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2. Extermnzl Evidence . ‘ o

However, in Jaeger's execution of the developmental project another
kind of evidence is, in fact, put into operation. This consists of the
external 'facts' of Aristotle's life, his travels, gogourns,rpolltlcal
activities, relations with other philosophers and with rulers, and so
" on. If these can be brought into an unambiguous correlation with the
content or spirit of Aristotle's thinking and writ;ng at var;ous times,
then a developmental picture is more solidly sustained than it would
be on the basis of internal, textual evidence alone. The stringency of
the required correlation must be emphasized: the outward events of
Aristotle's career and his theoretical preoccupations and dispositions
must not be just loosely linked, but, rather, so closely tied to one
another that the evidence of the former will allow us to infer securely
the nature of the latter. This means, in addition, that the documentation
of those events must itself be immune to doubt; otherwise, they cannot
be made to. bear trustworthy witness to Aristotle's philosophieal activi-
ties at different 'stages' in his career.

Jaeger's periodization of Aristotle's life - early residence in the
Academy, departure from Athens close to the time of Plato's death, so-
journs in Assos, Mytilene and Pella, return to Athens and establishment of
the Lyceum,second departure from Athens to reside in Chalcis - has been,
in the main, accepted and taken over into almost all standard presenta-
tions. The key period for Jaeger begins with Aristotle's decision to
leave Athens and centers on his stay in Assos under the patronage of
the tyrant Hermias. Two documents are especially germane to the assess-
ment of what this period signified for Aristotle's 'development', the
Didymus-papyrus (Pap. Berol, 9780) discovered by Diels-Schubart and the
so-called "Hymn to Hermias" reliably ascribed to Aristotle himself. I
have tried to show elsewhere in detail that neither document can bear
the full interpretive weight Jaﬁger assigns to it; a brief review of my
arguments will have to suffice.’

' Jaeger held the period embracing Aristotle's departure from Athens
and subsequent residence in Assos to be historically and philosophically
decisive, "the most productive epoch in Aristotle's life".” Although he
acknowledges that the precise motives for Aristotle's departure are not
known, he is confident that this move represented an "inner crisis" in
his life and sure that the fact that he had Xenocrates as his companion
shows that they jointly seceeded from the Academy once Speusippus had
become scholarch. Furthermore, Jaeger is certain that Aristotle not only
resumed public teaching in Assos, but that he and Xenocratas (together
with other disciples of Plato) were engaged in founding a "colony of
the Athenian Academy". Hence, this "most productive epoch" is marked by
an ambivalent . and complex. attitude towards Plato and Platonism;
this is most poignant in the hymn to Hermias, where Jaeger reads a split
between "exact thinking and religious feeling", the latter a sentimental
residue of Platonic metaphysics, left when Aristotle had finally set out’
on his own independent course.

- How far are these conclusions sustained by the actual texts of
Didymus and the Hymn? A glance at the Ehgtographic reproduction of the
papyrus (or at the editio maior of 1904)Y°will quickly furnish strong
initial reasons for skepticism, since the section most pertinent to the:
Hermias-episode is both incomplete and shot through with lacunae. Two
of these are especially conspicuous: at line 54, where another name is
presumably linked with Aristotle's and at lines 56-57, where Hermias'
motives in giving a gift to the resident philosophers was probably spe-
cified. In the first case Jaeger restores "N <voxpsX77v - "; in the
second, he gcompletes the surviving letter #AK¢ , to get the reading
YRevTEs AP rewv . Both restorations are open to challenge on several
%rounqs. Cronert, who reexamined the papyrus in 1907, thought hg detec-
led Azt cC at the end of the space following Aristotle's name;”the o
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parallel treatment of the Hermias-episode in the earlier Index
Herculanensis mentionggAristotle among Hermias' guests, but says

nothing of Xenocrates. The latter's name appears only in a much later
passage in Strabo, a passage much criticized for its historical in-
accuracies and confusions on several matters.” Strabo is clearly draw-
ing on unfriendly sources in which the association of Academic philo-
sophers with the tyrant of Atarneus has become a standard reproach.
Examination of the extant traditions concerning Xenocrates' political
attitudes and activities makes it extremely difficult to resist the con-
clusion that he was consistently pro-Athenian and loyally democratic,

in contrast to his egregiosly pro-Macedonian contemporaries in the Aca-
demy (e.g., Speusippus and Aristotle). Accordingly, he, unlike Aristotle,
would not have had any reason to seek political refuge outside of Athens
at the time of the anti-Macedonian reaction triggered by the fall of
Olynthus in 348. On the other hand, the hypothesis of a joint-succession
from the Academy (and putative removal to Assos) on the ground that
"Speusippus had inherited merely the office and not the spirit™ of the
school is in conflict with the well-attested friendship between Speu-
sippus and Xenocrates, as well as with the latter's succession to the
scholarchate upon the former's death. s A

The second restoration [ #kcvser o«v 7wV ] is ceripinly pgssible,
although it should be noted that Wormell's reading Z7ec oy JrAElovs
Ke x,\-y,us Vot does more justice both to the surviving traces
and to the length of the gapfyMore dubious is the weight Jaeger, follow-
ing Wilamowitz,puts on this passage as a whole, namely, that Hermias'
gift to the philosophers was a plot of ground for a new school. The:
Didymus-fragment and its counterpart in the Index tell us only that the
tyrant gave them Assos as a place of legal residence. He most probably
did enter into discussion with his guests, as is suggested by his deci-
sion to modify his regime, but the sources tell us nothing of an orga-
nized school with lectures which he might_have attended. Morepover, as
During has pointed out, the expression " Epcloordwouv £l5 £
Z?pé??fbv TUVOVTES " in the Index should most likely be translated
as "they came together for joint philosophical discussions" 7with no
implication that an actual school-building existed in which these con-
versations took place. _

Consequently, the evidence of the Didymus-papyrus, over which Jaeger
was so enthusiastic, is too weak to support the picture he drew of
Aristotle's public activity during this period of 'Wanderjahre'. Simi-
larly, the Hymn written to commemorate Hermias, for which Aristotle was .
much later charged with impiety, is, I think, over-interpreted by Jaeger.
He takes the invocation of “JperA at the start of the epitaph as evi-
dence of Aristotle's lingering emotional attachment to the transcendent
Platonic forms, now transmogrified into poetic symbols. This interpre-
tation gives,Fhe poem "unique value ... for our knowledge of Aristotle's
development"f since it attests to the clashin his soul between religious
sentiment and the desire for scientific exactitude.

C.M.Bowra has already demonstrated the close affinity between the
Hymn and the Paean to Hygleia by Ariphron*We can add that apostrophes to
#$perd - are traditional, as are poetic references to other 'personified
abstractions' >’Moreover, it is extremely unlikely that Aristotle' use
of‘/xquﬂf7 (at lines 3 and 15) carries specific philosophical conno-
tations; he is prepared to use even c¢.Jfg4A in some contexts in the
traditional sense of personal beauty:’Finally, the Hymn's descriptions
of personified 7press (e.g., 74p Feve , line 2 _) go far beyond
even the most extravagant Platonic renditions of the Ltﬁ¥7aoc?ﬂa:yza s
TS . : : , '

These observations compel us to take the poem for what it is,
namely, a piéce d'occasion, firmly embedded in poetic tradition. and
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. meant to celebrate the personal virtues of Aristotle's violently gnq

" treacherously murdered patron. The Athenians who, for overtly political
motives, cited it against Aristotle were closer to the mark than Jaeger.
-3, The details of Jaeger's account of the Hermias-episode have been

:'_ pressed so hard here since he himself regarded this period as crucial

to his general account of the rhythm of Aris?otle's development; fuyther-
more, it is only for this period that extensive exterpal documentation

- seemed to be at hand. If, as I hope to have shown, this cannot be made
%o corroborate the claims rooted in internal features of the primary

.:'texts,.then the persuasiveness of that account and, therewith, the po-

tential success of the developmental enterprise are made more question-
able. What remains to bolster them is simply the notion of development

jtself, that is, the z priori conviction +that philosophers necessarily
~ 'develop' and that, for this reason, a reconstruction of their develop-
ment - is best and most naturally suited to discerning the meaning of
their achievements.

The whole notion of 'development' (and the interpretive strategy
it licenses or demands) has become so familiar a part of the present-
day intellectual attitude as to seem 'self-evident'. However, the notion
itself is pervaded by its own historicity and, thus, by theoretical
preconceptions of a distinctive sort. No doubt, the original metaphor of
'unfolding', 'Entwicklung', 'explicatio' has become petrified; its ori-
ginally bright colors, long since etiolated. Nonetheless, contemporary
users of the notion inherit the burden of its origins even when they
refrain from reflection on their legacy, that is, on its meanings-and
its possible ambiguities. To bring these to light would therefore be
a contribution to methodological self-consciousness, independently of
positive or negative assessments of the approriateness of the restored
notion.

Such a move towards self-reflection, and away from an unreflective
'taking for granted' of historically-shaped meanings, might begin
simply by taking once again into account the absence of 'development'
and, indeed, of 'history' as a leitmotiv in pre-19th century programs
for interpreting Aristotle. The canons and conventions for ordering
his texts in earlier ages were quite different from those of Jaeger
and his followers; formost in the Neo-Platonic tradition and in its
Arabic descendants was the intended or intrinsic pedagogical sequence
in which these texts were to be read, not the sequence in which they
were composed. al-Farabi, for example, on one occasion used the Platonic
allegory of the Cave as a device for arranging the Aristotelian treatises
along a line that begins amongst the shadows of the Rhetoric and ascends
to the sunlight of the Metaphysics. If this scheme seems artificial to .
modern scholars, this is principally'beCﬁuse the "historical sense", so
celebrated, not to say, invented, by 19t century authors, was embraced
by them as both natural and plenipotentiary.

At all events, Jaeger was prepared to submit countervailing evi-
dence to the effect that at least some of the Ancients, too, were in-
clined to analyze Aristotle's philosophy in developmental terms., If
this is the case, then the contemporary application of developmental
schemata cannot be accused of being completely alien to the self-
understanding of the author or the audience of the texts upon which -
they are directed. Hence, it is to this 'evidence' that I must now turn.

As far as I have been able to discern, Jaeger calls upon three
" ancient writers as witnesses to the fitness of a develpmental inter-
pretation: Cephisodorus, the pupil of Isocrates and contemporary of
Aristotle, Plutarch and Aristotle himself. The first of these is taken
to have testified to Aristotle's early loyalty to.orthodox Platonism;
the second, to his willingness to alter his views; the third, to the
general philosophical merits of a genetic or historical understanding
of philosophy. -
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The Neo—Platonlc Numenlus cites Cephisodorus as an gxample of «.
polemicist whgse crltlclsm missed its intended target: 67'0"4§E( y“éV' 26
Apearoridse EfANNe Feé 1/l rwva kil /<4r7£/9u o g’« Ews o 7o v {dvav .

aeger and Bignone took this report to me that Arlstotle advocated
the orthodox theory of forms in his early dlalogue; and that this was
- well-known to a contemporary such as Cephlsodorus. Several comments are
in order: first, the words x«¢ Karv;;«o/:ac erA.  take /7AL rwvA
most naturally as their referent; they do not, then, tell us that Ce-
phisodorus attacked an Aristotelian version of the theory of forms.# A9
Secondly, Numenius has just accused Cephisodorus of being ignorant of
Aristotle's thought and of wrongly thinking that he "philosophized in
the mammer of Plato". It has to be remembered that our fragment comes
from a book devoted to showing "the dlfferencgs between Plato and of
his disciples down to the time of Antiochus"?¢’Numenius was consequently
intent on keeping Platonic and Aristotelian teachings separate from one
another and this surely colored his reaction to an apparent assimilation
of the two. His book has to be viewed as a contribution to the on-going
Ancient debate concerning the harmony or incompatibility of Plato and
Aristotle, not as an exercise in detached scholarship. Cephlsodorus, on
his side, wrote in defense of Isocrates and his practice of cﬁadzn 3
the Academy could quite naturally be regarded as a single aritagonis t.
It begs the question to assume that his anti-Aristotelian polemic was
necessarlly written early in his career and thus addressed only to
Aristotle's own youthful dialogues agd piéces d'gccagion (e. g the
erllos) According to Athenaeus - Cephisodorus' work
was in four books and thus a substantial productlon, furthermore,  the
rivalry between Isocrateans and Academics persisted at least through'
the period of Speusippus' scholarchate. The opproprium in which he in-
dulged (e.g., Aristotle was a "voluptuary and a gouwrmand"”) is perhaps
better suited to a period of exacerbated political tensions, when, for
example, both schools were jockeying for influence at the court of
Philip of Macedon.”®

Finally, the surviving testimonia concernlng Cephlsodorus polemic
say nothing about a shift of 'development' in Aristotle's teachlngs and
thus cannot be summoned to support the methodological practlce at issue
here.

The case of Plutarch is much more complicated philologically and
cannot be glven its full due here. Jaeger himself welcomed Plutarch as
a predecessor in developmental interpretation on the basis of a passage .
in de Virtute Morali (437F L4B8A). During and Verbeke later brought for-
ward . aggecond passage from the same text (442B-C) to complete this dos-
sier.

In the first of these two passages Plutarch is arguing, agalnst
the Stoics, that reason is essentlally distinct from the passions and
that the struggle between them is not the same in kind as an internal
division within the reasoning or deliberative faculty. He cites Aris-
totle, Democritus and Chrysippus as instances of a willingness pain-
lessly, even pleasurably, to alter one's philosophical speculations
under the influence of others (raluem STHS TS TV r'e wir Jperdd
Ril MErdre ‘erPxe 7ol A kes ). This context of argumen‘l: is
quite wide and general; Plutarch does not go on to give any particular
‘cases of such alterations in one's theoretical views. Jaeger, however,
asserts that Plutarch's verd perard@erf«c - is a "'terminus technicus’
in Hellenistic philosphy for the passage from one school to another."
He does not bring forward any evidence for this strong claim; in fact,
this verb is used by Diogenes Laertius, Athenaeus and others with the -
conmotation of "shiftiness", of frequent turns from one opinion or -
sect to another. Dionysius of Heraclea, an erstwhile d1301p1e of the

Stoa,  is %1ven the sobriquet "o Heru Fdpeevos ", w hich Diogenes
Laertius Traces to his fickle or erratic manner of lifeEarlier
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'~ usage seems to convey much‘the same semantic force; Plato has Socrates
‘advise Thrasymachus " 7/’" Exy MET7Z 7. SFAVEpnS JETX e T KAl

I s /U? ECATATA ", where the verb seems clearly to refer to
shifts of position within the stretch of a single discussion, not over

a lengthy period of 'development’.

. " Two further details of this initial Plutarchean passage lend support

to this construal, as against Jaeger's. First, the adverb " 7oAAf ke "
"indicates that what Plutarch had in mind were freguent trans1tlons from
one speculative stand to another; second, the phrase " u«77d 74V Erépwy
suggests that these transitions should be seen as occuring under the-
impetus of interlocutors in a conversation or debate, not as a consequence
of a pattern of 'development' to which a phllosopher is somehow predls-
posed. It has to be recalled that Plutarch's point, in this passage, 1is
a quite general one, even a commonplace: Discussions. or arguments of a
philosophical sort take place dispassionately; the conflict among equally
probable conclusions puts one in the painless state of vfﬂvyﬂtx y in
which the reason appears as one in spite of its inner ’'Entaweiung’.
Hence, this rlposte against the Stoics can invoke philosophers of dis-
parate persuasibns, just as Plutarch is prepared to do elsewhere in
illustration of a general p01nt3”Nothlng, then, in this passage commits
Plutarch to a specifically 'developmental' point of view vis-a-vis
Aristotle, or, for that matter, the other two thinkers named.

The second passage (U441E-LL2C), however, has been taken as strong
evidence of just such a commitment on his part as far as Aristotle in
particular is concerned. Once again Plutarch is enlisting support for
his anti-Stoic view that reason and passion are genuinely distinct, not
merely two faces of a single coin. Plato, with his picture of the trl—
partite soul, is an obvious ally. Can the same be said of Ar1stotle°
The crucial assage reads as follows: raufﬂcs q; TV 73(5 q/twas
End TAbov Sive ene zrzlna‘ravj ’ﬁfu.;rp;"e),ys yr/a ds

ec JES ,w EmBu /zynmu /Tfaa‘e:h' EV sew T /bl?'i-"r'ﬂt- ”Qﬂ7,;/<¢v P
g‘: gJ/LU /ﬂ. :quZ{_ JZO(V/UJ wsy - ‘-",67‘5/46”/ < fDU JOf(«frckoM, X/)w/.(u/og
deeréXerev «ov |

I have underscorgd the phrases on ~which the 1nterpretatlon of the

passage turns. Once Erd rleov has been taken in a temporal sense,
"durlng a long time" (Verbeke), one is apparently constrained to read
both ferepov 4 ~ and /x,ﬂa TAVTd < as likewise having tem-
poral force ("later", "to the end"). With these readings Plutarch cer-

talnly does seem to the recording a shift in Aristotle's position from
'orthodox’ trlpartltlon to the bipartition argued in, e.g., EN I, 13.

But, does &72 mAfov clearly have temporal reference? Plutarch's
use of the £expression elsewhere makes this doubtful - e.g., Mor.- 34 B:
7ov J’ Eme TAELov TV Aegoptévwy xpjoes ("the

wider application of the poet's statements") or, in the superlative,
Mor. 235 A: Bud«Viws €7¢ mAeTarov Fagikowrvs ey
("when a bath-attendant was prov1d1ng an extreme amount of water for
Alcibiades").

And thls doubt is strengthened by the, sense it frequently has in
Polybius: bL.3, ,,]d,—;fw/,((ng TS CpMATY E7 eV

("hlS sight_was injured to a great

degree"); 29.23.4, 7’9»/ 7l TAEov GO T/ E/rew'
("to have a spe01ally close relation"). Since Plutarch is eager to show
the essential agreement between Plato and Aristotle, in opposition to

the Stoa, €7 7Aéov in the meanlng "to a very great extent”,

"largement" (Babut) would e very much in place here. .
What, then, about 0¢3’£/Mw’ ? This certainly does meanc?later -

in time" qulte often in Plutarch (e.g. Mor. 229E: Y x%akﬂU d’vsrepov)

but must it mean that here? Once we have seen that &£7¢ 7Adov most
likely has an emphatic, not a temporal, sense, we are free to explore
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possibility that w«w s/ 6727 introduces a different sort of contrast

- from what has usually been assumed, one, namely, between what is primary
~ or fundamental and what is secondary or subordinate in imporatnce. This
suggestion would also permlt us to grasp the intention steerlng the final
grammatical sequence £ ....,uév?bc @ v /%94/M TRAVTI S .

Plutarch does, ohh occasion, use c/f7’gaaf -in a non-temporal sense,
to designate what is posterior or inferior in status qr imporjtance. For
example, Mor. 225E: oox 7 7/¢pes 7odrwV, TP s FE ALYz ToMAC
said by a young Spartan soldier. Similarly, in Vltae 845E; qﬁugsz FE Ko
7o Y3 [lalov eivx 34w KAcopcyous varep é' ovs:/.u.

. While the clear y temporal sense is more frequent in
Plutarch by far, this alternative usage gives us a natural construal
of the passage at issue: "Aristotle used these principles to a great
extent, as is evident from his writings; it is of secondary importance
that, on the one hand (/‘af'), he assigned the spirited function to the
oppetitive part ....., since, one should also note ( sévroe ), he
continued throughout ( #<spe FAV7ds ) to treat the passional and
irrational part as differing from the rational....." On this reading
Plutarch is true to his principal aim, namely, to show the agreement
between Plato and Aristotle as regards the distinctness of. the rational
and irrational 'parts' of the soul. Shifts or modifications in the latter'
statements should be made subordinate to this more fundamenta agreement

Accordingly, even if a temporal nuance is assigned to ULTTEPOV
the context will not allow us to credit Plutarch with anticipating the
view that Aristotle 'developed' from Platonism to his own position. We
can reliably conclude at most that Plutarch (or his sources)detected
differences in expression and argumentative emphasis within one and the
same general position.

Jaeger had stilla third putative ally in his developmental campaign,
Aristotle himself. It would take me far beyond the bounds of this pre-
sentation were I to try to enter into this topic in requisite detall.

It must suffice for me to draw attention to two of its aspects.

Although Jaeger begins his book by claiming Aristotle as the
"inventor of the notion of intellectual development in time," his state-
ments later in the text tend to diminsh the intended force of this
claim. For example, Jaeger notes that Aristotle's sketch of the
"development from Thales to Plato" in Book A of the Metaphysics is not
really "historical" at all, but "systematic". More crucially still, he
challenges the conviction that Aristote's "real achievement" was the
"conception of biological development” as "a thoroughly vicious moderni-
zation", despite the fact that the conception of historical development,
as Jaeger uses it, is the metaphorical transposition of its biological
ancestor (cf. 1nfra) As he concludes, what interests Aristotle "is the
iacg n%g.that somethlng is coming to be, but that something lS coming

O e"

These latter emphases cohere more persua31vely with the posture
towards cqupzq Aristotle himself adopts in, for example, chapter 9
of the Poeticsg; it is consistent with this relegatlon of historical
accounts to a less philosophical and less serious status that his own
presentatlon of his predecessors is rhetorical in its diction and drama-
turglcal in its structure. It might also be added that Aristotle's
belief in the eternal recurrence of similar opinions within each of the
periods of civilization separated by catastr hes implies that philosophy,

in its dialectical orlentatlon to the Fwdo the reputable opi-
nions of men, (Top. 10 ) can never be 'hlstorlcal' in its procedures,.

at least not in the sense of hayving to reckon w1th radical novelty, -

uniqueness or linear progress.3 -
It should not really come as a surprise that the Ancient evidence

for the notion of development, whether applied to philosophical thinking

or taken more widely, is thin at best. Heinrich Dorrie, for instance,




" - | o -11-

in his article "Entwicklung" in the Reallexicon fur Antike und Christentum,
comes time and again to the result_that "the concept of development re-
mained alien to Ancient thinking". . ‘ . o .

'This is not a matter of superficial differences in lexicon; what is
involved is rather a topological transformation of Ancient into Modern
'conceptual space', whereby essences are displaceq in favo? of hlstgr}es,
genesig is substituted for invariant nature. The 1pterpret1v§ plausibi-
1ity of 'Entwicklung' ultimately stands or falls with the epistemic
credentials of these substitutions. This ultimate question can be made
. ‘more accessible if we narrow our- focus to its immediately salient impli-
" cations for Jaeger's own presentation of Aristotle. +h

_ Jaeger inherited the leitmotiv of 'development' from 19 century

Romanticism and Historicism, in which an originally biological metaphor,
i.,e., the 'growth and maturation of a plant or animal through a sequence
of stages following upon one another according to an invariant rule, was
transposed and transformed into a general pattern or even law for cultu-
ral activity and for individual personality alike. This metaphor, with
the constellation of meanings it initiated and organized, was ;gself
shaped in confrontation with the rival metaphor of 'mechanism'. Its car-
dinal promise, when put into the service of historical analysis, was
that a set of temporally distinct periods of achievement and activity
can be rendered intelligible as a series of internally related and in-
trinsically conditioned phases within a whole that embraces them; the
explanatory relevance of external causalities is thus largely nullified.
Furthermore, that whole, far from being simply the aggregate of those
phases, is present "in germ" from the start and is progressively exfo-
liated; accordingly, the significance of any one phase is a function of
its relation to this pre-figured and self-unfolding whole. It is a spe-
cial additional feature of the Romantic versions of this view, at least
in quasi-Hegelian inflections, that completed developments, looked at
in retrospect, appear to have been inevitable; development, in other
words, is also a kind of destiny, whether cultural or personal.

The referential scope of this conception of development was quite
variable during the 19%h century. Sometimes it was meant to comprise
the entire history of humanity or of human culture, as in Herder's por-
trait of the emergence and subsequent course of the human race as both
the continuation and culmination of the creation of material nature
(e.g., man is "die Bluthe der Erden-Schopfung"),/or in the representa-
tion of history by Thorbecke, a student of Schelling, as "essentially
an organism, a being which fashiong its entire life organically in time,
as though it were another Nature" Sometimes, its scope was restricted
to the whole history of philosophical thinking, as in this rendition of
Hegel's approach: "a grand, cohesive development is present in the his-
tory of philosophy, one which corresponds to the movement of thefgotion
itself and within which every system fits as a necessary moment” {"Finally,
'development' was - applied to the intellectual and spiritual career either
of a generation or of an individual, as in Dilthey's decision that in
the span of a human life "we are given the natural unit for an intuitive o
measure of the history of intellectual-spiritual (geistiger) movements".
It scarcely needs remarking that these different references quite fre-
quently interpenetrate; the history of philosophy, for Hegel, both
imitates and expresses the wider 'history' of the movement of Absolute
- Spirit towards the realization of self-conscious freedom; Dilthey, on
the other hand, sought to discover the "causal nexus in which philoso-

- phical Systems" - whose development is otherwise explained from "altera-
tions in the wholeof a [single] man's being, in his full wvitality and
effectiveness" - "arose from the whole of culture and have acted in turn

upon that whole"frIndeed, this interpenetration of denotations often

makes it, in principle, difficult to determine which domain, at which
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level of generality, is meant to carry primary explanatory weight. This
multivalence of explanatory relevance eventually becomes apparent in
Jaeger's own reconstruction of Aristotle's 'development', especially in
his climactic chapter "Aristotle's Place in History". Thus, Aristotle's
movement from canonical Platonism to his mature position - variously
described as empiricism, the "suppression of speculation in favour of -
factual research", and, in the case of the final recension of the
Me;gphysics, "a sort of ontological phenomenology" - is credited, at
various places, to Greek culture as a whole, e.g.,the "essential nature
of the Greek spirit" or "inevitable historical development" to the evo-
lutlon, of Greek philosophy and, finally, to what is "new and problematic
in his philosophical personallty" 7

This variety of descriptions leaves us uncertain to what substratum
or bearer of the developmental process the changes in Aristotle's
thinking are to be ascribed. We might be tempted, in the end, to say of
Jaeger's reconstruction what he says of Aristotle, namely, "(O)utllnes
of a systematic arifngement ««se are carried only half through or re-
‘main unfulfilled".?

- .Be that as it may, the architectonic of Jaeger S presentatlon does
give central place to Aristotle's 'personality', to the inner crises and
tensions in his psychological make-up and history to his emotional alle-
giance to Plato, etc., even though other factors, such as the 'Greek
spirit', are causally implicated as well. The preponderant role assigned
to personality brings numerous, interconnected problems in its train,
only a few of which can be briefly canvassed here. :

a. Jaeger's picture of Aristotle's 'personality' is painted in the
colors of Goethe's Wilhelm Meister: "Lehr jahre", "WanderJahre"' "Meister-
zeit", a three-part schema already utilized by Hermanmn in 183991n con-
nectlon with Plato and by Wilamowitz in his study of Aristotle. 5In
Goethe's Bildungsroman the idiosyncratic and circumstantial are progres-
sively brought under the yoke of authoritative self-command; personal
distinctiveness and lived-integrity are the twin virtues to which the
stylized personality of Wilhelm rightly aspires. Correspondingly, in the
blographlcal treatment of Aristotle, his theoretical work becomes an
occasion for personal growth, not its superordinate goal or fulfillment.
However, not only is the 'objective' evidence for his inner life scanty,
not only must it be reconstituted from an analysis of his philosophical
works, but, more importantly, the very notion of personality invoked
here is at odds with the concentration on the trans-personal nearly every-
where in evidence in Aristotle's work. In Metaphysics Gamma, for example,
he contrasts philosophers and sophists by the deliberate choice of the-
lives that they lead, that is, a life in pursuit of impersonal wisdom or,
on the contrary, of 1ts semblances?7If there are matters genuinely at
issue in philosophically thinking and if these matters resist reduction
either to the peculiarities of the individual thinker (cp. Nietzsche's
dictum, "... every great philosophy hitherto ‘has been the self-confession
of its author and a kind of unwilled and unnoticed mémoir..."), or to
the needs and tendencies of his 'culture', then it might make better
sense to count the circumstances of a thinker's life as opportunities
for his engagement- with .those matters, rather than vice versa. Hegel,
notable for elevating the history of philosophy from doxography to spe-
culation, also affirmed that "with regard to the essence of philosophy
there are neither predecessors nor successors". ¢

b. These reflections lead to the second class of problems attendant
on Jaeger's biographical approach. He has frequently been praised, or
accused, for having a generally Hegelian conception of "development"-
one scholar spoke_of his Aristoteles as "an gx voto placed before the
shrine of Hegel". It is important, then, to see where their chief dif-
ference lies as far as 1nterpret1ve strategy is concerned. For Hegel,
and, indeed, for most of the 19th century adherents of the organic '
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- version of 'Entwicklungsgeschichte', development without fulfillment, with-
out an &preEls reiA , 1s blind and vacant. In other words, the process
of the self-explication of some whole which is implicit from the start
counts as a "development” only if that whole sooner or later comes fully
into sight, whether this is held to occur in many separate instances (as
in Herder and Goethe) or only in some ultimate stage (as in Hegel).

For Jaeger, in contrast, ArisE?tle's history never achieves a clearly
articulated or clearly realized 7€/ 05 , either in itself or in regard
to its posterity. According to him, Aristotle's effort to weave together
his Platonistic conception of metaphysics as theology with his "morpho-
logical and phenomenological study” of sensible entities, that is, his
attempt to reconcile the religious with the scientific impulse in his
own soul, never achieved success, either in his own case, e.g., in his
alleged final recension of the text of the Metaphysics or in the his-
torical aftermath of his work. Thus, Jaeger writes that "his 'system' re-
mains provisional and open in every direction" and that "[0]nly in iso-
lated passages do we suddenly become aware, almost with astonishment, of
the living presence of a felt [sc. not discursively articulated] whole
behind the subtle network of concepts”". Similarly, Aristotle's "critical"
project of giving scientifically precise and empirically well-founded
e pression to the Platonic religious world-view, like Kant's, "have ...
had no posterity". Neither the positivistically-oriented research of
Hellenistic times, nor the inwardly-directed faith of early medieval
Christianity (e.g., Augustine) succeeded in welding together the diver-
ent, discordant elements (i.e., science and metaphysics%uthat Aristotle
himself merely "restored(d)... to unstable equilibirum":“These conclu-
sions or concessions force us to wonder what explicatory valve this no-
tion of 'development' manqué€ retains, especially since, for Jaeger, no-
thing in modern philosophy is at hand to repair the defects of Aristotle's
ineluctably flawed synthesis. Perhaps the only answer he was prepared to
endorse is that "Aristotle is classical in spite of his lateness", where
"classical"”, in a most curious way, denotes a set of trans-historical or
at least sempiternal values, "geistige Gegebenheiten ( dv 7« )", that need
to be reappropriated by modern, post-classical, man.

c. At all events, Jaeger's 'personalization' of the developmental
leitmotiv faces still another sort of difficulty. The organic metaphor
was fashioned, as I have already said, in opposition to the prevailing
mechanistic images of modern physical science; it was supposed to give
the distinctively human realm of culture and intellect an autonomy in
the face of "Ngturwissenschaft". However, in Jaeger's adaptation of this
metaphor to the case of a single thinker we can witness the reinstatement
of a causal model of explanation; in other words, Aristotle, by virtue of
being made understandable historically, that is, in Kant's sense, under-
standable "better than he understood himself", is seen as thinking and
arguing in the different ways in which he did under the pressure of fac-
tors neither intellectually transparent to him nor under his philosophic
command. Thus, the thematic unity of Aristotle's understanding of £¢Jdes
and Vo?g throughout his treatises "does not arise ... from any.
intentional assimilation of the parts to each other; it is the original
kernel out of which the multiplicity has grown"’YIt is as though the same
inevitable and, one would presume, unintentional character of cellular
fission in the hlastosphere marked the enterprise of philosophizing as
well. Causes, in short, are made to replace reasons, much as though the
'mechanistic' account of Socrates' imprisonment told the whole story.

The questions raised by these three problematic aspects of Jaeger's .
adoption of the developmental metaphor are interlinked in obvious as well
as in subtle ways. For instance, the constriction of "development" to an
individual thinker makes the issue of whether his thinking, understood
as laréely the,consequence of personal circumstance and disposition, has
or lacks an avrz,]ézfca< especially pressing; similarly, the latter
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question raises in its turn the highly-sensitive issue of the propriety
of casual or non-intentional explanations of the arguments and under-
takings of a thinker. Answers to these and related questions which are
required by the metaphor depend on it alone for their justification.

Let me conclude by emphasizing what I have tried to suggest in this
paper and where these suggestions, if sound, might point. I have concen-
trated, both narrowly and deliberately, on details of Jaeger's account
even though few of his legatees have capitalized on the whole of that
patrimony. Nonetheless, his commitments and the historical matrix from
which they arose continue to lead a subterranean or subliminal life in
even the most casual imitations of his style of analysis, thanks to which
theoretical incongruities are supposedly dissolved into chronological
distinctions (just as in the prevalent technique for understanding Plato's
dialogues).None of the objections or critical questions I have posed to
this manner of eliminative explication was meant to imply that Aristotle
did not change his mind, respond to the exigencies of debate and refashion
his arguments and programs in an 'open-minded' way, congruent with his
own thesis that what is knowable is the non-relative measure of our acts
of knowing. I have tried simply to call into question the status of the
developmental-schema, however modified, as a talisman or, better, a
fetish . The organistic metaphor underlying it is quite possibly no more
eliminable than any other governing metaphor or image in philosophy; one
should at least be aware of the theoretical presuppositions concerning-
history and the history of thinking that this particular metaphor im-
poses. To the extent that these, once made transparent, seem questionable,
new (or, possibly, revived) exegetical models might suggest themselves.
For instance, we might want to explore the notion that Aristotle thought
and taught in concert with 'die Sachen selbst' and that their plurality,
ambiguity and 'stratifications' gave life and determinate literary form
to his writings. It might then appear that what Aristotle says about the
meanings of 7o o dov fits his texts as well, viz. "that in which in
no part naturally belonging to it is missing or thagswhich contains its
components in such a way that each of them is a one". In any case, this
exploration of an alternative to the Jaegerian scheme is likely to lead
us away from the early-modern picture of a monolithic system (Jaeger's
own polemical target) and back to the deep truth disclosed in Kant's adage:
"Die Philosophie des Aristoteles ist ... Arbeit". 3¢
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