as a luminous bow across the
sky, as a glowing coal, when swung in a circle, appears to form a circle of fire;
and vegetation would continually shoot up and vanish in great haste.

Enough then! Every shape appearing to us as persistent would vanish in
the superhaste of events and would be devoured by the wild storm of Becom-
ing. Whatever remains, the unmoving (un peiv), proves to be a complete
illusion, the result of our human intellect: if we were able to perceive still
faster, we would have an even greater illusion of persistence: if we could think
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of the indefinitely fastest—while still of course human—perception, then
all motion would cease, and everything would be eternally fixed. If we were
to conceive of human perception indefinitely increased according to the
strength and power of the organs, there would conversely exist no persistent
thing in the indefinitely smallest particle of time [or time atom] but rather
only a Becoming. For the indefinitely fastest perception stops all Becoming,
because we always mean only human perception. It would be indefinitely
strong and would dive into every depth, and thus for it every form would
cease; forms exist only at certain levels of perception.

Nature is just as infinite inwardly as it is outwardly: we have succeeded up
to the cell and to parts of the cell, yet there are no limits where we could say
here is the last divisible point. Becoming never ceases at the indefinitely
small. Yet at the greatest [level] nothing absolutely unalterable exists. Our
earthly world must eventually perish for inexorable reasons. The heat of the
sun cannot last eternally. It is inconceivable that this warmth produce motion
without other forces being consumed. We may pose every hypothesis con-
cerning the heat of the sun; it comes to this, that its source of heat is finite. In
the course of tremendous time spans, the duration of sunlight and heat so
interminable to us must completely vanish. [Physiologist and physicist Her-
mann Ludwig von] Helmholtz says in his essay “On the Interaction of the
Natural Forces”: “We come thereby to the unavoidable conclusion that every
tide, although with infinite slowness still with certainty diminishes the stores
of mechanical force of the system; and as a consequence of this, the rotation of
the planets in question round their axes must become more slow [and they
must draw nearer to the sun or its satellites. Thus we must not speak of our
astronomical time in scale in an absolute sense].”3® Well, this is the intuitive
perception of Heraclitus; there is no thing of which we may say, “it is.” He
rejects Being. He knows only Becoming, the flowing. He considers belief in
something persistent as error and foolishness. To this he adds this thought:
that which becomes is one thing in eternal transformation, and the law of this

36. [This translation is from Hermann von Helmhotz, Science and Culture: Popular and
Philosophical Essays, ed. David Cahan (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995). Nietzsche
omits the next sentence and the final clause of the last sentence quoted here. I have added them
in brackets. Helmholtz (1821-94) was known to Nietzsche from 1865 onward, and Nietzsche
sought or bought every new title by him. During Nietzsche’s adult life Helmholtz was widely
regarded as the greatest living German physicist. Helmholtz taught the great historian of mate-
rialism, and a physicist of some importance, Friedrich Albert Lange. Helmholtz and Lange—
along with Lange’s dear friend Friedrich Ueberweg—were the community allowing the Nietz-
schean phrase “we physicists,” which is, not so oddly after inspection, present in the published
later works.]
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eternal transformation, the Logos in all things, is precisely this One, fire (10
nop). Thus, the one overall Becoming is itself law; that it becomes and how it
becomes is its work. Heraclitus thus sees only the One, but in the sense
opposite to Parmenides’. All qualities of things, all laws, all generation and
destruction, are the continual revelation of the existence of the One: multi-
plicity, which is a deception of the sense according to Parmenides, is for
Heraclitus the cloth, the form of appearance, of the One, in no way a decep-
tion: otherwise, the One does not appear at all. Well, before I explain the
teachings according to the proposition of Heraclitus, I recall the relationship
of these propositions to Anaximander.*”

Anaximander taught, “Everything with qualities arises and perishes mis-
takenly: thus there must be a qualityless Being.” Becoming is an injustice and
is to be atoned for with Passing Away (¢8opd). But how can that which is
encumbered by qualities, Becoming, arise from the qualityless? And how
might a world of such eternal lawfulness in its entirety be a world full of
particular injustice? On the contrary, the course of all things, of every individ-
ual, is predestined and not violable by human defiance (8Bp1c). Justice (Aixkn)
shows itself in this lawfulness. But if Becoming and Passing Away are the
effects of a justice, then there is no such dualism between a world of the
Unlimited and the qualities, because qualities are indeed tools of Arising and
Passing Away, thus tools of justice. Rather, the principle (dpxn), the One
within Arising and Passing Away, must also be rightful in its qualities: in
opposition to Anaximander, it must accordingly have all predicates, all quali-
ties, because all witnesses swear by justice. Heraclitus thus places the entire
world of differences around the One in the sense that it evidences itself in all
of them. In this manner, however, Becoming and Passing Away constitute the
primary property of the principle. The Passing Away (¢Bopd) is in no way a
punishment. Thus Heraclitus presents a cosmodicy® over against his great
predecessor, the teacher of the injustice of the world.

And so along with Becoming, justice is the second main concept: “Men
would not have known the name of justice if these things had not occurred.”
“For the sun never transgresses its limited measures, as Heraclitus says; if it

37. [In lecture 7 Nietzsche argued that Heraclitus must have come later than Anaximander
because the former owed much to the latter. Now he returns to demonstrate this point in detail.]

38. [In a letter Nietzsche thanks Rohde for the notion of cosmodicy. Rohde originally pub-
lished an article in Rheinisches Museum with this term in its title. The term means a vindication of
the goodness of the cosmos with respect to the existence of evil, as contrasted to ‘theodicy’; from
k6opog and Aikm.]

39. Clement, Stromateis 3.473. [Heraclitus, fragment 23. English-language translation is from
Wheelwright, The Presocratics.]
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did do so, the Furies, which are the attendants of justice, would find it out and
punish it.”#* Then the famous passage: “This universe, which is the same for
all, has not been made by any god or man, but it always has been, is, and will
be—an ever-living fire, kindling itself by regular measures and going out by
regular measures.”#! The trial of this justice is war (ITéAepog), the third main
concept. The entire universal law (eipapuévn, fate), is defined as “the princi-
ple of opposing currents of the demiurge of existent things.”#> Or, according
to Plutarch, it is “the harmony of the universe.”*> Fragment 80 names it
directly: “It should be understood that war is the common condition, that
strife is justice, and that all things come to pass through the compulsion of
strife.”44

This is one of the most magnificent notions: strife as the continuous work-
ing out of a unified, lawful, reasonable justice, a notion that was produced
from the deepest fundament of the Greek being. It is Hesiod’s good Eris
turned into a universal principle. Contests—but above all the immanent law-
fulness in their decisions over contests—distinguish the Greeks. Every indi-
vidual competes as if it alone is justified, yet an infinitely definite standard of
just judgment decides who is linked to victory. From the gymnasium, musical
competitions, and political life Heraclitus became familiar with the paradigm
of such strife. The idea of war-justice (IToAepog-8ikn) is the first specifically
Hellenic idea in philosophy—which is to say that it qualifies not as universal
but rather as national. Moreover, only the Greeks were in the circumstances
to discover such sublime thoughts as cosmodicy.

Eternal Becoming possesses something at first terrifying and uncanny:
the strongest comparison is to the sensation whereby someone, in the middle
of the ocean or during an earthquake, observes all things in motion.** It calls

40. fA0g Yo ovy dnepPriceton pétpoa- el 8¢ un, "Epvieg piv Atkng énikovpor €gvpricovoty
Plutarch, ([Heraclitus, fragment 94,] in Of Banishment, or Flying One’s Country, sect. 11).

41. xbopov 16vde TOV AoV dmdvtov otte Tic Bedv olite dvBpdrav énoincev. GAN Aiv del kol
Eotarndp deilwov, dmtdpevov pétpa kol dmocBevvipevov pétpo: (enflaming itself according to
measure, extinguishing itself according to measure) (Clement of Alexandria). [Heraclitus, frag-
ment 30d. Nietzsche cites “Stromateis 5.105.711,” but Kirk and Raven give it as book 5.104.
Bornmann and Carpitella replace the citation with Stromateis 5.599, without comment. The
translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics.]

42. Moyog éx Tiig évavtiodpopiog dnpiovpydg 1év Svtmv (Joannes Stobacus, Eclogues 1.60.
[English-language translation is my own. For the important Heraclitean concept fate, eipop-
pévn, see Diogenes Laertius 9.7-8, Aétius 1.7.22, and the spurious Heraclitean fragment 137.]

43. madivtporog dppovin xdopov (Plutarch, On Tranquillity of Mind 15.473f [Heraclitus,]
fragment 51d). [English-language translation is from Plutarch, Plutarch’s Moralia in Fourteen
Volumes, with an English trans. by W. C. Helmbold (Loeb Classical Library, 1939).]

44. Ap. Origen. c. Celsum 6.42. [The fragment is given verbatim in German rather than Greek.
The translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics. ]

45. [This sentence is included in Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks; it not only carries
Heraclitean connotations but also connotes the terrifying aspect of eternal return. ]
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for an astonishing power to transmit the effects of sublimity and joyful awe to
those confronting it. If everything is in Becoming, then, accordingly, predi-
cates cannot adhere to a thing but rather likewise must be in the flow of
Becoming. Well, Heraclitus perceived that contrary predicates imply each
other, something like what Plato says about the pleasant and unpleasant in the
Phaedo: they are intertwined like a knot. “In every human being the power of
death works, like that of life, at every moment of his existence. The entrance
of life and death, and of waking and sleeping, is only predominance becoming
visible that one force has won over its opposite and momentarily begins to lose
again to it. Both forces are continuously efficacious at the same time, since
their eternal strife allows neither victory nor domination over time.”#® “It is
one and the same thing to be living and dead, awake or asleep, young or old.”#”
Honey is both bitter and sweet. The world is a mixing cup that must remain
undisturbed to avoid upsetting it. From the same source flow the sunny light
of life and the darkness of death.

This relationship is exemplified by a human being’s connection to the
surrounding air. By day, when this surrounding (nepiéyov) is filled with the
vital principle of fire, the human being is at one with what is “in common”
(Evvov), in the sense of [being] awake and lively (Epgpawv). During the night,
when fire is shut out, the bond individuals maintain to the collective severs.
The individual then goes home by himself, must light a fire for himself, sinks
into sleep, becomes forgetful and deathlike. He may be awakened again to life
only by a new approach of fire, as dying embers start to glow brightly again
once laid in a common bed of flames. This is a metaphor for human life.

[A character called “the Heraclitean” in] Lucian’s Philosophies for Sale
says of the entire world, “Joy and joylessness, wisdom and unwisdom, great
and small are all but the same, circling about, up and down, and interchanging
in the game of Eternity.”*® The Buyer [another character in Lucian’s Philoso-
phies for Sale] inquires, “And what is eternity?”4 The Heraclitean answers,
“A child playing a game, moving counters, in discord, in concord.”® In his
world-creating capacity, Zeus is compared to a child (as is Apollo)** who

46. [Nietzsche sets this in quotation marks, but while the ideas reflect Phaedo 70e-72e, this
does not appear to be more than Nietzsche’s paraphrasing. ]

47. Plutarch, Consolation to Apollonius, sect. 10. [Heraclitus, fragment 88. Here Nietz-
sche paraphrases in German. The English-language translation is from Wheelwright, The
Presocratics.)

48. év 1fj aidvog nodifi (Lucian, Philosophies for Sale, sect. 14).

49. tiyap 6 aidv éoti (Lucian, Philosophies for Sale, sect. 14).

50. noig mailov necoedwv cuvSiapepdpevos (= &v 1 SropépecBon copeepduevoc) (Lucian,
Philosophies for Sale, sect. 14).

51. Homeri Ilias O 361. [This citation refers to the Iliad, bk. 15 (omega), Il. 360ff., which read,
in Lattimore’s translation, “Apollo . . . wrecked the bastions of the Achaians easily, as when a little
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builds and destroys sand castles on the beach at the sea.>> The river of Becom-
ing, flowing uninterrupted, shall never stand still, and again, against it [is]
the river of Annihilation, called Acheron or Kokytos by the poets. These
two opposing rivers are the opposed courses (évavtiodpouta). “Opposition
brings concord. Out of discord comes the fairest harmony.”>* “Things taken
together are whole and not whole, something which is being brought together
and brought apart, which is in tune and out of tune; out of all things there
comes a unity, and out of a unity all things.”>* “People do not understand how
that which is at variance with itself agrees with itself. There is a harmony in
the bending back, as in cases of the bow and the lyre.”** “Good and evil come
together in the same thing after the fashion of bow and lyre.”® Here [Her-
aclitus] merely alludes to the design of these instruments: with Scythian and
ancient Greek bows, as with lyres, both arms (xépata) are wildly cast apart,
and only by bending them do they converge to the middle piece. [Jacob]
Bernays first came to this [explanation], followed by [George Ferdinand]
Rettig: “As the two conflicting moments of the extinguished and re-kindled
fire condition the phenomenon, so the straining apart of the arms of the bow
and lyre conditions the tension.”>” Aristotle describes the bow (t16&ov) as a
chordless lyre (poppry€ dxopdog) at one passage.>®

The fourth main conception is Fire. We have seen that Heraclitus gives an
answer, that of justice, to the problem of injustice posed by Anaximander; for
the second time he is profoundly dependent on fire, as he understands it. The
first level of the world of Becoming was indeed, for Anaximander, the warm
and cold; therefrom comes the moist, the birth canal of all things. Well then!
Not only fire is visible, for Heraclitus, but also warmth, dry vapors, and

boy piles sand by the sca-shore . . . and then, still playing, with hands and feet ruins them and
wrecks them.”]

52. Bernays, Rheinisches Museum 7, 109. [ This citation refers to Jacob Bernays, “Heraklitische
Studien,” Rheinisches Museum, n.s., 7 (1850): 109.]

53. [Heraclitus, fragment 8. This translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics. The
fragment is given in German, however, not Greck. Nietzsche cites Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, bk. 8, ch. 2, but this fragment is not found there, although the notion of harmony from
discord within friendship is the topic.]

54. Aristotle, De mundo 5. [Heraclitus, fragment 10. This translation is from Kirk, Raven, and
Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers. The quotation is given in German in Nietzsche’s notes. ]

55. [Heraclitus, fragment 51. This translation is from Wheelwright, The Presocratics. The
quotation is given in German in Nietzsche’s notes.]

56. [This is unreferenced and seems to be Nietzsche’s gloss on the previous quotation. ]

57. [George Ferdinand Rettig,] Ind. Lectl. (Bern, 1865), [16]. [The English-language transla-
tion of the German quotation is from Eduard Zeller, A History of Greek Philosophy from the
Earliest Period of Time to Socrates, 2 vols., trans. S. F. Alleyne (London: Longmans, Green,
1881), 2:35n.]

58. [Aristotle,] Rhetoric, bk. 3, ch. 11.
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breath; so he says, “Itis death to souls to become water, and it is death to water
to become earth. Conversely, water comes into existence out of earth, and
souls out of water.”™ We may understand soul to mean here only warm,
“fiery” breath, hence the three levels of transformation: warm, wet, and fixed
(Earth). This is precisely the worldview of Anaximander. Heraclitus believes
him to be an authority in the natural sciences. “The transformations of fire:
first, sea; and of sea, half becomes earth and half the lightning-flash.”%° Water,
then, turns partially into earth and partially into fire. From the sea arise only
pure vapors, which serve fire as nourishment; from the earth, only dark mists,
on which the moist draws for nourishment. Pure vapor