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Aristotlels De Philosophia and the Introduetion of the Fifth Element
by David E. Hahm
Chlio State University

One of the most influsntisl of Aristotlie's iieas, the idea that the
3% | nt

hesvenly boedies consist of a oo element distinet from the four earthly
elements (earth, water, air, and fire) is widely believed to have been
introduced to the world for the first time in Aristotlels lost dialog

De Philos "This assumption has created & host of problems which have
T t b ved. For ezample, Aristetlels proof for the fifth element

2w3 depands on the doatrine of natural movements set forth
De Caeldo IIT - IV,  This suggests that the theory of the fifth
n Aristotlels extension of the idea of natural movement to
tn@ clLroenisy mov%ment of the heavens. But according to the generally
aéceptad view, Aristotle in the Da Philosonhia maintained that the movement
of the heavens is not natural, but voluntary (Cic. Nat. De 2.44 = De Phil.
fr. 21b Ross)e. IXIf Arisztotle snnounced his theory of the fifth element

in the De Philoes 9oh1g,u iere he denied that the movement of the hesavens is

natural, how did he come to hold this theory and what sort of proof did he
ring for ixs hﬂgt@rce :

Te avold having the discovery of the fifth element grounded in the
theory of nabural heavenly movemsnt some desparate alternative grounds

have been proposed. For instance, it has been suggested that the fifth
element, still moving by wi]l not naturally, was introduced in the De
Pg%;gbyﬂwig on the basis of the new, more precise astronomical caleulations
of Hudozns and Philip of Opus, who had shown the region of the heavenly
bodies Lo be mach larser than previously suspected, in fact, so much larger
then the resgt of the wiiverse, that, if it conisted of fire, the fire would
Jong =go have consumed the other elements. 2 Or a5 an zlternative it has
beem sugrested that the idea of a fifth element could have Of&ﬂlnﬂted

simply on the hasis of observed uiffererees in behavior between the heavenly
bodies gnd earithly elements.

Her are the original grounds for tha theory the only problem encoun-
tered in elaiming that the fiifth elemont was announcsd in the De Philosophiae
When we turn to the relative chronology of Aristotlels ideas and writings,
we find ancther probleme IXIf the De Fhilosophia did not recognize the

natural movement of the heavens, it must be earlier than De Caslo I, 2-3.
Bat what is its rslstion to Ds Caelo III = IV? It has tradi tionall A
been meintained that these two bOOKS d@pl oniy with the sublunary world

and its four eloments, but an unprejudiced reading sugpests that at the time
of writing Aristotle %aaupht these four were the only elements in the
eosmos.g For he maintzins that there are no more than two simple locsl
movemenis, upward and aowvuurd (Cael. 3. &.jO?bﬂ-G), and that there con -
be nd body which is neither heavy nor light (Caele 342¢301220-b30, esp.
blé.17, 30-31), thus maling out the Iifth element of Book T (Cael. 1.3.~u9b3bn
270a12), Horeover, fire is given special preeminsnce in bbing the cnly
body absolutely light and without weight even in its own place (Cael. 445,
05pe Solie31ibln5, 8.G; 5,312b14.16). Since there is no evidence of any body
in which fire szinks, ws may say that fire moves towards the extremity and
rises to the surfaes of all moving things (Cael. 4.4.311b21-27), These
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statements seem toc leave no room for a fifth element. Thus it would appear
that De Czelo IIT ~ IV was written, or st least conceived, before the
theory of the flith element.5

‘But if De Caelo YIT « IV were written or conceived before De Philosophia,
we are driven to the incredible conclusion that by the time of writing the
De Philoscrhia Aristotle had already developed the concept of natural
movenent (Je Caclo 111 = IV} and had even proven that every simple body
without ex CPDulOﬂ (efe Tive warv in Caele 3e2. 300a21) possesses a simple
movement (Caelxz BOOaOO-BOia?Z), but failed to apply this general rule to
the fifth element in the De Philcsonhia, where he asserts that the movement
of the heavens is not natura itarye - It seems incredible that
after De Caelo III - IV Aristotle cotild have posited a fifth element,
inquired into its natural movement (which he must hqferexpected it to
have as a simple body) and yet never suspected that-circular motion could
be as natural as linear motion. We will be forced to adamit either that
Aristotle was guilty of gross blindness in amissing the solution he was soon
to discover in De Caelo I, or that in the De Philosonhia Aristotle had
abandoned the rule that every simple bedy has a simple movement only to
reestablish it a short time later in De Caelo T.

The fact is that we are confronted with an insoluble problem when
we try to order chronologically a) an eypositicn of the fifth element in
which the natural movement of the heavens is denied (De Philosonhia),

b) an expostion of the natural movements of all elements, not recognizing
the existence of a fifth element {De Caelo ITI - IV), and c¢) an exposition
of the fifth element with its own natural movement (De Caclo I).

The way out of thls dilemma is easier than one might expect, for the
dilemma results from the uncritieal acceptance of a single crucial assumption,
‘namely that Aristotle proposed his doctrine of the fifth element in his
published dialog De Philosonhia. This assumption is so widely accepted,
that for many modern writers it has virtually become a "fact. O Many
of these writers back this %fact" with a mere reference to one or both
of the two grea% modern authorities cn the early Aristotle, W. Jaeger
and 5. Bignone. The more meticulous restate the ftraditional svidence
with complete confidence that this evidence proves their case. Zefore this
assumption goes any further along the road to becoming a fact, it would
be well to recongider the ewvidence for it. Two fundamentally different
lines of proof can be discerned, one based on a passage in Cicero, and the
other on the doxXographic evidence.

Let us begin with the proof based on Cicero, De Natura Deorum 1,33
(= Arists De Phil. fr. 26 Ross). Here Velleius, an Epicirean, is
attempting 1o refute earlier views about the gods by showing how contraw
dictory they are. He observes that in Book Three of the De Philosophia
Aristotle "sometimes as,igns 2ll divinity to mind, sometimes says the cosmos
itself is god, sometimes places some other being in charge of the
world and assigns to it such parts that it may fegula,e and preserve the
movement, of the cosmos by some kind of rolling, and sometimes, too, says
that the ardor of the heaven is god." The crucial question is what is
meant by ardor. Jaeger, whe is the chief spokesman for this preof,
comments, '"Cicero translates lether! bv Caeli ardere. This is usual, and
the description of it as divine is further evidence that what is meant is
Aristotle’s hypothesis of ather as the fifth element, (Cf. Cic. quﬁguula
Dgorum I. 14, 37; ardorem, aui asthser nominetur to which PJabbera refers in
commenting on our passace).to 1f we Lrace this interpretation of Cicerd's
statement back to its original scholarlv setting, we will be able to see why
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it must be tested before it can be accepted. Pernays, trying to establish
that the references in the extant works of Aristotle to "exoterikoi logoi"
and "enkyklia philosophemata” were really references to the , lost dialogs,
had to find identity of substance between the fragments attributed to the
De Philosophia (like the passage from Ciceroc) and the extant works., Hence
he had pol?sical reasons to welcome this interpretation of Cicero's
statement., Moreover, Bernays wtrote before anyone came to suspect an
evolutionary development in Aristotle's thought, and he would have shared
the common tendency to synthesize and harmonize apparent discrepancies.
.Consequently, he was predisposed to see caeli ardor as a reference to the
fifth element of De Caelo. But this interpretation was not originated by
Bernays. By 1850 it was already entrenched among comme?}ators on Cicero,
as the influential commentary of G.F. Schoenmann shows, Commentators
on Cicero both before and after Bernays followed the good philological
principle that an author should be allowed to interpret himself; and so looked
to Cicero's discussions of Stoicism, where Cicero explicitly states that
the ardor of the heavens is called aether (Nat. D. 1.37; 2.41; cfe 2.91
92). From th1° they reasoned 1) that ardor in 1.33 translates the
Greek word «i 9’gﬂ and 2) that this Greek word refers to Aristotle's
fifth element. Following these commentators Aristotelian scholars
concluded that Aristotle promulgated the doctrine of the fifth element
in the De Philosophia.

Before we can accept this conclusion, however, we must ask whether
the two premises are correct. There can be no doubt that the Stoies
believed that the cosmos consists of only four elements and that the
element of the celestial region is a subtle fiery substance which can be
called by various names, including heat, fire, and aether, Thus when
Cicero attributes to the Stoics the belief that both ardor and aether
are legitimate names for the element of the heavens, we accept this as
a correct statement of Stoic doctrine. But can we infer from Cicerofs
statement of Stoic doctrine that it is a peculiarity of Cicero's Latinity
to translate the Greek word a i &4 by the Latin word ardor? The evidence
of De Natura Deorum suggests that we cannot. In Nat. D. 2.91 Cicero
tells us that aether, like aer, was originally a Greek word, but has
been taken over by Latin and is now used as a Latin word. He quotes a
line from Pacuvius, in which Pacuvius provides his audience with a translation,
which is perhaps a sign that the word was unfamiliar to them. But the
word had also been used by Ennius in his Euhemerus (apud Lact. 1.11.63)
and Annales (1line 472). And in the century since Ennius and Pacuvius it
must have become increasingly more common, at least in Latin poetry, so
that Lucretius could use it ab&gdantly without any reservations to
describe the celestial region. If Cicero admits the Greek word
can be simply transliterated to form a Latin word aether, why should he
translate it with a misleading word like ardor, a word so closely associated
with heat and burning? Hence it is extremely difficult to malntaln with
Jaeger ‘hat ardor must be Cicero's usual translation for o7 &+

We might try to escape this conclusion by suggesting that Cicero was
so imbued with the language of Stoicism that it made little difference to
him whether he called the celestial element ardor or aether. But if his

translation is so free, how can we say he is more likely translating «1 Onp
than Peemd v s or w Up, Then all we can deduce from Nat. De 1.33
is that_4r1§totle believed the pelestial element to be divine, and we have
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no way of telling whether the celestial element was one of four elements or
one of five elements.!* Hence we are forced to conclude that we cannot
really prove that Cicero used caell ardor to translate the CGreek word

@47 8o, Thus the first atep in the line of reasoning leading from
Cicero's words to Aristotle's fifth alemenf must be considered pure
conjecture,

Neyertheless, let us assume that Cicero was translating the Greek
word o7 Pqp. Does the presence of the term a7, 4in the De Philo-
sophia presuppose the presence of the fifth body? In Cael. 1.3. 270b20-?4
“and Meteor. 1.3.339b21-27 Aristotle approves the traditional term a1 bnp
for the celestial element because its assumed etymology (from aetr BeTv )
suggests its eternal movement, but he himself never uses this terma He
consistently calls it To WeWrov e Dud (er 6Torgslov), To Hvw ru;u,l' To aauzuxi:ov

G C.ud or some similar term referring to its position or movement. As a
matter of fact, in the genuine treatises Aristotle rarely uses the term

a? B%p.  except when speaking of Empedocles, Anaxagoras, or common usage.
To my knowledge the only exception is Phys. 4.5.212b20-22 where Aristotle
glves the stratification of the cosmos; and here to our great surprise he
says, "The earth is within the water; the water within the air; the air
. within the aether; and the aether within the heaven (= the universe, cf.
212b17-20) but the heaven is not in anything else." Indeed, the aether
seems to be identified with fire, a practice for which he chides Anaxagoras
in Cael. 1.3.270b24-25; 3.3.302b4~5; and furthermore, the universe seems to
consist of only four elements. Perhaps we could infer that when Aristotle
discovered the fifth element, he refrained from calling it "aether' because
of its assoclation with fire. In any case the occurrence of a Latin
translation of the term o2 9ﬁp in Cic. Nat. D. 1.33 is no guarantee
whatsoever that Aristotle discussed his theory of the "first body" in the
De Philosophia.

To be sure, nothing prevents us from conjecturing that the Epicurean
source of Cicero read Aristotle's exposition of his newly discovered
fifth element, perhaps without a name attached to it (just as in De Caelo),
and then gave to it the name which had subsequently become common for this
element. But this is no more likely than that the Epicurean reader saw
Aristotle's enraptured discussion of celestial fire and gave to this the
name "aether." e could, if we like, even think that Aristotle himself
called this fire "aether,” the name he seems to use in Phys. 4.5.212b20-22.
Nevertheless, the fact remains that we are left without proof that in the
De Philosophia the element of the stars is a fifth element, distinct from
fire, air, water, and earth.

The second major proof that Aristotle announced the theory of the
fifth element in the De Philosophia is what may be call the doxographic
proof. This proof occurs in so many variations that no single author will
serve as spokesman. In modern times Bignone gave this proof its biggest
impetus, but it goes back at least as far as E. Heitz, who made the second
big advance in reconstructi?o the De Philogsophia just two years after
Bernays published his work. Unlike B Bernays, Heitz had no preconception
that the De Philosophia had to be doctrinally similar to the Aristotelian
treatises. In an adumbration of Jaeger's evolutionary hypothesis, Heitz
suggested Aristotle's early philosophy was still under Platonic influence.
Hence he saw no justification for the attempts to explain away apparent
differences between the De Philosophia and the later works. In fact,
he exploited these differences to add to our knowledge of the early

~
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works. His method was approximately as follows: If a later writer
attributes to Arigstctle any doctrine which cannot be found in the extant works,
this writer has either misunderstood the extant Aristotle or has derived
the doctrine from one of his lost works: WNow it is obvious that as the
probability of misunderstanding decresaseg, the probability inecreases that
a given doXographical item goes back to the lost Aristotle. Since we

can measure the probability of misunderstanding by an evaluation of the
reliability of the doxographer and his sources and by the extent of
consensus among witnesses, we can add somewhat to our knowledge of the
lost Aristotle, To be sure, the doxographic approach initiated by Heitz
is subjective and at best produces probability; but it has been widely
accepted because it has achieved dramatic resultse.

This epproach is used extensively for the De Philosonhia Rook IXT,
where the general content (cosmolozy and theology) is established, but
specific references are few. Let us look specifically at the application of
this approach to the fifth element. There are a large number cof references
in later literature to a "fifth body" (reumwrow o idust) or a "body
moving in a circle! (kurdopospinéy  op wukdopopnTixer o@ua), A
number of these are assigned te Aristotle, but not to any specifie work; and
a few say explicitly that Aristotle called this element the "fifth body"
(ég&» 1.7.32; 2.30.6}. Our first thought, of course, will be that all
such references are derived from the De Caelo. DBut closer examination
shows that in the De Caelo Aristotle never speaks of a fifth bedy and
never uses the adjectives koxhogepiréy or gpurdegsenrired v .

Hence some scholars conclude that these doxozraphies wmust dsrive from
some lost discussion which 4id use these terms.-° Morsover, Cicero and
the Clementine Recosnitions sgy that Aristotle added to the traditional
four elements a "fifth nature" or "class® (quinta natura, auintum cenus)
which constitntes the heavenly bodies and human souls (fr. 27 = Cic.
Acad. 1.26; Tusc. 1.22, 41, 65.66; Clem. Rome Recoge 8.15), This fifth
nature is "without name” (kwwrewvé wao7rev), In the extant works
Aristotle neither says it is without name, nor does he say it is the
substance of the soul. Therefore some conclude that these reperis too
g0 back to the De Philosovhizet?

Further confirmation for the presence of the fifth element in De
Philosophia may be garnered by the same method. Cicero says, “Since some
1iving beings are born on earth, some in water, and sowme in the air, it
geems absurd to Aristotle to think that ne living being is born in that
element which is most fit for giving birth to living things. Horeover, the
celestial bodies occupy the region of the sether. Since this is most
subtle and is always lively and in motion, it i3z necessary that the living
being which is born in it be endowed with the keenest sense and swiftlest
mobility. Therefore since the heavenly hodies are born in the aether, it
is reasonable that sensation and intelligence be present in them.'" (lNat. D
2.42) Though this passaze mentions aether, the presence of the word
itself does not point to ths fifth element, for the argument offers a
series of only four elemsnts. However, some of the wariations of this
argoment, preserve the same analogical rsasoning and also make use of a
series of five elements.’” Teking all of these together, some have inferred
that originally Aristotle used an analegical arguwent to prove that since
there are living things in each of the four elegents, there must be living
things in the fifth, i.e. the heavenly bodies. ’ Since this argunent
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is not found in the extant writings, it too must be from the De Philescphia.

Once we are convinced that this method has proven the presence of the
fifth element in the De Philosophiz; we may use it to add almost any
reference to the aether or the {ifth element, if not as a fragment, at
least as an echo of Aristotle. For, as soms recent writers have observed,
either all the doxographies regarding the fifth element already assizned to
the De Philoscphia can be considered wmisinterpretations of De Caelo or
else all the remaining references to a fifth element will have to be conw
sidered,at least hypothetically, echoes of the De Philosonhia.20 Everyone
which diverges from the De Caelo may be adding to our stock of information
on the De Philosophia. 1This line of reasoning has produced a flood of
alleged echoes.<! GLven the apparently generalized polemics of Epicurus
as found in Lucretius V and elsewhere may be interpreted as directed
agaln 3t the De Philosonhia.22

« Wilpert has warned against the hﬂrrular reasoning inherent in this

method. %On the basis of attested fragments we form for ourselves a picture
of the content of a lost writing, and this picture in turn serves to
interprel new fragments as echoss of that writing, 5o cur joy over the
swift growth of our collection of fragments is clouded by the thought that
we are not thereby really nearing the originasl character of the work, but
we are entangling ourselves ever more tightly in a picture we ourselveu have
created." As a corrective ilpert calls for a critical rebracing of our
steps since 1830 to establish cn firm grounds whether cur picture of the
De Philosophia is correct or not.<3 Heedingz his admonition, we must ask
whether the doxographic method inevitably produces ths conclusions bassd
on it, or whether it is being manioulated {to bolster a theory we would
iike to believe. : '

Though in the De Caelo Aristotle calls the element of the stars the
"fir*b»body" there is really no eogent reason for believing the term
“fifth bedy"™ is his earlier designation for the same thing. It is at least
as easy to explzin it as a doxographeris terms The term “first body” implies
a valuée judgment and is appropriate only for one who beslieves in the
exalted value of this body (cf. Cael. 1.2.269218.32, b33-17). The ternm

¥fifth body" is an objective term, and though it could be used by one who
believes that the fifth element is best, in itself it merely describes an
element of a cosmological system without judeing it. This is precisely ths
term that one would exmect to find preferred by a doxographer who grew
up in a wordd that had to a great extent come to accept as canonical the
four elements of Empedocles, Plato, and the very popular Stoics. Even Aetius®
allegation that Aristotle himself called il ¥the fifth body™ is insafficlent
evidence to establish the presence of the fifth element in the De Philoscvhiae
For the term "fifth element™ was eventunally accepted sven by Aristotelians
as a suitable term for the celestial element in De Caelo (cf. Xenarchus cf
Selencia and Niccleus of Damascus aspud Simpl. Casl. 13.18; 20.12; 21.33

}; and so confusion in the doxographic iowmlnolopv would be
quite vnderstandable. Furthermore, even if the doxography is not in
error, the most it can prove is that Aristotle at sometime used the term;
where he used it cannot be decided from the doxography. 24 It seems even
more hypsreritical to use xuxéefoplﬁov or Kunno@@pﬂrlﬂév as
evidence thal the doxographies do not go back to De _Canlo, when Aristotle
does call this bvody Té "é Ko wdeow frcu‘;,{ (_C_@gl‘;. 2, 328621112, b6-7),
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7% korA) Kov o~ ud (Cael, 2.7.289a30) and even To »u’NCI(U," ¢‘—/0:a€?0v

T wua (Cael, 1,3.269b30). As long as doxographers were passing down a tradi-
tion rarely, if ever, checked against the sources, their terminology is no
satisfactory indicator of the terminology of the original source. '

' The references of Cicero and the Clementine Recognitions (cited as De Phil.
fr. 27Ross) to a fifth nameless nature which serves as the common substance of the
celestial bodies and human souls, or at least of the intellective faculty of the
soul, presents an entirely different problem, For here it is not only the termi-
nology which appears to be absent from the treatises, but the very idea itself,
and this makes it all the more tempting to attribute this idea to a lost work.
However, it is very difficult to reconcile the views expressed here with Aristotle's
philosophy in general, even if we make allowance for development. First of all,
Aristotle studied under a teacher who believed the soul to be incorporeal. Even
if Aristotle's own views of the soul may have changed during his lifetime, at no
time does he ever seem to have believed the soul to be corporeal®® But if in the
De Philosophia souls consist of the same substance as the celestial bodies, they
must be as corporeal as the celestial bodies. How are we to fit a materialistic
nhase into the evolution of his theory of the soul ® One imaginable solution is
to assume the fifth element is incorporeal?®? But how can we harmonize such a
theory with the De Caelo or account for a change to the mature doctrine of De
Caelo, which considers the element of the stars corporeal? Such questions have
caused a considerable amount of discussion and widespread rejection of the cor-
rectness of Cicero's apparent assertion that the soul consists of the fifth ele-
ment, The arguments for and against this identification are too complex to be
repeated here and need not be.f For even if Cicero can be used only as evidence
‘that Aristotle considered the soul to be of a nature distinct from that of the
four elements (as Aristotle does also in his later writings), and Cicero is mis-
taken in his identification of the soul with the fifth element (Acad. 1.26), the
fact that he makes this mistake shows that he is familiar with the Aristotelian
doctrine of the fifth element. v

We are confronted with the fact that Cicero, who is familiar with Aristotle's
early published works and quotes them freely, but who knows relatively little about
Aristotle's treatises, here shows an acquaintance with the doctrine of the fifth
element, This fact creates a strong presumption that Cicero derived his know-
ledge from one of the early published works., This presumption is increased for
some scholars by the common belief that Aristotle's treatises were virtually
unknown up to Cicero's time. According to Strabo 13.1.54 (C608-609) and Plu-
tarch Sulla 26.1-2, Aristotle's treatises were willed by Théophrastys to his

student Neleus of Skepsis in Asia Minor. Neleus' descendants hid them in a
cellar or cave to keep them from the book-collecting kings of Pergamum, until
they were sold to Apellicon of Teos, a book collector who took them to Athens
and perhaps tried to copy the mutilated text early in the first century B.C.

When Sulla returned from his captiare of Athens, he brought them back to Rome,
where, added to the growing book collections there, they contributed to a renais-
sance of Aristotelian studies in the Augustan Age2? The leader of the renaissance
was Andronicus of Rhodes, who produced adequately reconstructed copies of the
text and inquired into the logical order and content of Aristotle's treatises,3C

Since Cicero does not mention Andronicus, his work was probably done after
Cicero's death.
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Now there can be no doubt that after Andronicus, Aristotle's doctrine of
the fifth element was well known in scholarly circles. During the Augustan Age
a peripatetic, Xenarchus of Seleucia, wrote a refutation of the doctrine based
on the De Caelo and entitled Against the Fifth Substanced’ Nicolaus of Damascus,
the philosopher-friend of Antony and Cleopatra, King Herod of Palestine, and the
emperor Augustus, summarized the doctrine of the De Caelo for popular consump- .
tion in his compendium On the Philosophy of Aristotle, A Philo of Alexandria, the
Jewish philosopher, discussed and sometimes used the doctrine of the fifth ele-
ment >3 Hence in Augustan or post-Augustan sources, knowledge of the fifth element
or references to it by the term "fifth substance or body' need in no way be con-
sidered dependent on the De Philosophia for lack of knowledge of the De Caelo.

Nevertheless, prior to Andronicus, the doctrines of Aristotle's De Caelo
were less accessible. Though we now know that Strabo's and Plutarch's asser-
tions that the treatises were entirely unknown before Andronicus are exaggera-
tions, a list of the works of Aristotle which seems to reflect holdings of the
library at Alexandria in the third century B.C. omits most of the physical and
biological works, including the De Caelo3” Whether this should be taken as evi-
dence that the physical works were totally unavailable is still not certain3d®
But we do know that the peripatetics after Strato (died ca 270 B.C.) showed -
little interest in physical subjects until the renaissance in the Augustan Age.
And even if Aristotle's books were available, the physical works certainly were
not much read,

Still it would be rash to conclude that all knowledge of Aristotle's physi-
cal doctrines during the second and first centuries B.C, came from the published
works, Since not all the evidence is in yet, Cicero's knowledge of the fifth
substance might equally well be interpreted as evidence that the De Caelo was
not totally unknown before the unearthing of Aristotle's library in Skepsis.
Moreover, Cicero's source for his knowledge of the fifth element may be Antiochus
of Ascalon, head of the Academy when Cicero visited Athens in 79 B.C., or
Posidonius, whomCicero must have met in Rhodes on the same journey.s7 By this
time Apellicon had brought the treatises to Athens, and it is not impossible
that some scholars had already seen the manuscripts or a copy of them, Nor is
it inconceivable that the treatises were in the major libraries to be read by
the few who were interested. Finally, we must not forget that the history of
philosophy, a subject begun by Aristotle and carried to great heights by Theo-
phrastus and Eudemus, was never abandoned in the Hellenistic period. Though
pursued with less understanding than Theophrastus had shown, this subject pro-
duced many biographies of philosophers, now known only by title, and also doxo-
graphies, of which even the authors and titles have been forgotten, That these
doxographies existed can be deduced from the fact that this doxographical infor-
mation survived into the early centuries of our era to be used by Diogenes
Laertius and Aetius. Hence, regardless whether Aristotle's treatises were
available or lost and regardless whether the peripatetic school was interested
in physical questions or not, it is likely that the main outlines of Aristotle's
doctrine survived throughout the Hellenistic period and so could find literary
expression at any time.

36
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Moreover, Cicero's statements that the human soul or mind consists of
some fifth substance is th% same idea attributed to Critolaus, a Peripatetic
of the second century B.C. 8" Cicero knew and approved Critolaus! ideas on
the virtues of the soul (Tusc. 5.51). Hence we cannot rule out the possibiw
lity that Critolaus or some other member of the Peripatetic school is
the source for Cicero's statements about Aristotle, either directly, or
indirectly through Antiochus of Ascalon. All in all, we are forced to
conclude that Cicero'!s knowledge of Aristotle's doctrine of the fifth
element is no solid proof that this doctrine was found in the De Philosophia.

One major doxographical reference remains, namely Cicero Nate. De. 2.42
(De Phil. fr. 21 Ross), where the Stoic Balbus appears to attribute to
Aristotle the argument that since earth, water, and air are filled with
1iving things, the occupants of the aether, that is, the celestial bodies,
must likewise be living and endowed with swift movement and keen senses.
Since this same analogical argument occurs with a series of five elements, it
has been claimed that in the version of the De Philosophia the celestial
bodies consisted of the fifth element. On this theory the version in
Cicero is a Stoic remodeling of Aristotle's version to bring it into
line with the Stoic theory of four elements. 39
‘ However, a careful analysis of the surviving versions shows that the same
argument is being used for three different purposes. One set proves the
divinity of the celestial bodies; another assumes that the celestial bodies
are the living things in the aether and tries to prove that spirits must be
preqenL in the air; and the third proves that the universe is eternal. There
is also a hybrid attempting to Erove both the divinity of the stars and the
existence of demons in the air.#0 Since the proof for spirits in the air
and the proof for the eternity of the cosmos both assume the conclusion of the
proof that the heavenly bodies are divine living beings, we are tempted to
assign the "spirit" proof and "eternity” proof to a later period than the
proof of the divinity of the stars. Now the five elements occur only in the
"spirit" proof and the Yeternity" proof, not in the presumably earlier proof
of the divinity of the stars. From this we should conclude that a four-
element proof for the existence of god was remodeled into the later
proofs by someone who believed in the five elements. Such a theory is at
least as tenable as the theory that the four-element "god" proof,
the four- and five-element "demon' proofs, and the five-element "eternity"
proof were all remodeled from Aristotle's five-element "god" proof. It
is only by an exceedingly arbitrary cholce of elements from here and there
that tEe latter theory can pretend to reconstruct Aristotle's original
proof.*1 Thus we are faced either with admitting that Aristotle actually
used a loose four-element proof as Cicero's Stoic asserts or with v
despairing altogether of reconstructing Aristotle's original argument. In
either case, this fragment loses all value as proof for Aristotle's theory
of the fifth element in the De Philosophia. In the last analysis all
proofs based either on Cicero's ardor caeli or on doxographic reports
must be abandoned as worthless, and the claim that Aristotle announced his
fifth element to the world in the De Philosophia must be considered at
best an unproven conjecture.

The evidence on the other side has now to be considered. /e have just
seen that Cicero Nat. D. 2.42 (= De Phil. fr. 21), if it be taken as
evidence for the De Philosophia, speaks of a universe of four elements,
with the heavenly bodies made of fire. e have also seen that ardor caeli
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in Cicero iate De 1433 (= De Phil. fr.26), the fundamental passage for
rrconstructing Book IIT of the De Philosophia, cannot he taken as evidence of
the presence of the fifth elewment. The word ardor literally means "heat"

and otherwise refers to celestial phenomena that are bright, if not hot

(eeze lightning, comets, and stars). And so if this reference points to
anything, it points to the presence of a word like 9(,,« drnus  or 92/",uo'v
in the Greek originale It may thus be an indication that Aristotle has not
yet come to the conlugion that the element of the heavens is different from
fire.

Slightly more valuable may be several passages from Philo which have been
assigned to the De Philosophia on the basis of their content. In one
passage Philo describes how a man viewing with awe the order of the cosmos
comes to the conclusion that these are the works of rod (Leg. Allege 3.97-99
= De Phil., fr. 13). Cicero Nat. D. 2.95-6 (= fr. 13) assighs such a proof
for God's existence to Aristotle. But Philo's version describes the
cosmos region by region: the earth, the water, the air, and the heavens.-

a series of only four regions. Philo also records anonymously several
proofs for the eternity of the cosmos, a subject which Simplicius (In. Cael.
289.1-15 [= fr. 16]) assures us belongs to the De Philosophia. In one of
these proofs Philo states that the four elements of men are borrowed  from
the cosmos and return to their natural places at death. But in the cosmos
all four elements are already in their natural places, earth at the

center, water spread over the earth, air in the region between water and fire,
and fire in the highest region of all (@vwTdTw, pAet. Mund. 33 = De Phil.
19b ). "Highest! cannot mean just under the fifth element because
Aristotle is basing his argument on the fact that each and every one of its
parts is in its natural place. His argument would be incomplete and
seriously weakened if he failed to mention one of the elements, the element
of the stars. Hence we can only conclude that the element of the stars

is fire.

Philo's evidence is important because Philo himself was undecided v
whether the cosmos consists of four or five elements and so seems to follow
his source, with the result that he sometimes speaks in terms of a five-
element cosmos 3nd sometimes (more often) in terms of the Stoic four-
element cosmose. 2 Hence we can be reasonably sure Philo has not altered his
source on this point. Nor is there any evidence of Stoicism in his argu-
ments to make us suspect that Panaetius, one of the few Stoics who believed
the cosmos to be eternal, was an intermediary for this argument. Both
arguments sound Aristotelian and the second one with its use of the idea of

“natural places and four elements is very close to De Caelo III.IV. Hence
if these arpuments are from the De Philosophia, we have substantial
grounds for suspecting Aristotle in this work had not yet come to the
conclusion that the heavens consisted of an element different from
firee.

In sum, it is surely significant that a search of the fragments
attributed to the De Philosophia is able to turn up several references to
a four-element cosmology (with fire at the periphery), but not a single
reference to a five~element cosmology. Though it may be possible to explain
away the references to a four-element cosmology as later adaptations, such
a procedure would require at least one indisputable reference to the presence
of the fifth element in the De Philosophia. And no reference of this kind has
yet been found. Thus we are forced to conclude that the theory of the fifth
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element was probably not introduced in the De Philosoghia. .

' ‘We began this investigation of the evidence for the fifth element in
the De Pglosgh_gu because the assumption of its presence caused serious
difficulties in determining both the grounds for the invention of the
theory afid the relative chronology of the De Philosophia and the De Caelo.
Let us see what may be gained by abandoning this assumption and assuming
instead that the element of the stars in the De Phllosophia &msifire. In
Cicero Nat. D. 2.44 the Stole Balbus commends Aristotle for his idea that
all things which are moved are moved either by nature, force, or will. The
circular movement of the celestial bodies is not due to nature, because
nature causes motion either downward by weight or upward by lightness. Nor
is this circular movement due to force, for there is no stronger force
wvhich could move them contrary to their nature. Therefore their movement is
voluntary. This is the passage that causes such difficulties if one
considers the stars to be made of the fifth element. For we noted earlier
that Af the movement of the fifth element is not natural, we are left in
the dark as to the grounds for its introduction into Aristotle’s cosmology
at all. Moreover, the argument is cogent only if there are two natural
movements and no more, that is, only if circular movement can be excluded
a riori from natural movements.#3 But how could Aristotle introduce a

ment above four naturally moving elements and fail to see that
ciroular movement can be as natural as the linear movement of the ot.her
four?

The difficulty disappears as soon as we assume that in the De Philo-
sophia the cosmos consists of only four elements and these move in accord
with the theory of natural movements which is developed in De Caelo III - IV,
and mentioned in a fragment attributed to the De Philosophia (fr. 19b =
Philo, Aet., Mund. 28-3%4). According to this theory, there are only two
natural movements, up and down. Elements displaced from their natural
‘place will move either up or down until they again reach their natural
place, where by nature they will rest. This does not mean they must
necessarily remain at rest. It is possible that some things will be
moved by some stronger force which pushes them either contrary to nature out
of their natural place (as a ball thrown into the air) or not contrary to
nature withingtheir natural place (as a ball rolled along the ground). Then
there is still a third possibility, exemplified by a man walking along the
ground. This 1s not natural movement, for as a heavy, earthy thing the
natural movement of a man would be downward toward the earth and would
‘ocour only if he were to fall from a height. Nor is this forced movement, like
‘the movement of a man riding in a truck or a ball rolled on the ground. His
walking motion can only be voluntary, due to his own free will. So, too,
if the heavenly bodies are made of fire, thelr natural movement would be
upward toward the periphery, where we could expect them to rest. The fact
that they are moving withing their natural place proves their motion is
due to something other than nature. Since no force is strong enough to
‘move these most powerful, divine beings, we must conclude their motion is
voluntary, of their own free will. But the many problems relating to
the movement of the heavenly bodies are beyond the scope of thls discussion.
Our discussion can establish only that the voluntary movement of the heavenly
bodies is unintelligible except in the context of a t'onr-oleumt universe '
with fire as the element of the stars.

A four-element cosmology in the De Philosophia also allows a more
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satisfactory reconstruction of the evolution of Aristotle's ideas about the
element of the heavens. For we may postulate that in the first stage
Aristotle accepted the four elements of the Platonic universe., He
thoroughly explored the natural movement of these four elements to their
natural places in De Caelo ITI.IV. About the same time he explored the
very regular circmmnt of the heavenly bodies. On the basis of his
current theory of natural movements (reflected in De Phil. frg. i19b and 21b)
he concluded that this cirsualar movement must be due to the free will of
the divine, rational, ensouled stars; and he expounded the theory in

De Philoso%ia I. , . :
Upon ther consideration he revised this theory of the movemsnt of
the stars. He discovered it was possible to extend his physical approach,

based on natural movements, to the movement of the heavenly bodies simply

by grounding the whole theory in geometry. The two basic kinds of lines,
straight and curved, could serve as models for the two types of natural motion,
circular and linear (up and down). This theory forced Aristotle to

postulate for the heavens a fifth element distinct from the other four.

This second stage is found in De Caelo I. :

‘ Further confirmation for his theory that the stars were composed of a
fifth element came from the new sclentific calculations of the size of the
heavenly bodies and their orbits. These were now shown to be much larger
than formerly believed; and if the heavenly bodies and the spaces between

- them consisted of fire, there would be so much more fire in the universe than
other elements, that the fire would long ago have consumed the other elements
(Meteor. 1.3.339b30-340a3). When Aristotle ceased to focus his attention

on the movement of the elements and haavenly bodies and began to investigate -
actual atmospheric phenomena, his neat symmetrical scheme of five elements

in concentric spheres became useless. The element of fire became a

nuisance, for meteorological phenomena could not be explained by concentric
spheres of air and fire, but required a region occupled by a mixture of

two exhalations. What is more, the heat in 1living things proved to be

most unlike fire. So fire virtuslly lost its status as an element, and
Aristotle arrived at the third stage in which he again envisioned a universe
of four layers, but this time with the heavens made of a unique element
different from fire.45 The net result of his research was not to add an
element, but to depose fire, and replace it with a more divine substance
which in its celestial form is not hot, but nevertheless is the source of all
heat and 1ife, and is the counterpart of the vital heat in living things.
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40) Proof for divinity of celestial bodies: Cic. Nat.D. 2.42; Sext. Emp.
Adv. Phys. 1.49; cf. kete 5.20.1. Proof for spirits: Philo De Somn. 1.135;

De Gig. 2.7-8; De Plantat. 3.12; Apuleius De Deo Socr. 8.137; Plato Epin.
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