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PREFACE

TrE words, Religion and Philosophy, perhaps suggest to most
people two distinct provinces of thought, between which, if
(like the Greeks) we include Science under Philosophy, there

is commonly held to be some sort of border warfare. It is,
however, also possible to think of them as two successive phases,

or modes, of the expression of man’s feelings and beliefs about
the world ; and the title of this book implies that our attention
will be fixed on that period, in the history of the western mind, .
which marks the passage from the one to the other. It is gener- |
ally agreed that the decisive step was taken by the Greeks about |
six centuries before our era. At that moment, & new spirit of
rational inquiry asserted its claim to pronounce upon ultimate
things which had hitherto been objects of traditional belief. -
What I wmh to prove, however, is that the advent of this spirit ¢

dld not mean & sudden and comp_Iete breach with _the ol er
" ways of thought. —

TH@?%}EE_)MEMW__ 5 real continuity between the earliest rational specula-
tion and the religions represeptation that lay behind it.; and this

is no mere matter of superficial analogies, such as the allegorical
equation of the elements with the Gods of popular belief. Philo-
sophy inherited from religion certain great conceptions—for
instance, the ideas of ‘ God,” ‘ Soul,” ‘ Destiny,” ‘ Law '—which
continued to circumscribe the movements of rational thought
and to determine thei
itself in_poetical symbol
Philosophy prefers the
of substande, cause, nu
difference only disguises an inward and substantial affinity
between these two successive products of the same consciousness.
The modes of thought that attain to clear definition and explicit
statement in philosophy were already implicit in the unreasoned
intuitions of mythology.
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viii FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

Diogenes Laertius groups the philosophers in two successions,
Tonian and Italiote, headed by Anaximander and Pythagoras,
as if the Greeks themselves had divined that two tendencies
had been at work in shaping their systems of thought. This
instinct, as I shall try to show, was right : there were, in fact,
two traditions, which may be called ° scientific * and  mystical,’
moved by two distinguishable impulses along lines diverging,
more and more widely, towards opposite conclusions. These
impulses are still operative in our own speculation, for the simple
reason that they correspond to two permanent needs of human
.nature, and characterise twofamiliar types of humantemperament.
In our own time, the scientific tendency has been the more
easily understood and interpreted, because it falls in with
the habit of thought of a scientific age. Driven by a deep-
lying need to master the world by understanding it, science
works steadily towards its goal—a perfectly clear conceptual
model of reality, adapted to explain all phenomena by the
simplest formula that can be found. Malheur au vague ; mieux
vaut le faur! In the Ionian schools of Eastern Greece, science
comes to its fulfilment in Atomism. When we contemplate
"the finished result, we see that, in banishing ‘ the vague,’ it has
swept away everything in which another type of mind finds all
the value and significance of the world. The Gods have dis-
| appeared the Soul is reduced to a dust of material particles ;
| in a word, Life has gone out of Nature. Such is the predestined
conclusion of a scjence inspired by the ideal lucidity of geometry,
and neglectful of biology. Admirable as a tool of research into
inorganic nature, it strikes a chill of horror into men of an
opposite temperament, who will not seek the living among the
dead.
< The mystical spirit, prompted by a different need, works
along other lines. To Pythagoras, philosophy was not an
engine of curiosity, but a way of life and death. The Western
schools, overshadowed by Pythagoreanism, are rooted in certain
beliefs about the nature of the divine and the destiny of the
human soul. Upon those beliefs their philosophy of nature is
built. Holding, no less strongly than the scientific tradition,
to the characteristically Greek conviction that the world must
be rational, these western philosophies present themselves as a
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series of attempts to justify faith to reason. Parmenides boldly
condemns the sensible world to unreality, when it seems to
conflict with the logical consequences of religious preconception.
Empedocles expends a wealth of ingenuity in devising & recon-
ciliation with science. Plato sinks in the Titanic effort to stand
with feet on earth and uphold the sky. What most concerns
all three is summed up in the words ‘ God ’ and ‘ Soul ‘—those
very terms which science so complacently dispensed with.

Now, the two tendencies, or temperaments, which, in the series
of philosophical systems, have left so plain a record of their
characteristic aspirations and visions of life and nature, did not
suddenly spring into being in the century of Anaximander and
Pythagoras. The philosophic Muse is not a motherless Athena :
if the individual intellect is her father, her older and more
august parent is Religion. Behind Anaximander stands the .
Tonian Homer, with his troop of luminous Olympians ; behind
Pythagoras we discern the troubled shapes of Orpheus and
Dionysus. It is natural to suppose that the two philosophic
traditions are severally related to the types of Greek religion—
Olympian and Dionysian—in which the same contrasted tem-
peraments had framed mythical symbols, to express what
they felt towards the life of nature and the life of man.

Beginning with the scientific tradition, I shall try to prove
that a real thread of continuity can be traced back from the
final achievement of science—the representation of a world of
individual atoms, governed by Necessity or Chance—to the
final achievement of Olympianism, mirrored in Homer’s super-
natural world of individual Gods, subordinate to Destiny
(Moirg). This sub]ecgonroiillm:dmdnaLpnnam,JJmnmi
humaanm is t];g, profoundest, and (at first sight)-the
most baffling, dogma in this type of religion. In the first chap-
ter, I shall attempt an analysis of Moira, working backwards
from Anaximander to Homer and Hesiod, with a view to estab-
lishing the persistence of this conception, right on through the
course of Greek science, in which it holds the place now occupied
by Natural Law.

When we have gone back to Homer, most scholars will think
that we have touched the pillars of Hercules, and that we had
better not pry into the prehistoric darkness, which the accidents

——
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X FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

of tradition have left blank. But the problem, why the Greeks
believed that the Gods themselves were subject to the moral,
and yet impersonal and purposeless, ordinance of Destiny, is
too fascinating to be abandoned, and lures us to push out into
the misty ocean of hypothesis. The second chapter is the record
of this rash excursion. For our guide we take the theorem,
maintained by the new French school of sociologists, that the
key to religious representation lies in the social structure of the
community which elaborates it. To Professor Emile Durkheim
and his colleagues of the Année Sociologigue ! I owe the solution
offered of this fundamental problem of Olympian religion. I
seem to myself, also, to have here found light thrown upon
certain singularly abstract schemes of conception, which persist
throughout ancient philosophy—for instance, the grouping of
the four elements, and the separation and reunion of pairs of
contrary qualities. These particular applications of the main
theorem are put forward, not as results established with any
certainty, but rather as illustrations that may suggest to
students with a fuller ethnological and psychological equipment
a line of research hitherto neglected.

One great philosophico-religious concept remains, and that
the most fundamental of all—the concept of the ‘ nature of
things,” Physis. The object called by this name in Greek philo-
sophy is concrete: it is a material continuum, which is also
alive and divine, Soul and God—a substance, therefore, invested

swith mythical properties. This substance, rather than the
manifold phenomena which Nature presents to us through our
senses, is the primary object of early speculation; and from
its inherent properties, as material, living, and divine, the
various systems can be deduced, according as one or another
interpretation is put upon what those properties imply. ¢I have

! In particular, Professor Durkheim, ‘Représentations individuelles et
représentations collectives,” Revue de Metaph. et de Morale, vi. (1898),
p. 273; “Sociologie religieuse et théorie de la connaissance,’ sbid. xvii.
(1909) ; De la division du travail social, ed. 3 (1911); MM. Durkheim
and Mauss, ‘Classifications primitives,” Année Sociologique, vi.; MM.
Hubert and Mauss, ‘Théorie générale de la magie,’ Ann. Soc. vii. A
convenient account of Professor Durkheim’s work is given by G. Davy, ‘La
sociologie de M. Durkheim,’ Revue Philosophique, xxxvi. (1911), pp. 42-71

and 160-195. I am also indebted to Professor L. Lévy-Bruhl’s Les
Jonctions mentales dans les sociétés inférieures, 1910. 3



PREFACE . xi

called it the Datum of Philosophy, to mark that it was not
invented by the philosophers, but derived from a representa- ,
tion which underlies all the shapes and symbols of religious
thought. The third chapter traces its origin from a magical
stage, older than religion itself, and follows out the process of
its differentiation into the several categories of Greek poly-
theism, especially the contrasted figures of the Mystery God
and the Olympian. The significance of that contrast, between
the religion whose most illustrious symbol was Apollo, and the
mystic faith of the suffering Dionysus, was, by sheer power of
imagination, divined by Friedrich Nietzsche, from a direct
study of the phenomenon of Greek Tragedy. From him we
learnt, in the sphere of art, why it is that Dionysus and Apollo
shared the heights of Parnassus; but, since his day, fresh
knowledge has been gained, with respect to the problems of
historical genesis. A clear advance in the study of the earlier
phases, not only of Greek religion, but of religion in general,
is marked by the publication of Miss Jane Harrison’s Themis
(Cambridge, 1912). I have had the great advantage of going
over all the main points with the author, and I have adopted
many of her conclusions. It is thus possible for me to treat
very briefly a number of points connected with the development
of Greek religion, referring the reader to the source from which
my own knowledge is derived. Miss Harrison’s help has also
been of much value in the revision of this book, which may be
regarded as carrying on the same principles of interpretation
into the domain of philosophy. '

From the standpoint reached in the third chapter, we seem
able to make out that Philosophy, when she puts aside the
finished products of religion and returns to the ‘ nature of things,’
really goes back to that original representation out of which
mythology itself had gathered shape. If we now call it ‘ meta- -
physical,’ instead of supernatural,’ the thing itself has not
essentially changed its character. What hag chapged is, rather,

man’s attitude towards it, which, from being active and
emotional, has become intellectual and speculative. His earlier, _

emotional Teaction gave e symbols of myth, to objects
of faith ; his new procedure of critical analysis dissects it into
concepts, from which it deduces various types of systematic

-\\
“ .



xii FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

theory. But in shaping these systems, the standards of value
characteristic of the two opposed temperaments continue to
exercise their unconscious influence, dividing the stream of
thought into those two channels whose cause we shall trace in
the two concluding chapters.

For the convenience of the English reader, I have frequently
referred to the second edition of Professor Burnet’s Early
Greek Philosophy (E.G.P.%); and I have freely borrowed from
the excellent translation of the fragments which it contains.
For the fragments themselves references are given to Diels’
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, ed. 2, Berlin, 1906 (D.F.V .2).

This book is dedicated to a man of science, with the hope that
he may find in it some saving touch of the spirit associated with
the name he worthily bears.

F. M. CORNFORD

TrINITY COLLEGE,
CAMBRIDGE,
April 1912,
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I
DESTINY AND LAW

1. The Problem

THE origin of Greek philosophy is a problem which not only is
of extraordinary interest, but seems at first sight peculiarly
hopeful of solution. In the case of most questions of origins,
history fails us; the earlier links of the tradition we seek to
account for are hidden in prehistoric darkness. The Homeric
Epos, for instance, comes before us as a finished product, and
not a single scrap of documentary evidence records the stages
which preceded the earliest parts of the Iliad. But it is gener-
ally acknowledged that the beginnings of philosophy lie well
within the field of history. Ever since the school of Aristotle
set about compiling the first histories of philosophy, it has been
agreed to date systematic speculation of a scientific character
from the Milesian school, whose activity about covers the
sixth century B.c.! Of the work of the philosophers in the
two centuries from Thales to Plato we have some direct know-
ledge from the surviving fragments of their writings; we have
also a doxographic tradition, derived from the Peripatetics,
which records their ‘ opinions’ on what were held to be the
most important topics of speculation. It is thus possible to
construct some sort of history, based on documents, of Greek
philosophy from its beginning to its end ; and when we take it
as a phenomenon to be accounted for and set in relation to
other activities and products of the Greek mind, we start at
least with the great advantage of knowing something, however
little, of the first stages of its career.

In spite of this advantage, the question how this speculation

1 The first certain date is given by an eclipse of the sun in the year 585,

which Thales, the founder of that school, is said to have predicted.
A
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2 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

arose, and why it took its peculiar course, has not been satis-
factorily answered. Inquiry has failed in some measure because,
when the problem was first formulated, it was set in the wrong
" light. - The sources of Greek philosophy were supposed to be a
" matter of ‘borrowing’ and of ‘influence.’ More than one
attempt was made in the nineteenth century to show that the
Greeks ‘ borrowed ’ the wisdom of the East ; but, when it was
seen that this fascinating theory led its advocates beyond all
bounds of historic pessibility, the Orientalists were crushed in a
sort of antisemite reaction, and they are only now beginning to
lift their heads again.! The notion of ‘ borrowing * having been
dismissed, there remained the view that philosophy was ‘in-
fluenced * by religious doctrines; but against this account it
was rightly urged that the current_fm:m& of religion could
hardly be said to have any *doctrines’ at all; and-it was
certainly difficult to point to any definite dogma of theology
which was actually built into the systems known to us. So
students fell back into thinking of the early philosophers as
singularly isolated and independent.

The most recent historian, Professor Deussen,? in his opening
remarks upon the general characteristics of Greek thought,
repeats an observation which, in one form or another, figures
fn all books upon this subject. As the fundamental trait of
Hellenism he takes that peculiar freedom, both in thought and
action, which the Greek enjoyed, standing in the presence of
Nature. The Greek, he says, was not encumbered by any early
implanted delusion, nor constrained by any close dogmatic
gystem, but could take in the nature of things with untroubled
eyes and with senses open to accept its revelations.

Now, it is true that the Greek philosophers were exceptionally
untrammelled by dogmatic prejudice and priestly persecution ;
they were fortunate enough to be born into a state of society
which was satisfied, in the main, with an outward conformity,
- and allowed reason to pursue her inward task of seeking the
truth which makes us free. But, when we dwell upon this
liberty of thought, we must not be misled into putting another

1 See Eisler, Weltenmantel und Himmelszelt, Munich, 1910,
3 Aligemeine Geschichte d. Philos., 11, i. (1911) p. 3.
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construction upon it, and imagining that Thales or Anaximander
was like Adam on the day of his creation, with no tradition
behind him, no inherited scheme of things, opening his innocent
eyes on a world of pure sense impressions not as yet co-ordinated
into any conceptual structure. It is very easy to fall into an
error of this sort, especially if we begin our history of Greek
thought, as Professor Deussen does, by dividing the sources of
human knowledge into two classes: the outer experience,
which, by means of the senses, comes to us from the material
world in space ; and the inner experience of our own thoughts
and will and feelings. ywwgt_gggtmwmm
Nature ; the most remarkable object of inner experience is ‘ the
morat-phenomenon —our feeling of freedpm, our consciousness
omﬁmxi-bi-lity;‘our impulse to do or to avoid what we have
learnt to regard as right or wrong. We then proceed to consider
what construction the earlier consciousness of Greece has put
upon these two classes of object in pre-scientific representation—
the cosmogonies which account fof outer Nature, and the ethical
reflection which has dealt with the inner self and its relation to
the world outside. When we approach the subject in this way,
the surviving fragments of cosmogony and ethical reflection
will soon be dismissed, because they do not, upon examination,
seem to throw much light on the work of the philosophers.
So, with a sense of relief, we dismiss the obscure question of
origing, and embark upon the descriptive history, based on
extant documents, of the several systems. We try to recon-
struct each in turn, and to trace its dependence on those that
went before and its influence on those that came after. But the
whole concatenation, so reconstructed and interrelated, is left,
as a whole, an unexplained, and even portentous, phenomenon.

The primary error in this method of procedure is the pre-
supposition that the first objects of speculation, the materials
upon which it sets to work, are the inner and outer experience
of the individual standing in presence of Nature. At first sight
this seems a truism; for what other materials can there be,
what else is there to speculate about ? We picture the philo-
sopher in his study. Inside him there is his consciousness,
his thoughts and feelings, awaiting his introspective analysis.
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Outside, there is the world, the data of sense-perception, lying
ready to be observed and explained. It seems as if he had
only to make his choice between psychology on the one side
and natural science on the other, and set to work.

That this picture is not complete, the following pages are
intended to show. If it were complete, the course taken by
Greek speculation would have been utterly different. We should
find the first philosophers attempting to analyse their own
consciousness, and to draw some rude distinctions between
thought and perception, or feeling and will. Or, if they turned
to the outer world, we should find them taking the elementary—
and, as it seems to us, obvious—precaution of looking at Nature,
and trying to observe and record her ways, before they ventured
upon generalisation and hypothesis. They would, in fact,
have begun by occupying the more accessible fields of natural
science, and feeling their way towards the laws of psychology,
‘biology, or what not. But every one knows that they did
"nothing of the’sort: The father of western philosophy, Thales
of Miletus, immediately announces that the ultimate ‘ nature ’
of all things is water, and that the universe is alive—‘ has soul
Anit’ (éuyruxov)—and is full of spirits or Gogs. A little reflection
will convince us that these propositions do not simply formulate
the data of Thales’ inward experience or of his outward observa-
tion of natural phenomena. They are not results likely to be
reached, at the outset, by our imaginary philosopher sitting
alone with himself and the sensible world.

_— These doctrines of Thales, which are almost all that survives to
us of his opinions about the general nature of the world, contain
three conceptions which are the principal subject of the following
pages : the ‘ nature’ of things —physis, rerum natura (declared
by Thales to be water); ‘God’ or ‘ Spirit’; and ‘ Soul.” Here
at once, in the very first utterance of philosophy, we encounter
conceptions which have a long history, as religious representa-
tions, before philosophy begins. Unless we have some grasp of
that history we are not likely to understand the speculation,

1 Professor Burnet, Early Greek Philos.?, p. 12, points out that ¢iois was
used in this sense by the early cosmologists. He holds that dpx+# is only
an Aristotelian term, not used by the earlier writers to mean ‘primary
substance.’
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which, however scientific its spirit may be, constantly operates
with these religious ideas, and is to a large extent confined in its
movement within the limits already traced by them.

Besides the notions of God and Soul, we shall find that philo-
sophy also inherits from religion the governing conception of a
certain order of Nature, variously regarded as a dominion of
Destiny, of Justice, or of Law. The character and origin of this
order, within which the life of Nature is confined, will be one of
the main subjects of our inquiry. It will soon appear that the
reign of Necessity is also and equally a moral rule, a kingdom of
Justice. '

The first religious poet of Greece, Hesiod,! states in simple
form his conviction that the course of Nature is anything but
careless of right and wrong. He tells us that when men do justice,
and do not go aside from the straight path of right, their city
flourishes and they are free from war and famine. For them
the earth brings forth food in plenty, and on the hills the oak
tree bears acorns at the top and bees in the middle ; their sheep
have heavy fleeces, their wives bear children that are like their
parents,’ 2 and so on. This is a clear statement that there is
(as it were) a sympathetic relation between human conduct and
the behaviour of Nature : if man keeps straight upon his path of
right, then her orderly processes of seed-time and harvest will
go forward too, and reward justice with the fruits of the earth.

So, on the other hand, when a sin has been committed—such °
as the unconscious incest of Oedipus >—all Nature is poisoned
by the offence of man. The land of Thebes

¢ Wasteth in the fruitless buds of earth,
In parchéd herds, and travail without birth
Of dying women.’

How did this belief arise : that Nature 7s moral, sqﬂ;at her
order is disturbed by the sins of man ? "It is obviously not a
result of direct, unbiassed observation. When a king or a

1 Hes. Erga, 225.

2 I.e. not monstrous births (répara); cf. Aeschin. in Ctes. 111, phre viy
kapwods @épewv wire yvvaixas rékva rikrew yovelow édowxéra, dANA Tépara, uire

Bookiuara kard ¢vow yovas mwoielofac.
3 Soph. Oed. Rex, trans. G. Murray. Jebb compares Herod. vi. 139.
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nation commits an act of wrong, it is not true that the harvest
is blighted and famine and plague follow. We have here to
do with one of those ancient, traditional beliefs which defy the
constant refutation of experience. As we shall see in a moment,
the earliest Greek philosophers express this conviction—that the
order of Nature is a moral order—as an obvious, unchallengeable
truth, and, indeed, the most important truth about the world.
It governs their conception of the process by which the world
came into being and will perish again. And, once established in
philosophy, it influences and colours the whole course of specula-
tion both about Nature and about morals and politics. Thus
the problem, how this belief first arose, and through what forms
it passed before it became the heritage of rational speculation,
is one of the central problems of the history of human thought.
It is the main subject of our first two chapters.

In the third chapter the investigation of the concept of
‘ Nature ’ (physis) will lead us on to the other two conceptions
we found in Thales’ saying, ‘ the All has soul in it and is full
of spirits.” We shall try to show how the ideas of Spirit or God
and of Soul grew up out of * Nature,” and passed into the inherit-
ance of philosophic, as well as religious, thought. The argument
cannot be anticipated here. The point that now concerns us is
simply this: that these three conceptions—Nature, God, and
Soul—had all of them a long history which lay behind the first
utterance of philosophy, and of which we must form some idea
before we can place ourselves at the point from which philosophy
starts, The last three chapters will contain a sketch of the
course of Greek philosophy, designed to show that, if we take the
starting-point so defined, the development of thought can be
better understood.

We shall begin with an explicit statement, made by Anaxi-
mander of Miletus, about the nature and order of the world.
We shall see that, considered as a result of innocent and un- .
biassed observation of Nature, this statement is paradoxical,
absurd, even unintelligible. Then we shall try to show that,
when we take it as a restatement in rational terms of a pre-
scientific view of the world, and trace that view again back to
its origin, it becomes simple, natural, intelligible. The view in



DESTINY AND LAW S |

question is of fundamental importance for all Greek cosmology,
and it pervades political and ethical speculation as well. The
train of thought, whose earlier links we hope to reconstitute,
leads on into Plato and Aristotle, and through them into the
main current of European philosophy.

7 2. The Cosmology of Anaximander

Anaximander was the second and greatest of the three Milesians

who presided in succession over the first school of Greek philo-

sophers. “The chief object of speculation for all of them was, '

not man or human society, but ‘ Nature ’ (physis). Philosophical
writings of the sixth and fifth centuries were commonly entitled
Concerning Nature (Ilepi Pioews).

‘ Nature "—the nature of things—was the name they gave to
the one ultimate stuff, from which, as they held, the world of
things we see has arisen and into which it will perish again.
It is at once apparent that we have no satisfactory rendering
for physis. ‘ Primary substance’ is charged with Aristotelian
and scholastic associations; ‘matter’ suggests something
contrasted with mind or life, whereas the primary meaning of
physis is ‘ growth,’” and its first associations are of life and
motion, not of stillness and death~ The mere use of this term
already implies the famous doctrine which has earned for the
~ Milesian- school the designation ‘ Hylozoist *— the doctrine that
“the All is alive.” ' The universe * ms-sout-init;’ in' the same
sense (whatever that may be) that there is a ‘soul’ in the
animal body. We must not forget that the meaning of phys:s, |
at this stage, is nearer to ‘life’ than to ‘ matter ’; itis quite as
much ‘moving’ as ‘material ’—self-moving, because alive.

Into the earlier, pre-scientific history of this living source of
all things we must inquire later.! For the present we shall be
more concerned with the forms or limits imposed upon its
spontaneous activity—the twin conceptions of Destiny and Law;

Thales, the first of the school, identified the living and self-
changing world-stuff with water. Anaximenes, the third, held
that it was  air * or mist. ' Anaximander called it the  indefinite *
or ‘limitless thing’ (76 dmetpor). Anaximander it was who

! Chap. 111,
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first stated a systematic theory of the Nature of the world—
not only of the stuff it is made of, but also of the process of its
growth out of the ‘ limitless thing ’ into the manifold of definite
things. We are not concerned with the details, but only with
the most general conception of this process of growth, as it is
described in what is almost the sole surviving fragment of
Anaximander’s writings :
te /' Things perish into those tM“ﬁ ovst of which they have thewr
y . birth, according to that which is ordained ; for they give reparation
W“;Q,*,\u‘ 1o one another and pay the penalty of their injustice according to
. the disposition of time."
" Otto Gilbert 2 has explained this utterance as follows We
have to do with three grades of existence.

First, there are ‘ things ’ (§yra)—the multiplicity of individual
things we see around us. These are declared to perish into those
things out of which they came into existence. What, then, are
these secondary things, out of which natural objects came into
being ?

They are the primitive elements® of which all bodies are
composed—earth, air, water, fire. These elements were recog-
nised long before philosophy began. The visible world groups
itself into masses of comparatively homogeneous stuffs, each
occupying a region of its own. There is firgt the great lump of
earth ; above it, and perhaps beneath it alsb, the waters ; then
the space of wind and mist and cloud ; and beyond that, the
blazing fire of heaven, the aether. These elements are the
secondary stuffs out of which individual things were born and
into which they are resolved again.

But the elgments themselves are not everlasting ; nor is the

separation of them into distinct regions more than a transient

v

1D.F.V2%, i p. 13: & &v 8¢ 4 yéveals éore Tols olioe kal Thy Pplopdv els
Tabra ylvesfar xard 70 xpedv* didbvas yap abrd iy kal Tlow dN\HAois Tis ddiklas
katd Thy Tob Xpbvov Tdw.

2 In a valuable article, ¢ Spekulation u. Volksglaube in d. ionischen Philo-
sophie,’ Arch. f. Religionswiss., xiii. 306 ff.

3 T use the term elements’ in a vague sense to denote earth, air, water,
and fire, which were popularly recognised (as Gilbert has shown, Meteoro-
logische Theorien d. griech. Altertums, chap. i.) long before they were
introduced into science. The conception of ‘elements’ (croixeiz) in the
narrower sense of primary and unalterable bodies dates from Empedocles
(cf. Burnet, £. G. P.2% p. 56).
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arrangement. They themselves are destined to return into that
from which they came—the third and ultimate stage of exist-
ence, the  limitless thing,” which alone is called by Anaximander
¢ incorruptible and undying.’ 1

To sum up the process of growth : the formless indefinite stuff
separates first into the elemental forms, distributed in their
appointed regions; and then these again give birth to things,
and, when they die, receive them back again.

The ﬁrst important fact about the el_ments is that they are

or. contra.nes : air is cold, fire hot, water moist, earth h dry.
These contraries are at perpetual war with one another, each
seeking to encroach upon the domain of its antagonist. This
fact itself seems to have been used by Anaximander as a proof
that the elements must each be limited, for ‘ if any one of them
were infinite, the rest would have ceased to be by this time,’
for they would have been eaten up and destroyed.?

The sepg.ration of the elements into their several regions was:

conceive as a wh1rhng motlon 8ivn) of the whole universe,
which sifts out the oppo&tes s from the primary, indiscriminate
or ‘ limitless * mixture, in which they will again be all merged
and confused when they perish into that from which they
arose.?

This cosmology thus contains three main factors or repre-
sentations : (1) a primary stuff (phys:s) ; (2) an order, disposition,
or structure into which this stuff is distributed ; (3) the process
by w. § order arose. In the present chapter we shall be
chiefly concerned with the second of these representations—the
scheme of order, which includes all the universe in a simple
primary classification. The point we hope to bring out is that
this scheme was not invented by Anaximander, but taken over
by him from pre-scientific representation, and that this fact

! Arist. Phys. y4, 203b 6 ff.: xal 7Tobr’ elvar 7O Oelov* dfdvarov yap Kxal
dvdhefpov, &s Pnow 6’ Avatluardpos.

2 Arist. Phys. v5, 2045 22; see Burnet, E. G. P.2, p. 55.

% On this subject see Heidel, ¢ Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philo-
sophy,’ Arch. f. Qesch. d. Philos., xix. 313 ff. I am unconvinced by Professor
Burnet’s objection to this view of the ¢eternal motion’ (Z. G. P.3, p. 61).
But the question will be further discussed below, p. 146.
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explains those of its characteristics which seem most obscure
and gratuitous.

3. The Provinces of the Elements

What especially strikes us in Anaximander’s statement fs
that the secular process of birth and perishing is described in
moral language. The passing away of things into the elements
is called ‘ making reparation,” ‘ paying the penalty of injustice.’

"i The words imply that injustice was committed in the very fact

. of their r birth into separate existence. The manifold world,
in Anaximander’s view, can arise only by robbery and mis-
appropnatlon

Consgider, for instance, the animal body. Its proper substance
is earth ; 1 but for its formation it misappropriates portions of
the other elements : water for its blood, air for its breath, fire
for warmth. The dissolution of death repays these robberies :
each stolen portion rejoins its like—water to water, air to air,
fire to fire. Or take the clouds. To shape them, air draws
water to itself and plunders the rivers and seas. Then the
clouds dissolve in rain, which returns to the place of the waters.

We see, then, that the general scheme of the growth of the
world is this : the ope primary stuff, called * Nature,’ msegregated
into provinces, each the @(Hnam ‘of one element. "And this is a
moral 6tder, Tn the sense that transgression of its boundaries,
the plundering of one element by another to make an individual
thing, is injustice, unrighteousness. The penalty is death and
dissolution. No single thing can begin to exist without an

-infraction of this destined order.” Birth is a crime, and growth
an aggravated robbery.

This is a strange, and to us a paradoxical, view of individual
existence. We are disposed to think of the ever-increasing
complexity of the world as an intricate order formed out of
primitive disorder or chaos. Anaximander may almost be said
to reverse this conception. To him order comes into being not
last, but first—the order, namely, which is established when
the four elements are sifted by the eternal motion into their

1 8ee 0. Gilbert,  Spekulation u. Volksglaube,’ 4rch. f. Rel., xiii. 306 ff. ;
and Meteorologische Theorien d. griech. Altertums, p. 22.
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distinct regions. If this separation were ever complete, there
would be perfect order, and no individual things would exist at
all. Every step from that simple disposition of elemental
provinces towards the multiplicity of particular things, is a
breakmg of bounds, an advance towards disorder, a declension
into the welter of m]ustlce, rapine, and war.

And every step of this pilgrimage of wrong must be retraced
¢ according to what is ordained’ (vaTa 76 ypewv). In this word
are united the conceptions of Fate and of Right; it means a
power which ordains both what must be and what ought to be.
This principle of Destiny and Justice has set the bounds of the
original elemental ordet, and it waits to exact the penalty of
every tratnsgression. The power which presides over the physical
order is moral.

Like Anaximander, most of the early philosophers, as we shall
see later, regard the order of the world as moral or just. We
have called Anaximander’s conception strange and paradoxical.
The more we think about it, the more preposterous it seems.
But, it must be remembered that Anaximander was not a
- paradox-monger. He was a man of a very sane and bold
scientific imagination, trying to state the most reasonable theory
of the origin and structure of the world, in straightforward terms
that would recommend it to the enlightened intellects of his time.
As a reasonable theory, and not as an absurd paradox, it was
received (we may conclude) by those enlightened intellects.
Yet the conception is one that could never occur to innocent

scientific curiosity, looking out with uncoloured vision upon the

world our senses show us. It is certain that both Anaximander
and his readers had already in their minds some traditional
representation of the order of Nature, as familiar to them as it is
strange tous, which the new theory only restated in rational terms.

That traditional representation it will be our next business
to discover and explain. What especially calls for explanation
is that moral character of the cosmos, upon which we have
insisted. The actual grouping of the four elements is an apparent
fact ; but why is this fact, of all others, taken as the key to the
making of the world, and why should it be associated with
justice ? Neither its peculiar significance nor its moral char-
acter is a sense-datum. The emphasis thrown upon it can only

V’MM"“’

rfbrinuy
- { luancikey
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be accounted for by showing that it was already emphasised in
religious representation ; and when that point is established, we
shall still have to look for the causes which led to its importance
in religion.

4. Moira above the Gods

We turn, then, from the first philosophers back to the eldest
poets of Greece, Homer and Hesiod, in the expectation of
finding some representation of the order of the world correspond-
ing to that which we have seen in Anaximander. We are not
disappointed. For Anaximander, as we saw, the elements are
ordered and assigned to their provinces ° according to what is
orda.med (kata TO xpeaw)——a conception in which Necess1ty

v { a.nd Right are united. So {n Homer the Gods are subordinate to

-f a remote power, which is both primary—older than the Gods

| {themselves—and moral. It is called ‘Moira, Destiny. *

The subjection of the Gods to Fate is a belief that has passed
out of modern thought, or at least taken a quite different
form. With the origin of the conception of Destiny we shall
be concerned in the next chapter; our present business is to
define the notion at the stage at which we meet with it in Homer.

The Gods of Homer are limited.! They are indeed exempt
from age and death; but they are not eternal. They are
younger than the world, into which they were born. Nor are
they almighty, though man is powerless against them. What
limits their power, however, is not what we call natural law :
on the contrary, miracles are their peculiar function. They are
limited by Destiny (Mosra), which they did not make and
against which they cannot stand.

The Gods cannot save even a man.whom they love when the
‘dread fate of death’ lays hold upon him.? Zeus himself

- laments that it is ‘fate’ that his son, Sarpedon, dearest to
rig.wd - him of all men, must die at the hands of Patroclus.® He * does
¢ USX% T 1ot venture to undo what fate decrees.’ 4 ‘It is impossible even

1 On this subject see Gruppe, Gr. Myth. u. Rel., p. 989 ff.

2 Od. iii. 236: ovd¢ Oeol mwep | xal Pl &vdpl Sivavrar ANahkéuer, dmmwbTe Kev
&% | poip’ 6Xoh) kabéhpae Tavnheyéos Bavdroo.

3 II. xvi. 483 : & po éydw, 8 Té pou Zaprndbva, piraror drdpdv, | moip’ Vxd

ITarpéxhoio MevoiTiddao Saufvad.
4 Pind. Paean. vi. 94 : ubpow’ dvaXvev Zeds 6 0edv axomds ol TéApa.
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for a God to avoid the fate that is ordained.”! °What is or-
dained,” says Athena in Euripides,? using Anaximander’s word
(70 xpewv), ‘is master of the Gods and thee.” Prometheus tells
the Okeanids that the Moirai and Erinyes hold the tiller of
Necessity, and that Zeus, if not weaker than they, cannot escape
what is decreed by fate.?

5. Moira as moral

Further, as in the Ionian philosopher, so in Homer, the
ordinance of Fate is not a mere blind and senseless barrier of
1mposélb1hty :Jtis a moral decree—the boundary of right and
wrong, We may even say that the two notions of Destiny and
Right are hardly dlstmgulshed This comes out in the phrase
“beyond what is ordained,’ ‘ beyond fate’ (Ymép uopov, vmép
awav), which in Homer halts between the two meanings:

“beyond what is destined, and 80 must be,” and * “beyond what
is right, and 50 ought to be.”
- Thus, when the first sense—destiny—is uppermost, it is
denied that God or man can make anything happen ‘ beyond
fate.” ¢ But elsewhere we find on the contrary that things do
happen ‘ beyond fate.” In the Iliad 5 the Achaeans prevail for
a time in battle vmép aloar. ‘ Alack,’ cries Zeus in the Odyssey,®

1 Herod. i. 91: riw wempwuévny poipav ddiwaror éorl dwogetyew xal feg.
This passage is of great interest, as apparently stating the view of Delphic
theology. The Pythia explains that Apollo tried to persuade the Moirai
to postpone the vengeance hanging over Croesus’ house till after Croesus’
death. The Moirai would not concede more than a delay of three years
later than was ordained (forepor Tijs wewpwuévns).

21 T., 1486 : alvd' T ydp xpedw oob Te xal ey xparet.

8 Aesch. P.V., 531: Xo. tis odv dvdyrys éorlv olaxosTpdeos ;

IIp. Moipas Tplpoppor puvfporés v *Epwies.
Xo. TobTwy dpa Zels éorwv dobevéarepos ;
Ip. ofixour &v ékgiyor ye Thy wexpwuévyy.

4 For instance, I, vi. 487: ov ydp 7is u’ Umép aloav dvip "Acdi wpoidipec’
potpav & of Twd ¢Pnut wepuyuévor Euuevar dvdpdv, | ob kaxby, ovd¢ uév éalAby,
éxhy 1d wpora yévyrar. Cf. Pind. Pyth. xii. 30: 13 pbpoiuor ob wappukrée.
frag. 232 (256), 76 wempwuévov ol wip, ol aiddpeoy oxroe: Telxos.

s xv1. 780 : xal Tére &% p Umép aloav *Axacol péprepor faav.

; i. 32: @ wéwou, olov 84 v Beods Bporol alribwrrar.
é& Huéwv ydp dact kdx’ Eupevar® ol 8¢ xal avrol
opfow draglalipow dmép pbpov &Nye’ Exovow,
s kal vy Alyirfos Imép pdpov *Arpeldao
¥ir' &\oxov urnoriy.
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‘ see now how mortal men lay blame upon the Gods! For they
say it is from us that evil comes; and all the while they them-
selves, by their own naughtiness, have trouble beyond what is
ordained, even as now Aegisthus, beyond what 18 ordained, has
married the wedded wife of the son of Atreus.” Here, it is evi-
dent, the moral sense is uppermost. The offenders went beyond,
not their fate, but the bounds of morality. Hence in such cases
the balance is redressed by swiftly following vengeance, which
itself is * beyond what is ordained ’ in the sense that the sinners
brought it upon themselves by their own wickedness, so that
they, and not Fate, are responsible (aircoc).2

The truest account, perhaps is that the clear notion of absolute
lmposslblht is wanting in Homer. The dS¢vatov, which we
render ‘ the impossible,” 1s rather that which lies beyond one’s
power (8Uvauis); it may lie beyond the power even of a God,
for, as we have seen, no God is all-powerful. But it is not abso-
lutely and strictly impossible ; power may be stretched for a
moment beyond its due and normal limits, so that Gods, and even
men, may achieve the impossible. But there is a strong sense
that such feats are undesirable and dangerous. For Gods and
men alike there are certain destined bounds which normally
and rightly circumscribe their power.” Tt is just possible to
exceed them; but only at the cost of provoking an instant nemests.

Thus in Homer, and in Ionian thought gene-ally, we find a
profound belief in Destiny (Moira) as an ordinance which limits
all individual pc powers, whethier human or divine; and we see,
moreover, that this ordinance is even more a decree of moral
obligation than a baMeer physmal lmposeublhfy -

Our next question must be: How came this power called
Moira to be supreme above both men and Gods ? What does
Moira mean? The conception and the view of the world
which it carries with it were no more the invention of * Homer ’
than they were of Anaximander. When we have succeeded in
defining Moira more clearly, we shall be in a position to recon-
struct the still earlier history of the idea.

1 Compare the Croesus passage (Herod. i. 91 above, p. 13, n. 1), in which
Apollo ends by throwing the responsibility on Croesus’ pride (éwvurdv atriov
dropawérw), and Croesus acknowledges it.
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6. Moira as a system of provinces

Some scholars?! ask us to believe that Moira is a personification
generalised from the individual lot or fate attached to each man
from the cradle to the grave. Against this view a single con-
sideration is decisive. It is inconceivable that an abstraction
generalised from the fates of individual men, and snapplicable to
the Gods, should ever have been erected into a power superior to
the Gods themselves. The notion of the individual lot or fate,|
a8 we shall try to show later, comes last, not first, in the order'
of development. We must seek the oﬁéiﬂal meaning of Moira
elsewhere.

Mn the fifteenth I%iad Zeus awakes one day to find the Trojans’
hard pressed in battle by the Achaeans, assisted by Poseidon.|
After a sordid outburst against Hera, who, however, swears by
Styx that Poseidon is acting of his own will and not upon her
instigation,[Zeus sends Iris with a threatening message, com-
manding Poseidon to cease from war and battle, and to with-
draw among the tribes of the gods or into the bright sea. Posei-
don is very angry and protests (1. 186). ‘Alack,’ he says,  strong
though he be, these words are past all bearing, if he will constrain
me by violence against my will, though I am his equal in rank
(oparipos). For we are three brothers, born of Kronos and
Rhea, Zeus, and I, and Hades is the third, the lord of the dead.
And in three lots are all things divided, and each took his appointed
domain (or privilege, status).2 .When we shook the lots, to
me fell the hoary sea, that I should dwell therein for ever;
and Hades drew the misty darkness, and Zeus the broad heaven
among the aether and the clouds : the earth and high Olympus
are yet common to all. Therefore never will I live according
to the mind of Zeus; no, masterful though he be, let him stay
quiet in his own third pcwﬂ (écmhos . . . pevérw TpiTdTy éVi
- poipy).” Zeus may give orders to his own sons and daughters,
who, as inferiors, are bound to obey him.

Iris recommends submission, reminding Poseidon that the
spirits of vengeance, the Erinyes, are always in attendance upon
the elder-born. Poseidon gives way ; but declares that it is a
bitter pain ‘ when any one chides with angry words one to whom

1 For instance, Weizsicker in Roscher’s Lexicon, s.v. ¢ Moira,’ col. 3084.
3], 189: 7pix0a 8¢ wdyra dédacrar, ExagTos & Euuope Tiuds.
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an equal portion and a like lot are ordained.’ ! However, though
he feels resentment (nemesis), he yields, and retires to the sea,
his own undisputed element.?

In this curious passage the original sense of Moira is clearly
apparent. Moira simply means °part,” ‘allotted portion’
from that primary meaning it is agreed that the meaning
‘ destiny ’ is derived. Poseidon’s protestation shows how it is
that the Gods, as well as men, have moiras. Each God has his
own allotted portion or province—a certain department of nature
or field of ﬂ_iyjil This may also be regarded as his status
(Tep); it gives him a determined positionin ‘a social system.
Sometimes it is called his * privilege ’ (vépas). Within his own
domain his supremacy is not to be challenged ; but he must not
transgress its frontiers, and he will feel resentment (nemesis) at
any encroachinent by another.

It is this conceptlon, not that of the individual human fate,
that is generalised in Destiny, Moira., She represents the
apportionment to each God of hls<prov1nce, status, or privilege.
It is at once plain why she is above any or all of the Gods, and
how the limits she sets to their powers can be thought of as moral
limits. Hesiod definitely says that the Moirai, daughters of
Night, pursue the transgressions, not only of men, but of Gods.?

The original conception of Moira thus turns out to be spatial,

11, 209: éwwxér &» lobuopov kal ouy wexpwuévor alop
vewkelew E0énpot xohwrolow éxéeoat.

" 2 For the three divisions, Earth, Sea, Sky, cf. Il. xviii. 483: Hephaestos,
making the Shield, év uér yaiay Erevt’, év &’ olpavby, &v 8¢ fdhacoar ; Od. xii.
315 : yaitav—xbvrov—olpavéfev ; Hymn to Dem. 13 : olpavds elpds Brepfe vyald
Te w3oa kal dAuvpdy oldua Oahdoons. See O. Gilbert, Met. Theor., 27
Poseidon in the above passage takes a somewhat different view, according
to which Heaven (Olympos) and Earth, as parents of all the gods (see
below, p. 18), are ‘common to all’; the three divisions included in the
Sacubs are Aether (the fiery ovparés), Sea, and Darkness (Air)—a conception
which is nearer to the ¢ elements’ (see below, p. 116).

3 Theog. 220: al 7’ dvdpdv 7€ Oedv Te wapmPacias épéwovow. After
writing the above, I discovered that Walter Headlam had clearly stated
this view of Moira in his edition of Aesch. Agam. p. 234, note on v. 1007.
He says: ‘The Moipa: are personifications of these uoipas or Siavoual (Bum.
726), apportionments or dispensations, provinces allotted to the various
divinities and severally administered by them. . . .” ‘There exist in the
system over which Zeus presides certain  vested interests” or ‘‘spheres
of influence” assigned by Dispensation (Moipa).” Headlam adduces some
interesting evidence,
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rather than temporal. We are to think of a system of provincess
coexisting side by side, with clearly marked boundaries. The
conception has been obscured by the—in our opinion, later—
mode of conceiving the three Fates as corresponding to divisions
of time—Past, Present, and Future. The spatial character of
Morra will turn outin the sequel to be of fundamental importance,
as a representation which, persisting into Ionian science, governs
its whole course.

7. The Division of the World in Hestod

If we turn now to the cosmogony of Hesiod, we shall find there
that very division of the world into provinces to which we have
traced back the original sense of Moira. Further, the supremacy
of Moira over the Gods is there reflected in a temporal form ; X
that is to say, the separation of the world into elemental provinces
is older in time than i

The cosmogony begins (Theog. 116) w1th the coming into
being .of £ Chacs,” Earth,.and Eros; then out of Chaos arose
Darkness and Night, and of them were born blazing Fire (a:67jp)
and Daylight. This opening act we shall discuss later. Next -
follows (1. 124) the division of the world into three parts—Earth,
Sky, and Sea.

‘ Earth (Gaia) first of all gave being to one equal to herself,
the starry Heaven (Ouranos), that he might enfold her all round,
that there might be for the blessed Gods a seat secure for ever.
And she brought forth the high mountains wherein the Gods
delight to inhabit. And she gave birth also to the waste Ocean,
swelling with rage, the Sea ’ (Pontos).

Here, then, we find, as a distinct stage in cosmogony, a
division of the world into three portions (moiras), just as in
Homer * all things were divided in three,” and the three provinces
were assigned to Zeus, Poseidon, and Hades. The starry
Heaven is for Zeus, the Sea for Poseidon ; for Hades remains
elther the ‘ misty darkness '—that is, the Air—or the Earth,
acqgrdlgg_as it is believed that the dead, whose lord he is, dwell
in the western darkness beyond the sunset, or underground.

This triple division into the Sky, the dry Earth, and the Sea,*.
takes place, be it noted, ‘ without love or the attraction of

B
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desire ’ (dTep puhoTnTos épepépov, 1. 132). It was not, that is
to say, an act of marriage and consequent birth, but of division,
repulsion, ‘strife’ (Neixos), as Empedocles would say.. Only
afterwards the sundered Sky and Earth were reunited in marriage
by Eros, and of that marriage the eldest Gods were born. So

Hesiod, by making the triple division older in time than the Gods

AN

the supremaqy -y of Moira—the dimly personified principle of that
division—over the later-born divinities.

In Hesiod’s view the Gods arose out of the several provinces
of Nature—the four elements and those other features of the
world, such as mountains and rivers, in which mysterious
powers and forces are felt to reside. His prelude ! ends with an
invocation of the Muses, who are to sing of the race of the
immortals, ‘ born of Earth and of the starry Heaven, of murky
Night and of the salt Sea.” ‘Say, how first the Gods and Earth
came into being, and the rivers and the limitless Sea, swelling
with rage, and the shining stars and the wide Heaven above, and

' the Gods that were born out of these, the givers of blessing ; how
they parted among them their wealth and distributed their honours,?
and how first they took possession of Olympus.’

In Earth and the fiery Heaven, Night and the Sea, we
recognise the four elements. Three of them speak for them-
selves ; the fourth, ‘ murky Night,” evidently represents the
Air, whlch the Greeks regu.larly regarded as dark.3 Accordmgly,

stance, or Theagenes of Rhegium—equated the elements with
the Gods,* this was no mere play of allegorising fancy. Some at
least of the provinces assigned by Moira to the Gods were nothing

1 Theoy. 104.

3 v, 112: &s 7 d¢evos Sdooavro kal ds Tiuds Siéhovro. This dasmos, held by
the Gods themselves, will be discussed below, §9.

3 Of. Plut. de primo frigido, 948 x: 8¢ & dip 70 wpdrws oxorewdy éomuv,
o08¢ Tods wonTas NéAnber® dépa ydp Td axbros kakobow: ¢ dip ydp wapd yyual Balel’
#v old¢ ceNfyn odpavéley wpodpawe’ (Od. x. 143). «kal xd\w “#épa égadpevol
ricay pardow én’ alav’ (Hes. Erga, 255), x.7.\. Cf. Plut. Is. et Os. 384 B, C,
and Il. xv. 191 (above quoted, p. 15), where Hades takes the ‘misty dark-
ness’ ({6gpov fepbevra).

4 See O. Gilbert, ‘ Spekulation und Volksglaube,’ u.s.w., Arch. f. Relig.
xiii. p. 317. For Theagenes see D.F. V.2 p. 511 ; Pherekydes, ibid. p. 507.
Note especially Pherekydes’ use of uoipa: xelvns 8¢ ts wolpas &vepfév éoreww 7
rapraply poipa (frag. 6)..

%
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but these elements, and out of them, as Hesiod very truly says,
the Gods themselves had come into being. The status of the
elements in cosmogony is precisely parallel to the status of the
Gods in Homeric theology Both have thelr appomted regions

Thus we have found a departmental ordering of the world
established in religious representatlon long before it is affirmed
by phllosophy Further, in religion and philosophy alike, this
disposition is both primary and moral. The physical order is
guarded by the same powers that punish moral transgresslon—
those ministers of Justice or Erinyes, the Mosras in their darkest
aspect, who, ‘if the sun should overstep his measures, would
find him out.’* This conception of the primary world-order
is taken over by Anaximander with its main outline unchanged ;
and, above all, its moral character unquestioningly retained.
The mutual aggressmn of the elements in their perpetual strife
is_an ‘ injustice "—an mfnngement.of moral boundaries.2 So
far the philosophic reptesentatlon is identical with the religious ;
where Anaximander innovates is in making the primary order ,
Rartly the effect of a mechanical cause—the ‘ eternal motion,’
and in ehmmatmg the Gods, whose place is taken by the elements,
out of which, according to Hesiod, the Gods had arisen. The
mgmﬁcance of these innovations will become clear to us later.

Meanwhile, we have to examine the religious representation
more closely. As presented by Hesiod, it is not a simple and
consistent scheme ; we can detect in it several layers superim-
posed on one another, which correspond to distinct stages of
religious development. We must accordingly attempt an analysis
which will bring out the successive phases.

8. Moira s impersonal, without intelligence or design

Let us note, in the first place, that a thoroughgoing polytheism
has the singular merit of allowing the order of the world, the
cosmos, to come into being without the intervention of any

1 Heracleitus, frag. 94 (Diels): #\ios ydp olx UwepSiicerac uérpa* el 8¢ ui,
*Epwies uw Alkns émixovpot éevprhoovaw.

3 Theagenes of Rhegium emphasised exactly this point, allegorising the
battles of the Gods in Homer as the évayriwois of the elements (Gilbert, loc.
cit.). Cf. Pherekydes, frag. 4 (D.F. V.2, p. 508).

&
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purposeful intelligence. Gll the Gods being merely departmental
powers, no one of them can at first claim to have designed and
created the whole disposition of things by an arbitrary, if bene-
volent, act of will. Such a claim will only gradually come to be
advanced on behalf of a supreme God, as polytheism gives way to
monotheismj In Greek religion this was fortunately a very
late development, partly owing to the fact that in the oldest
writers the tradition was firmly established that Zeus, the God
who reigns supreme in the present age of the world, was not
even one of the eldest-born divinities, but head of a later dynasty.
Behind him lay the age of Kronos and those vague Titanic deities
whose reign filled an interval of indefinite length separating the
birth of the world from the birth of Zeus in the island of Crete.
This representation was too clear and fixed to be overridden
until the religious consciousness had become so thoroughly
uncomfortable about the less edifying aspects of polytheism
that a monarchical revolution in the divine world was felt as an
imperative necessity. But this movement did not triumph till
a time when philosophy or science had already secured an inde-
pendent foothold. The spirited satire of Xenophanes is later
than the foundation of the Milesian School; and, besides,
p]nlosophlc monotheism tended at first rather to declare that the
universe itself was the one God, than to make it the work of a
creator distinct from itself. If we are to dwell on the freedom
of Greek thought from dogmatic prejudice, we cannot be too
grateful for the absence of this particular belief in a divine
- creator. No hypothesis is more facile and supine ; nothing is
go likely to stupefy and lull to slumber that wonder which is the
parent of philosophy, than an explanation which will account
with equal readiness for every feature of the world, whether good
or bad, ascribing what is good to the transparent benevolence,
and what is bad to the inscrutable wisdom, of omnipotence.
Morra, it is true, was a moral power ; but no one had to pretend
that she was exclusively benevolent, or that she had any respect
for the parochial interests and wishes of mankind. Further—
and this is the most important point—she was not credited with
foresight, purpose, design; these belong to man and to the
' humanised Gods. Moira is the blind; automatic force which
leaves their subordinate purposes and wills free play within
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their own legitimate spheres, but recoils in certain vengeance
upon them the moment that they c cross her boundaries.

Mosra, then, though we speak of her as a persomﬁcatlon,’
has not the most important element of personality—individual
purpose. She stands for the provincial ordering of the world ;
but she is not a deity who by an act of will desxgned and created
that order. 'Eﬁe is a_representation which states a truth about
the disposition of Naturé)and to the statement of that truth adds
nothing except that the c disposition is both necessary and just.
Considered in abstraction from the natural fact itself, Moira is

a representation of the Necessity and Justice (Must and Ought) ‘f“’“‘ f
01( e,

of the elemental disposition. That is the whole content of the
notion of Destiny.

Such, then, was the ultimate power in the universe as con-
ceived by Greek polytheism. But for its moral character, it
could hardly be said to be religious rather than scientific; it
would be a conception of the same order as the notion of Natural
Law, which has taken its place in modern thought. That is
partly the reason why it 'is reinstated by nascent science in the
system of Anaximander. But what now concerns us is to
realise that this was a reinstatement—the restoration to Moira
of a supremacy which, as religion developed, had been impaired,
and almost overthrown, by the growing power of the Gods.

9. The Dasmos of the Gods

Just because Moira was at first an impersonal power, an
opening was left for advancing theology to reverse the position,
and ascribe her ordinance of necessity and right to the will of
personal Gods, which formerly had been overridden by it. Thus
the Gods, who at first were younger than Moira and subject to
her, might now set up a claim to be the originators of the world-

_order, substituting their individual “will for her “impersonal
decree. Hesiod himself shows us the stages of this process, and’

combines, in his simple religious way, the two inconsistent
representations. On the one hand, as we have seen, the order of
Hesiod’s cosmogony implies that the departmental division of
the world was older in time than the Gods, and he also declares
that the Gods took shape within its several provinces and arose
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out of the elements themselves. On the other hand, in the same
breath he calls upon his Muse to describe how the Gods ‘ parted
among them their wealth and distributed their honours *—as if
this disposition were not, after all, the work of Destiny, but a
distribution (8acuos) voluntarily carried out by the Gods them-
selves. The will of the Gods is beginning to assert its claims
against the inevitable appointment of Fate.

It is, however, curious to observe how the two views are
reconciled in the only possible compromise. In the fifteenth
Iliad, as we saw above (p. 15), the Gods, confronted by the
problem of distribution, acknowledge the supremacy of Fate
exactly as men would do on a similar occasion. They arrange
the matter by drawing lots. In other words, the three sons of
Kronos voluntarily surrender their volition, and abide by the
appointment of Moira, as the Lady of the Lots, Lachesis.

In this Homeric passage Lachesis is not mentioned ; but in
Pindar’s description ! of the division of the earth among the
Gods she presides in person. ‘The ancient legends tell how
that, when Zeus and the immortals were dividing (8aréovTo)
among them the earth, Rhodes had not yet appeared upon the
surface of the ocean, but the island lay hidden in the salt depths.
Helios was not there, so that no one designated a lot for him,
and they left the holy God without an allotted land. When
Zeus was reminded, he was about to order a fresh drawing of lots ;
but Helios would not suffer him, because he said that his own
eye saw within the grey sea, growing up from the bottom, a land
that would feed a multitude of men and be kindly to flocks.
And immediately he bade Lachesis of the golden frontlet hold
up her hands and not gainsay the Great Oath of the Gods, but
rather with the son of Kronos affirm,? that when the island
should be sent up into the open light of day, it should be a seat
reserved to him (yépas) for the time to come.’

Here, in spite of the polite deference to the son of Kronos, it

1 Ol. vii. 54. This dasmos of the surface of the earth into seats of
worship is, as we shall see later (p. 38), an older representation, on which
the dasmos of the elemental provinces between the three sons of Kronos is
modelled.

21 64: "Exéevoey & abrixa xpvoduwvka uév Adxesw

xetpas dvreivar, Oedow & Spkov uéyav
u) wappduev, A& Kpbvov odv waidl veboar. .
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is evident that Lachesis herself presides, and that Zeus can do
no more than confirm her decision with his nod.

10. The Great Oath of the Gods

Besides the appointment of Lachesis and the confirmatory
nod of Zeus, the distribution in this Pindaric passage is also
sanctioned by the Great Oath of the Gods (fedv Spros péyas).
The importance of this conception is that it opens another
avenue by which the will of the Gods can assert its claim to
supersede Destiny. An oath may come to be regarded as a
contract voluntarily entered upon; and through this notion of
contractual obligation we may pass to conceiving the depart-
mental ordering of the universe as a system of constitutional
law—an aspect under which we shall presently consider it.
But meanwhile we must dwell for a moment on this notion of
the Great Oath and its connection with the dasmos.2

The regular formula of the Great Oath will be found, for
instance, at the beginning of the fifteenth Iliad, where Hera
swears to Zeus that she has not been instigating Poseidon to go
beyond his moira. She swears by * Earth and the broad Heaven
above and the dripping water of Styx, which is the greatest
and most dreadful Oath for the blessed Gods.’” In the same
form—by Gaia, Ouranos, and Styx—Leto, in the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo (83), swears to Delos that her island shall
always be the seat of Apollo’s worship—another case where the
Oath confirms the assignment of a divine province. In the
Great Oath, then, the Gods swear by the two great primary
divisions of the universe, Earth and Heaven, and by Styx.
What is the significance of Styx ?

1 It must be remembered, however, that originally the oath which
sanctions law is not a contract, but a curse. This may be visibly embodied
in a substance, such as the blood of a ‘sacred’ animal, which is charged
with sanctity, and so with that dangerous force which recoils upon a breach
of taboo. OCf. the oath-ritual in Plato’s Atlantis (Kritias, 119p), where the
bull was to be killed ‘against the top of the column’ on which the laws
were engraved, so that his blood ran down over the inscription. On the
column was also a “Opros invoking maledictions on the disobedient. See
J. E. Harrison, Themis, 1912, p. 163 ff. ’

2 We shall see later that the Great Oath reappears in a curious way in the
system of Empedocles (p. 237).
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In the Theogony Hesiod describes in detail how the cold
water of Styx is administered to the Gods as an ordeal for perjury
and lying. When one of the Olympians is suspected of false-
hood, Zeus sends Iris to bring, in a golden phial, some of this
freezing stream, which falls from a black precipice of rock.
The God convicted of perjury lies for a Great Year breathless,
dumb, and paralysed by the chill draught of this ancient river,
which ¢ traverses that desolate place where are the sources and
limits of the Earth and Tartarus, of the Sea and of the starry
Heaven.’! Styx is one of ten branches of the heaven-stream,
Okeanos ; the other nine roll round the earth and the sea, but
Styx falls from its rock to be the great penalty of the Gods.?

It is impossible to get from Hesiod’s account any clear idea of
the position of Styx; but it seems that this.river is vaguely
conceived as a barrier which either encloses the world or separates
one division of it from another. It is placed in Tartarus, where
are the  roots and fountains ’ of the four elemental provinces—
earth, misty Tartarus, sea, and sky—and those ‘limits whose
dankness strikes a shuddering chill even into Gods.” 8

Now, when we remember that Horkos, Oath, is the same word
as herkos, ‘ fence,” * we can understand why Styx is the Great
Oath of the Gods. An oath is a fence which can be visibly
symbolised in ritual, when he who takes an oath stands between
the pieces of the divided victim, surrounding himself on all
sides by the sacred thing, charged with the dangerous, inviolable
power of sanctity. Styx is the ‘shuddering chill,’ the awful
horror which is the negative, forbidding aspect of Power. Zeus,
on the eve of that quarrel with Poseidon we have already noticed,
concludes his angry message to his brother thus:5 ‘I declare
that I am much greater than he in might (8(y) and his elder in
birth : but his heart fears not to call himself equal to me whom
the other Gods hold in-shuddering awe (oTvyéovae).” This

11 736.

21 790. The tenth branch is simply invented in order to reconcile the
two views that Styx is a ninefold stream runmng all round the world
(noviens Styx interfusa coercet, Verg. Georg. iv. 480) and also an actual
stream which does run down a black rock in Arcadia. The Great Oath is
eviderit]y Tiot this stream, but the ninefold barrier.

3 welpara dpyaké evpderra, Td Te aTUYéOUaL feol ep, Theog. 738,

4 G. Murray, Rise of the Greek Epic?, p. 338.

s /1, xv, 165,
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phrase makes it clear why it is that Styx is specially associated
with the dasmos—the apportionment of provinces, each the
domain of some God’s ‘ mastery’ («pdros) and limited by a
frontier of inviolable sanctity. Styxisa representation of Taboo.!

11. The supremacy of Zeus conferred by Styx

When Zeus declares that the other Gods hold him in shuddering
awe (o Tvyéovat), he means that his might has the effect which the
waters of Styx used to produce upon the Gods who violated the
Oath. When we understand that Styx, the shuddering chill of
taboo, is nothing but the recoil, or negative aspect; of power,
we see in a new light that strange passage in the Theogony, where
it is said that the supreme power or mastery («pdros) of Zeus
came to him, after his conquest of the Titans, ‘ by the counsel of
Styx.”2 The whole passage is instructive, because it seems to
describe how the supremacy passed from an impersonal power
to the will of the personal God.

Styx and Pallas had four children, Zelos, Nike, Kratos, and Bia.
‘ No house nor seat of Zeus is without these ; no path is there,
upon which the God does not lead them, but they are established -
for ever beside Zeus, the Thunderer. For such was the counsel
of Styx, the immortal daughter of Ocean.” This endowment of
Zeus with supreme power occurred on that day when, summoning
all the Gods to Olympus, Zeus declared that no God who had
fought on his side against the Titans should be deprived of his
privileges (yepdwv), but each should keep that status (riunv)
which he had before enjoyed. Further, all who had no privilege
or status under the rule of Kronos should now enter into possession
of them. Then it was that Styx, with her children, was the first
to arrive at Olympus ; and Zeus honoured her with gifts above
all else. He ordained that she should be the Great Oath of the
Gods, and that her children should dwell with him for ever.
In the same way he fulfilled his promises to all the rest in turn ;
but the supreme power and lordship are his own.

! This view of Styx in relation to Kratos and Bia (§11) is due to Miss
J. E. Harrison (Themis, p. 72). For taboo as negative mana, see R. R.
- Marett, Threshold of Religion, chap. iii. The notion will become clearer as
Wwe go on.
2 Hesiod, T'heog. 383 ff, See J. E. Harrison, loc. cit,
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This passage shows the same inconsistency that we have
before noted. At the beginning it is Styx who confers on Zeus
his newly won power ; she is only another form of Mmra, who
apportions to each God his province. At the end the situation
is reversed : it is Zeus who confers on Styx her privilege, that she
should be the Great Oath of the Gods. It is he who ordains that
her children, Mastery and Force, shall dwell with him for ever ;
and in fact he becomwhwh authorises the whole
distribution of divine provinces. These are no longer apportioned
by all the Gods among themselves, according to the fall of the
lots, but Zeus distributes them, keeping the supreme sovereignty
for himself Thus at this third and last stage, the djstribution

Nature—the fact represented as M. mm—comes to be thought of
as enacted by the sole will of a supreme personal God. In other
words, it betoimies an act of legislation | (vop,oﬂema)

In Homer, again, this same transition is marked by the odd
phrases, ‘ fate of Zeus,” ‘ destiny of God’ (Atos aloa, feod poipa
etc.), where the original sense of ‘ apportionment ’ or ‘ destiny,’
not personal will (BouA7), is still the primary conception, and
‘ of Zeus,”  of God,’ is at first hardly more than a pious addition.
Thus in the seventeenth Iliad (321) the Argives would have
prevailed by their own might and strength, ‘ even beyond the
apportionment of Zeus ’ (vai imép Aids aloav), had not Apollo
gone to rouse Aeneas and tell him that Zeus ‘ wills* (BovAeTar)
the victory of the Trojans. Here we find exactly the same con-
ception as before—the might (xpdros) of men going ‘beyond
what is ordained ’ (Ymép aloav): but Awos is slipped in, as if
Zeus, and not Moira, were the source of this apportionment.!

12. Zeus as Lawgiver

Zeus, then, comes at last to be regarded as the dispenser of
fate and the upholder of that system of provinces in which at

1 Cf. also Pindar, Nem. iv. 61, 70 pbéporpov Abfev mempwuévor, as contrasted
with Paean. vi. 94, ubpoys’ dvalver Zevs ob 0 ua. Oldenberg (Die Relig. des
Veda, p. 199) points out that the same phenomenon occurs in Vedic theology.
The world-order called Rta, at first supreme over the Gods, comes to be
represented as the ordinance of Varuna and the Adityas. The notion of
Rta will be further discussed below, p. 175. Aesch, Sept. 485 : Zevs Neuérwp,
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one time he had had only a third part for his domain. As
Nausikaa says to Odysseus:! ‘It is Olympian Zeus himself
who distributes prosperity to mankind, good or bad, to
each one according as he wills’; and similarly it is Zeus
who apportions to the Gods their wealth and honours.?
Prometheus 2 describes the first act of Zeus upon his accession
in terms similar to Hesiod’s. ‘As soon as ever he had
taken his seat upon his father’s throne, at once 1ce he dispensed
to the deities their several privileges, and ordained ~ the
hlerarchy of hig_ ku;gdom This dlspensatlon involved, as
we saw in Hesiod, the confirmation of old rights and honours
which had formed the constitutional system of Kronos, and
the supplementing of this system by the granting of new
privileges to those deities who had previously had none.
The word used for this act by Aeschylus is nemein, to ‘ dispense ’
—the word from which Nomos, Law, is derived. Zeus was doing
precisely the office of a lawgiver, nomothetes, one who ‘ establishes
nomos.”

Lawgiving, to the Greek mind, was not the progressive occupa-
tlmbly, but_the work, done once for all,
of a single person of extraordinary wisdom, a Solon or a Lycurgus.
The nomoi of a state are its written constitution—a thing
sacrosanct, to be touched or altered only with the gravest
precaution. It appears, too, that the act of lawgiving was!
especially conceived as a redistribution of provinces and powers,.
a fresh assignment of portions, whether of land or of pohtlcal
status. We may take, for instance, Dionysius’ description of
Numa’s la.wgiving at Rome. Quarrels had arisen among the
patricians ‘about fairness and inequality * (mepi Tod mhelovos

1 Od. vi. 188:
Zeds & abrods véper EXBov *ONIumios dvbpimoiot
éa0Nots $0¢ xaxoiow, Srws é0éAgow, éxdoTy.
2 Hesiod, Theog. 71: 0 8 odparvy éuBacileder
atrds Exwy Bpovriy §8° allaNbevra xepavwéy,
xdprei vuchoas marépa Kpbvov* € 8¢ Exacra
dfavdTois Siératey ouds kal éméppade Tiuds.
885: 0 5¢ Tolow éds dieddooaro Tiuds.
3 Aesch. P.V. 244:
Sxws Tdxiora TO¥ waTpgov és Opbvoy
xkaféter’, ebdvs dalpoow véuer yépa
dX\owoew d\\a xal dieororxifeTa
apXi o o o
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Te xai loov). Some of the plebeians were unsettled, ‘ having
received no portion of land (yijs poipav) nor other advan-
tages.” Numa, by distributing (S.ave/uas) land to them,
and giving a new status (reuds) to settlers, put an end to
dissension.!

Now, in this redistribution the Gods, quite as much as men,
had their share. There was also an ‘ ordering of sacred things ’
(7 mepl Ta feia Siakdounais). Exactly as Zeus in Hesiod
accepted the constitution of Kronos and only supplied its defici-
encies, 80 we are told that Numa  took over all the arrangements
of Romulus in respect of customs and laws, and left them un-
touched ’; but he made good the omissions, ‘in many cases
appointing precincts for those Gods who had not yet obtained a
recognised position (7ols wimw TLPdY Tuyydvova: Beoils); in
other cases founding altars and temples, assigning (dmovéuwyr)
to each his festival, and leglslatmg (vopoBerdv) about their
gervices and honours (Tipds).” 2

The parallel could not be more exact. If we are nght in_

thinking that Moira ultlmately meant the division of the universe _
into distinct provinces, it is clear that this division, as soon a,a;t._
comes to be the work of a personal God, can be conceived as a
nomothesia—a laying down or fixing of nomos; and that this
process is simply a redistribution to Gods and men of their
domains, privileges, and honours.® Like other such redistribu-
tions, the lawgiving of Zeus for a long time wore the aspect of an
act of usurpation. It was not soon forgotten that the cosmic
order had not really been initiated by Zeus. { Throughout the
Eumenides of Aeschylus,* until the final scene of reconciliation,
rises the protest of the ancient Moiras against the younger Gods
who have ‘ridden down the old laws,” and taken from them

~ their status and functions (riuai). They are only appeased
when Athena promises them a new ‘seat’ and ‘function,’

1 Dion. H. Ant. ii. 62.
2 Cf. also the language used by Plato in describing the division of the
territory of the State in Laws, 745 B ff.
3 Cf. Ath. Pol.11: 6 uév yap dfjuos Pero wdvr’ dvddaora wovjoew alTéy (Zéhwra).
4 B.g.1.781: i eol »edbrepo wahatods vbpovs
kafirmdoaocfe—kbr xepdv elhedfé pov . . .
éyw & dripos, K.T.\. .
xafurmdesfar, ‘to overrun territory with horse’ (rhv xwpnv xaéurw., Herod.
ix, 14), revives the old spatial sense of »ouos presently to be considered.
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and makes them °portioners in the land, with honours all
entire.’ 1:] . .
13. Law as a Dispensation

The connection of Nomos (Law) with the verb nemein, to
¢ distribute ’ or * dispense,” was clearly felt by the Greeks. Take,
for instance, the following passage in the pseudo-Platonic dialogue
Minos, which discusses the notion of law (317 ) :

 Who is it that knows how to dispense (S:aveipar) the seed
over the soil ?

¢ The farmer.

¢ And the farmer dispenses (8cavéuec) to each soil the seed it
deserves ?

‘Yes.

¢ The farmer, then, is a good dispenser (vouevs) of these things,
and for these matters his laws and dispensations (vouor xai
Stavoual) are right.’

In this passage ‘laws’ and ° djspensings * are clearly synony-
mous. We find the same conjunction in the Eumenides. En_gne
place 2 the Chorus accuse Apollo of  abolishing ancient dispensa-
tions’ (Suavouds), when he tricked the Moirai into releasing a
‘mortal from death ; in another and parallel passage 3 the same
God is accused of ¢ breakmg ‘the law (vopov) of the Gods, by
respectmg the cause of man and abolishing the ancient apportion-

¢ dispensation ’ hnks together Moira and Nomos, with either of

1], 891: AO. ¥eoti ydp gou Tiiode yapbpy? xOovds
elvac Sicalws és 7 xav Tipwpévy.
XO0. dvaco’ ’Afdva, Tlva pe ¢is e Edpar;
AO. mdons dwiuoy’ olfvos: déxov ¢ av.
XO0. kal 0% dédeypac Tls 8¢ pot repd) péver;
AO. s pi T’ olkov etfevelv dvev aéler.

21.730: o6 Tot walawds diavouds karagpbloas
olvy wapywdrnoas dpxalas Geds.
31172: wapd vbuov Oedv Bpbrea pév Tiwr,

walatyevels 8¢ uolpas ¢phioas.
See W. Headlam on Agam. 1007 ; and cf. Joh. Diac., els Howod. Oeoy. dA\\7y-
yoplar 886 #ri 3¢ xal Tds Molpas dwd is Ouidos Zeds yewvd, wapboov év Tals
Oepiorelais Siavoual Twves xkal pepiopol wpoohrovres ylvovrar. Schol. ad Plat.
- Legg. 625 A, wohirelas rhis wds {wiis Tis SAns wbhews, vbuwy 6¢ Tdv Siaveubvrary
Ta pépn ¢ v 4 wohis. Aesch. Supp. 403, Zeds vépwy ddixa uév kxaxois, Soia
& évvbpors.

1 8o Dobree ; T#Sey’ auoipov codd. éupoipov, éupoipy are also conjectured.
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which the word d.avour} is synonymous. In Pindar,! again, the
word nomos itself denotes the Wg Cheiron, the
wise centaur, taught Asclepios ‘ the dispensing of medicines with
gentle hand "—¢apudrwy édidake pararoyepa vouov.

Another derivative, voueds, which in the extract from the
Minos means ‘ dispenser,’ is of course more commonly used of
shepherds who take their flock to feed on their allotted pasture—
their Moq or wvourj, both of which substantlvesmhboth

¢ pasturage *or feeding-place’ and secondarily ¢ dwelling-place,’
‘ quarters.” Perhaps the nearest equivalent is ‘ range.’ 2

Hence the compound adjective &vwouos, which later means

keepmg within the law,” * law-abldmg, has the older sense of

uartered * or " dwelling * in a country, which is, as it were, the
legitimate range of 1ts mhabltants 3

"~ We have dwelt upon these details in order to bring out the
fact that behind the familiar sense of Nomos, ‘ custom,’ ‘ use,’
‘law,’ lie traces of an:@g_g_pgtlal significance—the notion of a
range or province, within which defined powers may be legiti-
mately exercised—what the Romans meant by a provincia.t
Tmspect of the idea has become obscured to us owing to the
prevalence of the scientific notion of Law, which has become
associated with causal sequences in time and has lost its old
connection with space. For the understanding of the Greek
word, it is necessary to grasp that Nomos does not suggest uni-
formity of temporal sequence, but exgrcise of power within
spatial or departmental boundaries. We must think of Law as
a dispensation or system of provinces, within which all the
activities of a community are parcelled out and coordinated.
The plural nomot can mean a social order so constituted ; as when,
for instance, Pindar 5 speaks of the monstrous child of Ixion and
the Cloud as  having no status among men, nor yet in the social

1 Nem. iii. 55.

2 youbs is early used metaphorically : ¢ Wide is the range of words’—éxéwy
woAUs vouds &la kal &vla, Il. xx. 249 ; cf. Hesiod, Brga, 403 : dxpiios & &rrac
éwéwy vopbs. Procl. in Plat. Tim. 21E, p. 30c, 6 uév vouds (Egyptian nome)
4o Tol veveuficfar Thy .

3 Aesch. Suppl. 565 : Bporol ot vds 761’ foav €vvouor. Pind. P. ix. 69:
tva ol x0ovds aloav . . . Evvopor dwphoerar. ’

4 Cf. J. L. Myres, ¢ Herodotus and Aunthropology’ in Anthropology and the

Classics (Oxford, 1908), p. 157. I owe much to this valuable essay, and
especially to Professor Myres’ remarks on ¢vais and »duos. 5 Pyth. ii. 43.
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order of the Gods *—oi7’ év avdpdas yepaapopov, obr’ év Bedov
vopors. The portentous thing had no proper province in the
divine or the human order: it was an ‘outlaw’ from the
classified structure of Nature and of society. Or again when
the same poet! speaks of the spirit of power of the infant
Herakles, strangling the snakes in his cradle, the word he uses
is éxvouios, where we should say °preternatural.’” The half-
divine child oitginged the normal sphere of an infant’s strength.

14. Nemos and Nemesis

With this conception clearly before us, we may find that it
throws some light on two other cognates of Nomos and véuew :
nemos and Nemesis. Nemos (the Latin memus) is commonly
translated by ‘grove’; but the word has no etymological
connection with trees, and to account for it we must suppose
that it did not at first mean simply a natural stretch of wood-
land. There ig reason to believe that a nemos was at first rather
a sacred enclosure or cleanng in a wood, perha.ps a clearing
round a sacred tree.

Dr. Frazer,? dwelling on the practice of tree-worship by all
the Aryan races of Europe, says: ‘ From an examination of the
Teutonic words for ““ temple > Grimm has made it probable that
amongst the Germans the oldest sanctuaries were natural woods.
However this may be, tree-worship is well attested for all the
great European families of the Aryan stock. Amongst the Celts
the oak-worship of the Druids is familiar to every one, and
their old word for sanctuary seems to be identical in origin and
meaning with the Latin nemus, a grove or woodland glade, which
still survives in the name of Nemi. . . . Proofs of the prevalence
of tree-worship in ancient Greece and Italy are abundant.’

Varro,? in his interesting discussion of the meaning of templum,

1 Nem. i. 56.

2 Golden Bough3, part 1. vol. ii. p. 8. Cf. Plin. Nat. Hist. xii. 1: ‘Haec
(i.e. trees) fuere numinum templa, priscogue ritu simplicia rura etiam nunc
deo praecellentem arborem dicant, nec magis auro fulgentia atque ebore
simulacra quam lucos et in iis silentia ipsa adoramus.” N7és (temple) has
been derived from the same root (vaF-o) as »ais (ship): both seem to have
been hollow trees. Cf. O. Kern, ‘Zwei Kultinschr. aus Kleinasien’ in

Beitr. z. Gesch. d. gr. Phil. u. Relig, p. 88. Berlin, 1895.
3 Ling. Lat. vii. 6.
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brings out the fact that the two essentials of the augural templum
are its fixed and oriented boundaries and the marking of these
boundaries by trees. ‘A templum is a place whose limits are
defined with a set formula for purposes of augury and auspices.’
He quotes the archaic formula for the templum in the Arz :

Templa tescaque me (i.e. m) ita sunto quoad ego caste lingua
nuncupauero.

Olla ueter arbos, quirquir est, quam me sentio dizisse, templum
tescumque finito in sinistrum.

Olla ueter arbos, quirquir est, quam me sentio dizisse, templum
tescumque finito in dextrum.

Inter ea conregione, conspicione, cortumione, utque ea rectissime
senst.

¢ In the making of this templum,” Varro concludes, ‘ it is clear
that trees are taken as its boundaries.” The ancient word tesca,
he tells us, is applied  to certain wild places which belong to
some God.” The augur also marked out with his official staff
(lituus) a certain limited region of the sky, within which the
desired sign was to appear.! In this augural templum, bounded
by trees, we seem to have a survival of the sacred clearing
in a grove, thgwt nemos sanctuary. Tt is ‘a 'range’
m the peculiar worEl'ng of a divine power.?

What makes a place ‘sacred’? The presence in it of a
dangerous power which makes it, as the Greeks said, ‘ not to
be entered,’ ‘ not to be set foot on ’ (48vrov, dBatov) by the pro-
fane—by persons, that is to say, who are not themselves sacred,
sanctified, ceremonially brought into a state in which contact
with the mysterious power is no longer dangerous.

Now, one ancient title of the sacred presence inhabiting a
grove or nemos is none other than Nemesis.® Nemesis has
commonly been held to be a mere abstraction, ‘ Vengeance ’
or the Anger which avenges transgression. Mr. Cook, however,
points out that her worship is not late (as we should expect with

1 See the description of the augury taken to determine whether Numa
should be king of Rome (Livy, i. xviii. 6).

2 Compare also Pindar’s description of Herakles founding Olympia (Ol
x. (xi.) 45). Herakles begins by ‘ measuring out a grove’ (orafuiro &\cos
and ‘staking it round’ (wepiwdiais"ANTiv diérpuve).

3 I owe this interpretation of Nemesis entirely to Mr. A. B, Cook, who
kindly allows me to anticipate its publication in his forthcoming Zeus.
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a mere abstraction), but early, going back at least to the fifth
and sixth centuries at Rhamnus and Smyrna. Further, her
attributes are not such as might be implements of vengeance.
She is figured holding an apple-branch or an apple, and with
miniature stags as ornaments in her hair. She is the Woodland
Goddess, identical with Diana Nemorensis, Diana of the Woods.
Her name Nemesis is derived from nemos, precisely as Lachesis is
derived from lachos (lot). T

"How ‘came the Woodland Goddess to be regarded as the
abstraction ‘ Avenging Anger’?1 It is of course possible that
the identity of the two names is a coincidence ; that Nemesis
meaning vengeance is derived from nemein by a different channel,
and stands for ‘ retribution *—the dispensing of penalties. But
it seems not impossible that the Goddess of the Grove might
wear this aspect. She was a Goddess of fertility, closely allied
with Fortuna, the lady who  bears,” ‘ brings forth ’ (ferre, pépecv)
the fruits of the earth. But she who dispenses good things can
withhold them, or dispense blights instead of blessings. The
awful power which haunts the memos may blast the profane
invader of her sanctuary. In the far-off times, when a nemos was
- the typical sacred place, Nemesis might well have been the
typical Avenger of trespass.  In the same way figures of a fertility
spirit, Priapus, were set up as boundary marks to scare tres-
passers. And when the woodland enclosures fell into disuse,
Nemesis might become the guardian of law, of nomos instead of
nemos, losing all her ancient gift of fruitfulness—all but the apple-
branch, which, in her character of Vengeance, she so inappropri-
ately retains.

It is perhaps something more than an odd coincidence that the
great Roman lawgiver, Numa, before he gave his nomoi, sought
ingpiration and counsel from the Goddess of the Woodland
Nemus. And Rome herself, the centre from which law spread
to the furthest bounds of Europe, had her beginning in a place
of refuge which was nothing but a sacred grove, a woodland
sanctuary for desperadoes and outlaws.?

1 Mr. Cook is not responsible for the answer I suggest to this question.

2 Livy, i. 8: ‘locum, qui nunc saeptus descendentibus snter duos lucos est,
asylum aperit.’ Dion. H. Anf. ii. 15: uefépiov dvoiv dpupdv. See Frazer,
Totemism, i. 96, and Golden Bough?, part 1. vol. ii. p. 176.

(o}
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Pindar, at any rate, does not forget that Nemesis, the Dis-
penser, may give good things as well as harm. He ends the
eighth Olympian! with a prayer for the victor’s family : ‘ that
Zeus may make Nemesis not to be of two minds in the apportion-
ment of blessings. Rather may he guide their life clear of harm,
and give increase to them and to their city.” The apportionment
of blessings, the giving of increase, is the positive aspect of the
dispensing power ; while its negative side is the vengeance which
recoils upon trespass across its defined boundaries. Correspond-
ing to these two aspects, Nomos and Moira, which, so long as
we considered their purely spatial am
indistinguishable, tend to diverge. Moira, always static, a
system rather than a force, leans toward the negative side :
she limits and forbids. Nomos, on the contrary, is dynamic and
inclines to the positive. Though implying the fixed limitation of
a range or province, the word perhaps always meant also the
normal behaviour prescribed and enjoined within a given province,
and 8o cusiom. The word ethea seems to have a similar history.
Its older sense is ‘ haunts,” the country within which you range ;
later it means ‘ customs, established behaviour, habits.”’2 Thus

~-Moira stands for the limit of what you may do, and for what will
_happen if you exceed your limit.> Nomos rather means what
you must do within your limits, the regular and rightful
functions you must exercise or ‘ wield —another sense of nemetn,
a8 in nemein kratos, ‘ to wield authority,” ‘ to dispense power.’

But we may bear in mind that the positive and negative
aspects are only the two sides of one power or force. The power
which holds a certain field and is lawfully exercised within it

1 Ol viii. 86 : efixopar dupl xa\dv polpg Néueow SuxbBovhoy ui Géuev: AN
dmfuavroy dywy Blorov abrols v’ défo kal moAw. dmfuarrov, because wiua is
the more frequent gift of Néueois: Hes. Theog. 223: rixre 6¢ kal Néueow,
wiua Opqroloe Bpérowot. Cf. Theol. Arith, p. 32 (of Pythagoreans): Néueow

kahobor Tiy wevrdSa® véuer yoiv mpoonkbyTws Td Te odpdria Kal Oeta kal puoixd
agTouxela Tois wévTe,

2 The old sense of %fos seems to survive in Empedocles, frag. 17, 1. 27,

who says of the elements :
rabra yap lod Te wdvra kal #\ika yévvav Eaot, -
Tipis 8 dAAns 8N\No uéde, wdpa 8 %ifos éxdoTy.

8 uolpa means ‘limit’ in Od. xix. 592 (one cannot always go without sleep),
éml ydp Tou éxdoTy polpav Enruv dfdvaro. Gynrois:, aud is almost equivalent to
taboo in Hesiod, Erga, 744 :

#n8é wor’ olvoxbny Ti0éuer kpyTiipos Bmephe
mwbyTwy* dhoh ydp én’ aiT poipa TérukTac,
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is also the power which recoils in anger upon an invading power
from beyond its frontiers.

15. The Dispensation of Reason in Plato

This idea of a dispensation can be further illustrated from
several ‘ mythical’ passages in Plato which describe the con-
stitutional order of divine government in the Golden Age of
Kronos. In that age, according to the Stranger in the Politicus,!
the revolution of the universe, under the guidance of God, went
in the direction contrary to its present motion. ‘ All the parts
of the ordered universe were divided amongst Gods appointed
to rule over them, just as now Gods rule over various places.
Moreover, living creatures according to their kinds were assigned
to daemons, as it were flocks to divine shepherds (vousjs), each

" daemon being sufficient in himself in all things for his own flock
(os adros Evepev), so that there was then no savagery, no
devouring of one another, no war nor strife of any sort among
them.” This last trait is taken from Hesiod ;2 it marks the
dominion of Justice in the Golden Age, with which the prevalence
of injustice in our own Age of Iron is in melancholy contrast.
For at the en: ,){ -
let go the till /
and 1ts own o o
‘séveral places had ruled together with the highest God, perceiving
what was happening, in their turn left their divisions of the
world-order without oversight.’ 3

In the above passage the division of living creatures according

1271 D: &s viv kara TéwoUs, TabTdv TolTo Umd Pedw dpxbvTwy wdvTy TA TOD
kbapov pépn diequpéva. kal &Y xal Td {da xkard yévny kal dyéhas olov voudis Getos
die\fipecar daluoves, abrapkhs els wdvra Exaoros éxdorois dv ols alrds Eveuer,
&ar’ o’ dvypiov fiv 0088y ofre AWy Edwdal, wbheuds 1’ obk évijy 00 oTdois TO
wapdmav.

3 Erga, 276: Tévde yap dvfpdmoiat vbuov Siérate Kpovlwy,

Ix09ae pév xal Onpol kal olwvols werenpols
éo0éuey dANhNous, érel ol dlxy éorly év avrois®
dvBpdmoige &’ Edwke Slxqy . . .

Compare also Empedocles’ Reign of Love, below, p. 236.

3 Pol. 272 . For Nemesis and the Daemons see Ps.-Timaeus, . yuxds
xbopy 104 E: dwavra 6¢ Tabra (about the soul-wandering) év Sevrépg wepibdy
6 Népeos ovvdiékpwve obv dalpoot wakauvalos xOovios Te, Tols émwbwrars TAVY
drBpwmlvwy, ols 6 wdvrwy dyeuwr Oeds érérpeye diolknow xbopw. . . .
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to their natural kinds—that original boundary (8pos) and law
by which Zeus distinguished their several natures and set each
kind apart ’ 2—is compared to the local distribution among the
Gods of their several seats of worship. In the Kritias,? again, it
is declared that the Gods divided among them the whole earth,
place by place, not as the result of strife, but peacefully by draw-
ing ‘the lotsof Justice’ (8/kns k\1jpois M«yxavou-req) ; and making
themselves at home in their several countries, ‘ as shepherds
(voudis) over their flocks, they fostered us, their creatures and
nurslings,” ruling us not by violence, but by persuasive reason.
Our duty in this present age is to restore this ‘ dispensation of
Reason’ (voi Siavout), to which we shall give the name of ‘ Law ’
(Nopos).3

Thus, in his ‘ mythical’ manner, Plato amplifies and re-
interprets the famous doctrine of Anaxagoras : ‘ All things were
confounded together, when Reason came and introduced distine-
tion and order.” Reason takes the place of Zeus, as Zeus“'llad
taken the place of Moira. But the function of the supreme power
remains the same—to ‘ introduce distinction and order,’ to effect
a diakosmests—the very word that Dionysius, in his description
above cited (p. 27) of the legislation of Numa, uses to denote
the re-ordering of the cults of the Gods, the redistribution of
precincts and seats of worship.

What is interesting to note here is that philosophy seems to
repeat, in its own way, the two stages we traced in pre-scientific,
religious representation. Just as there we found the will of a
personal God superseding Moira, and claiming to ordain by a
legislative act what had before been simply the recognised fact

Mind makes a tardy appearance and claims to have d@sxg_ged a

system which for Anaximandér” was produced “by_motion.
+.The "ptrocess ‘itself, however, throughout all these stages

remains in essence the game. It is a process of fapportionment
(uolpa), dlstmctlon;(&axpwte), dispensation (Siavou), lawglvmg

‘(vWata), ‘ordering) (otaxdounais). The personal God of

1 Plut. Mor. 964 B=Porph. de abst. i. 5, p. 88: odd¢ pdpuaxor oldeé lapa Tis
# 7dv Blov draipolons dwoplas # Ty dikacootrmy Exoper, &v uh Tdv dpxaiov véuov
xal 8por PpuNdTTWNEY, (5 xad ‘Halodov (loc. cit. supra) é Zevs ras pvoes diehaw xal
Oduevos 5lg TGV yevdv éxdrepov ‘lxBloL pév, Kk.T.\ 21094 fl

3 Laws, 713 D: vy 100 Nob Siavouiw éxovoudfovras Néuor.
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religion and the impersonal Reason of philosophy merely re-
enact as ‘ dispensers’ (Noguijs) that old arrangement called Moira
which, as we saw, was really older than the Gods themselves,
and free from any implication of design or purpose.

16. The primitive religious representation tn Greek
polytheism

The main upshot of the foregoing analysis is that in Greek
polytheism the departmental division of the world, vaguely
represented_as_Moira, was_the ultimate and [ primary fact—a
scheme or order whose provinces were first occupied by impersonal
powers, which later took the shape and attributes of individual
personality. We may now observe that this view agrees with
what the Greeks themselves believed about the development of
their own religion.

/Herodotus 1 learnt at Dodona that the Pelasgians worshipped
nameless gods, whom they called simply theo, because  they had
set all things in order (xoouep Oévtes), and all- dispensations
(vopds) were in their hands.’

‘ It was only yesterday, so to speak, that they learnt of what
parentage was each God, or whether they were all from everlasting,
and what they were like in figure.2 For, in my opinion, Homer
and Hesiod lived not more than four hundred years before my
time ; and it was they who composed a theogony for the Hellenes,
gave the Gods their titles, apportioned to them their functions
and arts, and made clear their figures.’

This is a very valuable piece of religious history. Behind the
clear-cut and highly differentiated personalities of the Olympians,
it shows us older figures far less distinct and hardly personal.

The proper term for them in Greek is not theos, but daemon.
Theos always suggests individuality, whereas these daemons had
as yet no ‘figures,” and no peculiar functions or arts which
differentiated one of them from another. We must give up the

1 ii. 52. For the association of xosueiv and véuew, cf. Plato, Protag. 320¢:
The Gods ordered Prometheus and Epimetheus xooufjcat T xal velpar dwdpes
éxdorois &s mpéwet ; and the rest of that myth.

2 eldea. For the meaning of eldos, see A. E. Taylor, Varia Socratica,
i. 184 (Oxford, 1911), who shows that the word in ourrent usage means
¢ bodily form’ or physique.
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: view, associated by Herodotus with his wrong derivation of

theos, that these daemons * set the universe in order.” They were
not cosmic powers, but local spirits, good spirits (ayafloi daiuoves),
each rooted to the portion of earth inhabited and cultivated by
his worshippers. This was his moira, and within it all dispensa-
tions (voual) were in his hands. He was the sole guardian and
saviour (pUAaf, corrip) of his people in war, and he also and above
all gave them the fruits of earth in times of peace. These ]_ml_
spirits of fertility simply consisted of their functions; that was
all there was of them. Beyond that they had no personality ;
and they were only individuals in the sense that the power
residing in one moira of earth was numerically different from the
power residing in another.!

We have had before us more than once two variant notions of
the dasmos : first, the division of the elemental provinces among
the three sons of Kronos ; second, the distribution of the surface
of the earth into separate seats of worship. It is now apparent
that the cosmic dasmos belongs to an advanced stage of Olympian
tl;&olgg& Not only is it based on a doctrine of the elements,
but the Gods who take part in the division are known to have
had local histories before they were generally recognised as cosmic
powers. The old daemons of the type called Pelasgian by
Herodotus can have no place in the elemental dasmos ; but they
do fit into the other notion of a dasmos of earth into seats of
local worship. The natural inference is that the cosmic dasmos
is modelled upon this older one—adapted from it When a pan-
hellemc theology was put together by the gathering of many
local divinities to a common Olympus. We may therefore look
back to the old dasmos of earth among these local spirits of
earth’s fertility as the earlier conception. It gives us the
framework of primitive religious representatlon in Greek poly-
theism or polydaeimionism. ~This is & system of departments

(moirax) clearly marked off from ome another by boundaries of
{ inviolable taboo, and each the seat of a potency which pervades
; that department, dispenses its power within i, and resists
\ encroachment from without.

1 The origin and nature of these local daemons, some of whom become
personal Gods and acquire elemental provinces, will be further discussed
in chap. iii, See also J. E. Harrison, Themis, chap. ix, From Daimon to
Olympian.
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We find, in fact, that the basis and framework of Greek
polytheism is an older form of that very order of Destiny and
Justice which is reaffirmed by nascent science in the cosmology
of Anaximander. Out of the provinces of that dispensation,
the personal powers which had taken shape within them have
disappeared again. The Gods have faded, and we are left with
the elements from which Hesiod tells us that the Gods arose.
Seen against the background of the destined order, the life of the
Gods from first to last shows up as a mere episode. Nature——;’
the living and self-moving stuff of all things that exist-—and the;
primary forms in which her upspringing Tife is confined by the
appointment of DestmL__nd Justice—these are older than thd

its departure on the way that led o the las and fatal &b
surdities of complete anthropomorphism. "The history of ‘this!
episode, called Olympian religion, we shall try to trace in the
third chapter. Meanwhile, what we have called the primitive
religious representation, to which our analysis has led us back,
still remains to be accounted for. Our task in the next chapter
will be to trace its yet remoter origin.



II
THE ORIGIN OF MOIRA

17. How did the representation of Moira arise ?

Our inquiry in the last chapter led us from an apparently
paradoxical statement of the first systematic cosmologist,
through an analysis of Destiny and Law, to the conclusion that
for Greek religious representation, no less than for early philo-
sophy, the most significant truth about the universe is that it is
portioned out into, a general scheme of allotted provinces or
“spheres of power. The elements came into possession of their
“fixed Tegions when the first limits were set up by the eternal
motion within the primary undifferentiated mass, called by
Anaximander ‘the limitless thing.’” The Gods had their pro- .
vinces by the impersonal appointment of Lachesis or Moira.
The world, in fact, was from very early times regarded as the
kingdom of Destiny and (in the sense we have defined) of Law.
Necessity and Justice—‘ must ’ and ‘ ought *—meet together in
this primary niotion of Order—a notion which to Greek religious
representation is ultimate and unexplained. '
Yet, if we reflect upon it, we shall see that some explanation is
called for. Why was it that, in Greek theology, cosmogony, and
philosophy alike, the primacy of Moira is so strikingly empha-
sised ? The departmental distribution of the four elements,
the segregation of pairs of  contraries,” hot and cold, wet and
dry—these are not features of the universe which could instantly
present themselves to innocent speculation as obviously the
important guiding threads in the bewildering maze of sense-data.
And if we accept the results of the last chapter and admit
that such general conceptions are taken by philosophers from
pre-scientific thought, we have only pushed the problem back
one stage. If the departmental ordering of the elements is
only the physical transcript of the departmental ordering of the
40
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divine powers by Moira, how did that representation itself
arise? No more than the cosmological application of it, is it
& matter of simple common-sense, which would occur to any
man who sat down, in presence of Nature, to invent a religion.

The question that now confronts us is whether we can trace
the notion back to a yet earlier stage. Hitherto we have been
guided by survivals in Greek thought and linguistic usage,
which gave us a sufficient basis for reconstruction. But at this
point we must either fold our hands and rest content, like the
Greeks themselves, in the contemplation of Moira as a final and
inexplicable fact, or we must have recourse to our knowledge of
other religious systems of a type indisputably more primitive
than any recorded for us in Greek sources. We must boldly
enter the domain of hypothesis, taking for our guide the com-
parative method.

18. The change from Religion to Philosophy

How does the cosmology of Anaximander differ from the
cosmology of Homer or of Hesiod ? We have seen that the
philosopher and the poets have the same fundamental scheme in
common. Why do we call Anaximander’s treatment philosophic
or scientific, and Hesiod’s religious or mythical ?

One obvious difference is that Anaximander has expurgated
the supernatura], with a boldness and completeness to which
many of his successors failed to attain. To be more precise, he
has expurgated those features and factors, the supernatural or
mythical character of which he was able to detect. He has
eliminated Zeus and his fellow Olympians, and in so doing has
struck out of his scheme of things the objects on which the
religious consciousness of his time was, whether in name or reality,
focussed. The effect, as we have seen, is that he restores the
more ancient reign of Moira. The primary order is still said
to be * according to what 13 oidained ’ ; it is still a moral order
in which Justice prevails; but the will of the personal God has
disappeared, and its place is partly taken by a natural cause,
the eternal motion. We seem to have left the supernatural
behind and to have passed at one step into the shining air of
reason. '
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" The Milesian School strikes a new note, unheard before. It
has a fresh sense of the meaning of truth—a feeling for what
might or might not be literally and prosaically true, and for the
sort of thing it is reasonable to suppose. The hypothesis it
characteristically deals in is concerned with the nature of the
one primary stuff ; and although we may be able to see that
about this entity there still clung much that was of mythical
origin, the Milesians seem to make a great conscious effort to
get at something which really does exist. They strike us as
throwing off the vast symbolic visions of mythology, and
waking, clear-headed, to see and touch real things. If we have
a rational temperament, we feel at once a refreshment. Here at
last is a statement about the world which is meant and offered as

~ true—a logos, not a mythos.

It is perhaps the sudden pleasantness of this change of air that
has caused us to draw too hard a line between religion and
philosophy, and either to overlook the persistence of funda-
mental conceptions, or to follow the matter-of-fact Peripatetic
tradition and wave them aside as poetical metaphors.! We
may easily attach more importance than it deserves to the dis-
appearance of the Olympians from the framework of the world,
and suppose that, when they went, they took with them the whole
element of the mythical or supernatural. That is by no means
true. Homer’s Gods had drifted so far out of touch with Nature
and with the demands of human morality that any man of
intellect like Anaximander could run a pen through them and
leave the world and the heart of man none the poorer. They
had grown so personal and individual and human that nothing
but a wide freedom of allegorical interpretation could keep the
old idols on their bases. But when the Gods were eliminated,
a moral or sacred character still clung to the framework of the
world itself, that system of provinces within which the Gods had
sprung up and developed, till they were overblown and died.
The stuff of the world, the physis portioned out into those
provinces, was also, as we shall see, a conception of mythical

1 Cf. Simpl. Phys. 24, 13, who, after quoting Anaximander’s senterce
about ‘paying the penalty for injustice,’ adds : wounrikwrépos obrws dvduacwy
alTd Néywr. Similarly, Aristotle dismisses Plato’s technical terms rapddeiyua
and peréxew as ¢ poetical metaphors’ (Met. A 9) instead of trying to under-
stand them.
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origin. In other words, when Anaximander thought he was
getting to close quarters with Nature, this Nature was not
simply the outer world presented to us through our senses, but a
representation of the world-order, actually more primitive than
the Gods themselves Thlg representatlon was, moreover, of a
religious character, it was taken over by phllosophy from
religion, ot independently deduced from observation of the
world and its natural processes.

19. The moral order of the world as a collective
representation

It would, perhaps, be generally assumed that to think of the
world as moral through and through, as a kingdom of Justice,
belongs to a late period of reflection. The assumption hangs
together with that picture we drew at the outset, of the individual
philosopher examining his inner and outer experience and
drawing well-considered deductions from what he observed. :
It would be long indeed before anything presented to his un- s doeg e
biassed perceptions would lead him to suppose that Nature had T wuto e
any respect whatever for moral standards. Wherever and |fbs ‘Uﬂ"] m*
whenever a professed man of science upholds such an opinion, ki s
we may be certain that he is not formulating a description of worl§ .
observed facts, but turning his knowledge to the defence of a
belief which he has learnt, not direct from Nature, but at his
mother’s knee ; in other words, a collective representation. And
this particular representation is not the outcome of long ac-
cumulated results of science and philosophy. On the contrary,
the further back we trace it, the more firmly planted it appears ;
and the daily contradiction of all experience has not yet up-
rooted it from the popular mind.

20. The nature of collective representations

The term ° collective representation ’ has been made familiar
to us by the modern French school of sociologists. It is roughly
defined by one of them as follows : 1

‘ Representations called collective can be recognised by the

-1 L. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonctions mentales dans les sociétés snférieures, 1910, p. 1.
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following marks : they are common to the members of a given
social group, within which they are transmitted from generation
to generation; they are imposed upon the individuals, and
awaken in them, as the case may be, feelings of respect, fear,
adoration, etc., towards their objects. They do not depend for
their existence upon the individual; not that they imply a
collective subject distinct from the individuals composing the
social group, but in that they present themselves with characters
which cannot be accounted for merely by considering the in-
dividuals as such. It is thus that a language, although, properly
speaking, it exists only in the minds of the individuals who
speak it, is none the less indubitably a social thing, founded on a
mass of collective representations. It imposes itself on each of
the individuals ; it exists before each of them and survives him.’

But, it may be objected, are we not here denying what we
before admitted—that peculiar liberty of Greek thought from
dogmatic imposition, which made possible the free development
of ancient speculation ? To meet this objection and define our
meaning, we must make the notion of a collective representation,
in so far as it concerns our subject, more precise.

We do not mean that the Greek philosopher, at any rate in
Ionia, was compelled by society to profess his belief that Zeus
sat on a throne somewhere in the sky and controlled the course
of natural events ; or that he was liable to be burnt alive if he
publicly denied that the sun goes round the earth. Such
persecution, though not unknown in the pre-Christian world,
was in the main characteristic of later ages and of religions
which claimed to be universal. It was possible for a Greek to
dispense with the supernatural, and even openly to attack the
morality and the existence of the Gods of popular belief. Xeno-
phanes of Kolophon, who criticised Homeric theology with
unsparing plainness, lived to a good old age. The philosopher
was not in this sense trammelled by dogma ; and when we speak
of collective representation, it is not dogma—a formulated creed
or collection of final truths about the world and its governance—
that we mean.

But, when we have eliminated all such formulas and creeds
and put aside the supernatural, there remains embedded in
the very substance of all our thoughts about the world and
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abwL inalienable and {ineradicable framework
of conceptlon, which is not of. ou.nnw:nmalgng,--but given ta.
“us “ready-made by society—a whole apparatus of concepts
and categories, within which and by means of which all our
individual thinking, however original and daring, is com-
pelled to move. This common inherited scheme of conception,
which is all around us and comes to us as naturally and un-
objectionably as our native air, is none the less imposed upon us
and limits our intellectual movements in countless ways—all
the more surely and irresistibly because, being inherent in the
very language we must use to express the simplest meaning, it
is adopted and assimilated before we can so much as begin to
think for ourselves at all. This mass of collective representation
is, of course, constantly undergoing gradual change, largely due
to the critical efforts of individual thinkers, who from time to
time succeed in introducing profound modifications. It is
different for every age in history, for every well-marked group
in the intellectual chart of mankind, and even within such
groups, in a minor degree, for every nationality. Hence the
error of supposing that human nature is much the same at all
times, and that, since non-human nature is much the same too,
the Greek philosopher of the sixth century B.c., studying his
inner and outer experience, was confronted with the same
problems seen in the same light as the English philosopher of
to-day. The difference—the immense difference—between the
two lies in their several inheritances of collective representation.
It is a difference that comes home to any one who has to ‘ trans-
late’ (as it is called) from Greek into English. He will soon
discover that, when once we go beyond the names of objects like
tables or trees and of simple actions such as running or eating,
no Greek word has an exact equivalent in English, no important
abstract conception covers the same area or carries with it the
same atmosphere of association. Translation from one language
to another is impossible, from an ancient to a modern language
grotesquely impossible, because of these profound differences
- of collective representation, which no ‘translation’ will ever
transfer.
It will now be clear in what sense Anaximander’s cosmological
scheme may be said to embody a religious representation. We
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do not mean that it is any longer obligatory !—imposed as a
matter of faith, either by society upon the philosopher, or by
the philosopher upon his readers. But the representation itself
{is unchanged and still bears the marks of its collective origin ;
‘the only difference is that for Hesiod it had been a matter of
. faith, while for Anaximander it is a theory.

21. How collective representations are tmposed

But when we have classed the belief in Moira under the head
of collective representation, the question still remains open :
how did humanity first come by this particular belief ? If it is
not deduced by experience and observation, what is its origin ?
The notion of a universal order in all Nature is strikingly general
and abstract. Still more inexplicable, at first sight, seems the
moral or sacred character attributed to this order. Let us first
consider what we mean when we speak of it as ‘moral’ or
¢sacred.’

In primitive societies, as we shall presently see, the nature
and order of the world, or certain specially important features
of this order, are a mystery, in the sense of a received doctrine,
revealed in many cases at the critical moment of adolescence,
when the mind is most plastic and impressionable. The rites of
initiation are of a terrifying character, often including protracted
torture. They are well calculated to effect their object, which is
to enforce these socially important representations with the
strongest emotional colour and power. They are not to be pale
intellectual opinions, at the option of the individual to take or
leave upon his own estimate of their probability ; they are to be
objects of indefeasible faith, charged with awful and tremendous
feelings, fraught with associations of the most terrific experiences.2
If ‘morality touched with emotion ’is a bad definition of religion,
‘ custom touched with emotion ’ is & good definition of morality ;

1 Obligatoriness is taken by Durkheim (¢ Définition des phénoménes re-
ligieux,” Année Sociol. ii. p. 1 ff.) as the essential characteristic of religious
representations ; and he points out that it is a sign of collective origin, since
the group is the only moral power superior to the individual, and capable
of imposing beliefs and communicating to them that mysterious or ¢sacred’
character which marks the articles of religious faith.

3 See Lévy-Bruhl, Les fonctions mentales dans les sociétés inférieures, p. 29.
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and in primitive initiation ceremonies the confirmatory touch of
emotion is laid on with no light hand.

But the terrors and tortures of initiation are only an occasional
and specially lively enforcement of a power which pervades with
permanent and imperceptible dominance any social group of
mankind. This is the power now recognised by psychologists
under the name of ‘ herd-suggestion.” Until quite recently this
factor of human psmmen almost overlooked by
students of the history of religion ; yet it has had more to do

with the making of religious dogma than anything else. We

only begin to understand the meaning and origin of religious
belief and of morality, when we give up the fallacy of supposing
that these great fabrics are the work of autonomous individual
intellects, facing the facts of nature and constructing quasi-
rational hypotheses to account for them. This fallacy is by no
means yet abandoned ; even the scientific anthropologist some-
times relapses into the assumption that his own attitude in the
study of religion is the attitude of the social groups in whose
consciousness religion took shape. We still are apt to take at
least half seriously the ‘savage philosopher,” imagined as pro-
pounding hypotheses in much the same spirit as a Newton—
hypotheses which have the misfortune to be absurd only because
they are based on incorrect observation. This conception of the
noble savage is excusable in Rousseau, because at the end of the
eighteenth century no one had cared to inquire what savages

were really like; but it must be abandoned now. Religious

beliefs are not the clever inventions of individual minds, hnt ;
imposed upon the individual from without. ~Or, to speak more '

stTictly; We must for these purposes give up thinking of the . -,
individual as having any separate existence over against society, -

and rather conceive him as completely immersed in one continu-
ous social mentality.

It is true, of course, that every human being, in respect of a

certain part of his mental life, exists in a world that is exclusively
his own—a world of inner and outer sensation, and of move-
ments directly connected with these states of the organism.
This is the  primary and inalienable basis of all individuality *
and is independent of the state of society.! But, for all that lies

1 See Durkheim, Sur la division du travail social®, p. 175.
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beyond -the sphere of simple physical necessities ogiyte plane
of representations of a higher kind, the primitive consciousness
seems to possess no individuality. Where the civilised man has
private and original opinions, beliefs, and inspirations, the
savage has no self-assertive individuality, no consciousness of
himself in distinction from his group. To this higher plane,
moreover, belongs the whole sphere of religion and morality.
In respect of these, the savage has no independent beliefs—no
faith or practice that are not also and equally shared by every
other member of his group. Hence it is not even strictly correct
to say ¥ that these beliefs and practices are ‘ imposed ’ upon the
individual. That is how it now seems to us, among whom at
last individuality is beginning to lift its head and to be allowed
a very restricted field of toleration. But it is not so with the
savage, who in respect o of this field of mentality can more truly
be said not to exist as an individual at all. The social group is
the compact unit ; it can no more be said to consist of individuals
than the wine in a bottle can be said to consist of distinct drops.
Religious and moral beliefs might be compared to the colour of
this wine, pervading every part of it in continuous distribution.
There is no question of this or that drop of wine holding out
against the infusion, and having the colour forced upon it by
other drops who have previously submitted. The liquid behaves
as a continuous and undivided whole: so also does the social
group.!

Further, we should be deluded indeed, if we fancied that we
ourselves are in this respect very different from the savage.
A host of notorious facts would spring up to refute us. Why is
it that the religions of the world are geographcally and socially
distributed, so that you can point to one area in which the
enormous majority are Buddhists, to another in which they are
Christians, to a third in which they are Mohammedans, and so

1 Cf. Durkheim, Sur la div. du trav. soc., p. 180: ‘Si ’on a cru parfois
que la contrainte avait été plus grande autrefois qu’aujourd’hui, c’est en
vertu de cette illusion qui a fait attribuer & un régime coercitif la petite
place faite A la liberté individuelle dans les socié¢tés inférieures. En réalité,
la vie sociale, partout ol elle est normale, est spontanée; et si elle est
anormale, elle ne peut pas durer. C’est spontanément que l'individu ab-
dique ; et méme il n’est pas juste de parler d’abdication 14 ou il n’y a rien
4 abdiquer.’
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on? No one can suppose that in any one of these areas, by
some miraculous dispensation, each individual has been led by an
independent process of reason to accept the truth of the religion
which happens to prevail. Religions and moralities are epi-
demic now as they have always been. They are transmitted
contaglously by herd-suggestlon, ‘and each tends to spread over
as wide an area as is covered by a type of mentality homogeneous
enough to absorb that particular mode of belief. Hellenised
Rome was easily converted to Hellenised Christianity ; easy too
was the diffusion of the same religious system over Romanised
Europe. Anglicanism makes some advances in Anglicised India.
But missionaries best know the obstacles which stand in their
way, when they have to deal with a comparatively untouched
civilisation, like the Chinese. Buddhism, on the other hand,
was readily absorbed in China, because its ruling conception of
Dharma (the order of the world and of morality) was practically
identical with the Chinese Tao, and the same consciousness
that was satisfied with the one conception assimilated the other
without a struggle.!

In our own country, perhaps the freest in the world, the heretic
and the innovator in morals are no longer burnt at the stake ;
but, like the Christian missionary in China, they alone are
conscious of the full weight of that collective feeling which
sanctions the creeds, and enforces the morality, of the herd.
But even the orthodox, who is so immersed in the collective
mind that he is no more aware of its pressure than a fish is
aware of the pressure of the water in which it floats, can yet
form some idea of what we mean, if he will attend for a moment
to what he experiences in the presence of something he regards
as ‘ sacred ‘—let us say, a king at his coronation in Westminster
Abbey. Or, let him isolate from all rational considerations the
emotional element in his state of mind, when he contemplates
committing some gross breach of social custom, which he person-
ally does not consider to be bad or harmful. He will then be
able to detect in himself the emotional charge communicated to
a collective representation by intense feeling diffused throughout

! De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p. 2: ‘Buddhism eradicated
nothing ; the religion of the Crescent is only at the beginning of its work ;
that of the Cross bas hardly passed the threshold of China.” See also p. 165.

D
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his herd. Finally, let him imagine his emotion intensified a
hundredfold and quite freed from rational control, and he will
be in the way to understand the same force of suggestion in a
primitive group, undisturbed by heresy and individualism.
Now, it is precisely this emotional charge that makes a belief
or & custom religious or moral. It is the fading out of it that
marks the transition from faith to speculative opinion—from
religion and morals to science and ethics. We have already
noted, in another context, the refreshing effect of this change of
atmosphere, which comes with the Milesian School. A repre-
sentation of the world-order which had once been a mystery,
fraught, in its earlier days, with awful emotion and serious
practical consequences, is now put forward as a rational theory,
which any one who can understand it is free to take or leave.
In that sense, this representation has ceased to be religious, and
become scientific : it is no longer imposed as a matter of faith,
but offered for intellectual acceptance. On the other hand, the
representation itself—the view of the world so recommended—is
still, through and through, a moral representation, in the sense that
a moral or sacred character is ascribed to the world-order itself.

22. The order of Nature ‘ sacred,” because once continuous
with human society

So, once more, we come back into presence of our problem,
having learnt by the way something of what ‘ moral ’ or ‘ sacred ’
means. We are still faced by the question : How did it come
about, in the first instance, that the disposition of the cosmos
and of its parts was charged with those tremendous emotions
which enforce human custom or morality ? How did it come to
be a religious or moral representation at all ?

We think we understand why positive laws of conduct are still
enforced by those emotions. If we were called upon to defend
them, we should urge that, in the main, they correspond to
practical interests at all times important for the existence or
wellbeing of socialised humanity.! But why should the same

1 I do not imply that I think this account true. I accept Durkheim’s

view: ‘Le seul caractére commun & tous les crimes, c’est qu’ils consistent

« . on des actes universellement réprouvés par les membres de chaque
société’ (Sur la div, du trav. soc.’, p. 39).
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emotional sanction ever have become attached to beliefs about
the order and structure of non-human nature; and this so
firmly that, even when religion had decayed, it was long before
science could vindicate them for her own domain, in which no
belief is sacred, and all emotion, save curiosity, is out of place ?

When the question is thrown into this shape, the answer lies
near at hand. It is this:

Maiga came to_be supreme in Nature over all the subordinate
wills of men and Gods, because she was first supreme in human
soczety, which was continuous with Nature. Here, too, we ﬁnd

ultimate reason why Destiny 1s moral : she defines the limits
of mores, of 80ciG

This continuity of the order of Nature with the grouping of
society, foreign as it is to our modern ways of thinking, is
abundantly evidenced from various parts of the world, where
we shall find that the social structure is used as a framework,
into which all classes of natural phenomena are fitted.

23. Classification based on tribal structure

Among the Zufiis, a totemistic tribe of North American Indians,
we are told ! that all natural objects, and even abstractions, are
classified in one solid system, the parts of which are coordinated
according to degrees of kinship. The principle, moreover, of
this classification is the seven regions of space—north, south,
east, west, zenith, nadir, and centre. To one or other of these
seven regions everything in the universe falls. Each region, too,
has a certain colour, the centre having all colours at once.2 The
social structure corresponds : three clans of the tribe are assigned
to each region, except the centre, which has but one.? The

1 Durkheim et Mauss, ¢ Classifications primitives,” Ann. Sociol. vi. p. 34.
Most of my evidence and, to a large extent, the theory based on it are taken
from this essay.

2 Similarly colours are attributed to the zones by Eratosthenes, ap. Ach,
Tat. and Heracl. Pont., quoted by Conington on Verg. Georg. i. 233 : wévre
8¢ ol {@var wepiethddes omelpnyro, al o uév yAavkolo kehatvorépac kvdvoro,
% 8¢ pla Yagaph Te kal ék wupds olov épulbph. . . .

3 See also Lévy-Bruhl, Les fonctions mentales dans les sociétés inférieures,
p- 33: ¢ Les régions de l’espace, les directions (points cardinaux) ont leur
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two classifications are the same, in the sense that everything
belongs to some ‘ oriented clan,” though it is possible that the
orientation comes later, and is superimposed on an original clan
division. There are traces of an older scheme, with six regions ;
and an older still, with only four—the cardinal points. To this
fourfold classification is traced the belief, held by the Zuiiis,
that there are four elements, belonging to the four regions.

It is held that orientation begins with the division of the
round tribal camp into quarters, occupied by groups of clans,
Among another tribe, the Ponkas of the Sioux Indians, we find.
the camp divided into two phratries and four quarters, and
these quarters are respectively occupied by two clans of fire
(thunder) ; two of water ; two of wind ; two of earth—the four
elements.

In China there are similar schemes, some more complex, some
of a simple type, used as the basis for divination, astronomy,
geomancy, and horoscopy. In one of them, there are five ele-
ments—earth, water, wood, metal, fire—located in five regions
of space, earth being at the centre.

The aboriginal Mexicans, again, recognised four great Gods ;
four quarters of the heavens, the four chambers of Tlaloc, each
with its vessel containing a different species of rain ; and four
quarters of the pueblo of Mexico. Similarly in Peru we find four
elements, four principal Auacas (the Creator, Sun, Thunder, and
Earth-mother), and the four quarters of Cuzco,  a division subse-
quently extended to the Cuzco district between the Apurimac
and Paucartampu rivers, and later still applied to the wide-
stretching quarters of the Inca dominion.’?

It seems clear that, in these and similar cases, the ultimate
basis of classification is the grouping of the tribe. The seg-
mentation of the tribe into two, or four, or however many
subdivisions there may be, is the primary fact. It can be
accounted for by causes such as the over-pressure of population
in a given area, leading to a fission like that which occurs in the
signification mystique. Quand les indigénes se rassemblent en grand nombre
en Australie, chaque tribu, et, dans chaque tribu, chaque groupe totémique,
a une place qui lui est assignée par son affinité mystique avec telle ou telle
région de l'espace. Des faits du méme genre sont signalés dans I’Amérique

du Nord.’ :
1 Payne, History of the New World, ii. p. 283.
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lowest types of biological organism. This segmentary structure
is then reflected outwards upon the rest of the universe. The
macrocosm was at first modelled upon the microcosm ; and the
pfimitive microcosm 15 the tribe. “We are reminded that the
very word cosmos was & political term among the Dorians, before
it was borrowed by philosophy to denote the universal order.!
In later days the situation is reversed, and the organisation of
society, or of the individual, comes to be regarded as a miniature
copy, in which the majestic_order of the macrocosm is to be
reproduced.

The art of divination is employed to trace the area occupied
for social purposes, in accordance with the outlines of the dis-
position of nature. Thus, the Roman comitium was inaugurated
as a templum. It was square in shape, and the four sides were
oriented to the four quarters of the sky.2 Plutarch preserves
a curious account of the founding of Rome, from which we
learn that the boundary of the original comitium was actually
called mundus — the Latin equivalent of cosmos. When
Romulus founded the city, we are told that he sent for men
of magical wisdom from Etruria. A circular trench was dug
round what is now the Comitium, and in it were deposited
specimen offerings (dmwapyal) of all things esteemed good by
custom or necessary by nature, and a portion of earth brought
from the country from which each man came. ¢This ditch is
called mundus—the same name as is given to the firmament
("Oxvumos).” Then, taking this mundus as the centre, they
marked out the circuit of the walls with a plough drawn by a
bull and a cow. Where they planned to have a gate, they lifted
the ploughshare to make a break in the furrow; so that the
whole wall is sacred (or ‘ taboo,” lepov), except the gates. But
for this precaution, they could not without fear of spirits (dvev
Setaidacpovias) have carried in or out necessaries which were
not pure3

11t is a curious circumstance that Pindar (O!. vii.) clearly suggests a
parallel between the triple political division of Dorian Rhodes (which was
‘settled ‘according to tribes,” rpix6a 8¢ &Guxnbev rxaraguiadéy, Il ii. 668) and
the division of the world among the Gods, which he describes in the con-
text. Kameiros, Ialysos, and Lindos dwdrepfe &xov, 5i& vyaiav Tplxa dacod-
pevor warpwlav, doréwy polpar, kékhqvrar 8¢ o &par.  Cf. above, § 9.

2 Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encycl, s.v. ¢ Comitium.’ 3 Plut. Vit. Rom. xi.
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24. Moira a projection of Nomos

Now if, in various widely sundered parts of the world, the
separation of the four or more elements into the regions of
space was based on the quartering of the tribal camp among the
divisions of the social group, we here have tangible evidence of
that social, and therefore moral and religious, emphasis which
our hypothesis demanded to account for the prominence of this
representation in the historic religion and philosophy of Greece.

> We can hardly resist the conclusion that it came down to Homer
and Hesiod and Anaximander from a primitive stratum of
thought, which we could never have reconstructed, had it not
lain fossilised to this day, in the beliefs and institutions of existing
races of mankind.

Here we touch at last the bedrock. Behind philosophy lay
religion ; behind religion, as we now see, lies social custom—
the structure and institutions of the human group. In the
first chapter, we divined that Moira, the supreme p{w‘er in the
universe, was very closely allied to Nomos, in the sense of
constitutional order. Now it appears that-Mosra is simply a pro-
jection, or extension, of Nomos from the tribal gr group to the ele-
mental grouping of the cosmos.  We can read a new sense into
the apophthegm ascribed to Pythagoras,! that ¢ Tfiemis i in_the
realm of Zeus, and Dike in the world below, hold the same pla.ce
ang rank as Nomos in the cities of men ; so that he who does not
justly perform his appomted duty, may appear as a violator of
the whole order of the universe.” The eternal laws, of which
Antigone said that no one knew from whence they were pro-
claimed, can now be seen to have been projected, as a sort of

. Brocken spectre, from those very laws of the state with which

she contrasts them.?
1 JTambl. Vit. Pyth. ix. 46 : Tods ydp &vBpdwous eldéras 87t Tbmros &xas xpoodei-

© ral dikatostrns pubowowely Thy atthy Tdbw Exew wapd T Ad Thy Oéuy kal wapd

7@ I\obrww THv Alxny xal xatd 7ds wdheis Tov Nopow, Iva & pi) dicalws é¢’ &
Téraxrar woudv dpa palvnrar wdvra T kbopor ovvadicdv. The conception of
Dike will be further discussed below in chap. vi.

2 Soph. Ant. 449:
KP. xal 857 Erolpas Tob0d drepBaivew vbuous ;
Pl
AN. oV ydp 7i poc Zeds v & xmptéas Tdde, .

008’ 1) Edwoikos TEv kdTw Bely Alxy
T0t000’ v dvbpdrowswy Dpuoey vbuous*
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We are now in a position to formulate the answer to our
main question, as follows :

U Primitive beliefs about the nature of the world were sacred (religious
or moral) beliefs, and the structure of the world was tself a moral
or sacred order, because, in certatn_early phases of social develop-
ment, the structure_and behaviour of the world were held to be

contmuous with—a mere extension or projection of—ihe slructure
and “Behaviour of human society. The human group and the
departments of Nature surrounding it were unified in one solid
fabric of moirai—one comprehensive system of custom and taboo.
The divisions of Nature were limited by moral boundaries, because
they were actually the same as the divisions of society. |

25. Totemism

To make this point clearer, we shall examine certain features
of the well-known early phase of social development called
Totemism. The reason for selecting this phase is partly that
a great mass of evidence has lately been put together in
convenient shape by.the magnificent industry of Dr. Frazer.!
But it especially suits our purpose because, as we shall see,
its essential principle involves an extension of the structure
and classification of human society to include the departments
of the non-human universe. In this phase, in fact, we shall find
Motra and Nomos established in undisputed sway over regions
from which, in the later ages of theology and philosophy, they
were very slowly driven out.

To guard against misapprehension, it must be clearly stated
that we do not mean either to assert,or to assume, that totemism,
in any complete form,|ever prevailed among the remoter ancestors

00d¢ a0évew TocoliTov Gouny T8 Td

knpiyuad’, bor’ &yparta kdopals fedy

véupa dvvacfar Ovnrdv 8v0° Vmepdpapev, k.1
The significance of the view above put forward for the origin of the notion
of the unwritten Law of Nature (cf. Arist. Rhet. i. 13. 2) will be apparent, but
it cannot here be followed out. We shall find, as we go on, the same con-
ception pervading philosophic thought. Another instance of the idea in
Sophocles is Oed. Tyr. 863 ; where note that the Chorus invoke Moira to be
with them in the observance of these heavenly laws, and say that an evil
moira will overtake him who breaks them and fears not Dike.

1 Totemism and Exogamy, in four vols. Macmillan, 1910.

Camyte
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of the Greeks. It may have been s0; certain facts seem to
point in that direction ; but the question is open, and lies outside
our argument. No one denies that the races who peopled Greece
and Italy were, both in historic and in prehistoric times, given
to the practice of magic. It will appear later that a great part
of magical practice is essentially based on a certain relation of
continuity between a human and a non-human group—a continu-
ity which is said to amount to identitv. This is all our thesis
demands
fundame
framewo

“convenie
embody the principle under consideration—a principle which
appears to have been, at one time or another, the property of
every division of mankind.

26. Solidarity of the Totemic Group

The first point to be noted about a society in the totemic
stage is that it is an aggregate, not of independent individuals,
but of groups. As we have already said, it is the group, not the
individual, that must be taken as unitary. These groups are
externally marked off from one another by the sharpest dis-
tinction, and internally united by the strongest solidarity.
The bond which unites the group, however, is not family relation-
ship, nor even blood-kinship (in our sense) at all.

The totem-clan is defined by a peculiar relation, possessed in
common by all its members and by them alone, to its particular
totem. A totem is not an individual thing, but, like the clan, a
group—a whole class of objects, ‘ generally a species of animals
or of plants, more rarely a class of inanimate natural objects,
very rarely a class of artificial objects.” ! It must be remembered
that the distinctions between these three classes of object, im-
portant as they may seem to us, are much less obvious to the
savage. ‘Animate and inanimate’ are not familiar categories
to him; ‘natural and artificial’ is probably a distinction of
little significance. Far more important than these distinctions
which interest us, is the property which all these objects have in
common, and which qualifies them to be totems. They must all

1 Y'razer, Totemism, i. 4.



THE ORIGIN OF MOIRA 67

alike be of some social importance, in a sufficiently high degree
to focus attention upon them. They are, all of them, things
whose existence and behaviour in some way matters to society.
A great majority of them are connected with one of our most
fundamental interests—food : they are either eatable species,
or phenomena (such as wind, rain, sun) on which the food supply
depends, or tools used in procuring food.

"The nature of the relation which unites the human clan and
its totem-species perhaps defies exact analysis in our civilised
terminology. It is certainly an exceedingly close relation, which
some observers declare amounts to identity—or, since negative
terms are safer, to the absence of any sense of distinction. The
word totem itself is said to mean simply ‘ tribe ’; and this fact
marks that the_tc er s the social group, embracing
human and non-human members alike, than an external badge,
or atiribute, of amything—of—that—sort. We must, therefore,
think of the totem-clan and its totem-species as forming one
continuous social group, with the highest degree of solidarity ;
and the less we distinguish between the clan and the species,
the nearer we shall keep to the true point of view. |

The members of a totem-clan normally believe themselves
to be descended from a totem-ancestor, who is often half human
and half plant or animal—a mythical representation which
significantly symbolises the identity- of the clan and its totem-
species. By virtue of this descent, they are of one blood ; and
we may conceive the blood as a continuous medium running
through the whole group, as it were the material substrate of
its solidarity. Through it, every part of the group is in vital
sympathy with every other, so that in the blood-feud the group

.18 _collectively responsible, and in some cases a man cannot cut
his own finger with his own knife without paying blood-money
to his mother’s family. ° Being of their blood, he is not allowed
to spill it without paying for it.”1 Or, the blood may be thought
of as the life of the totem—the one life derived from the common
ancestor and immanent throughout the clan.

Possibly derived from this continuity of the blood are two
great taboos which go with totemic social classification. The

1 Frazer, Totemism, i. 53.

I~
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full member of a totem-clan may not, in ordinary circumstances,
eat his totem animal or plant ; and ngmaymﬁ_nmr_qu&man
of the same clan ‘with himself.! The latter prohibition normally
involves the division of the tribe into two (or some multiple of
two) phratries, within each of which all marriage is incestuous.
This exogamous classification is combined with classification
into totem-clans in various complex schemes—an exogamous

group (phratry) often including several totem-clans, none of
which may intermarry.

27. The primacy of the group

We have dwelt on these details with a view to making it clear
that, in a society so organised, the unit is the group, not the in-
dividual ; and, whether or no the ancestors of the Greeks had
a developed totemic system, we may be certain that, the further
we go back into the prehistoric past of any race of mankind,
the less the individual will count, and the more his social group,
however it may be defined, will be the unitary factor. As
evidence of this, survivals are not wanting among the Greeks.
Pindar makes us familiar with the daemon, or genius, of a clan,
. to whom, rather than to the individual competitor, the glory
of success in the Great Games is ascribed in so many of his Odes
of Victory.2 In the tragedians, especially Aeschylus,® we en-
counter the notion of hereditary guilt—of those ‘taints and
troubles which, arising from some ancient wrath, existed in
certain families,’ 4 and were transmitted with the blood to the
ruin of one descendant after another, who, in the view of a later
individualistic morality, were personally innocent. These and

! The view that endogamy is taboo because marriage involves the shed-
ding of blood is disputed ; but see Durkheim, ¢ La prohibition de I'inceste,’
Année Sociologique, i. p. 1 ff.

2 See my chapter on the Olympic Games in J. E. Harrison, Themis,
p. 257.

3 The Agamemnon, 1451-1576 (Clytaemnestra and Chorus), brings out
most of the important aspects of this deep-seated belief. In the course of
it, Clytaemunestra successfully diverts the attention of the Chorus from her
personal motive, sexual jealousy, to the daluwrv vyévwys of the house of Tan-
talus. By representing herself as an incarnation of this, she shifts responsi-
bility from her individual self on to the collective soul of her clan.

4 Plato, Phaedrus, 244 D : véowv kal wbvwy TOv peylorwy, & &) wakaidv é
pripdrav wodéy & Tigy TGP yevdv fr,



THE ORIGIN OF MOIRA 59

other such representations illustrate the persistence of the moral
solidarity of the group. We may note, too, the implication of

this solidarity : namely, that the circumference of the group is,
so_to say, the moral frontier. Inside that frontier, the group

as a whole has its proper duties, exercised in common, and its
collective rights, diffused over the whole area. Outside the
frontier are other groups, equally coherent and internally un-
~ distinguished. And this frontier is the surface at which moral
friction occurs.

ociety, in a word, is a system of moiras; and the boundaries
of its groups are also the boundaries of morality. Within them
lies Nomos—all that you ought to do and must do—the exercise '
of the group functions, the expression of its peculiar magical ¥
powers. Beyond them lies all you must not do—all that is |
taboo.! The sentinel at the frontier is Death. It may be
mgm.ﬁcant that moira is the counterpart of moros, death; and
that the word moira itself easily passes from its sense of
allotted portion to mean doom—" the grievous doom of death’
(polp’ é\on avdraro).

\
!
i

28. The soctal structure projected to include
the order of Nature

Now, the totemic social system, involving as it does the
identity of each human clan with a non-human species, rests, ¢
in its essential principle, on an extension of the structure of
human society beyond what seem to us its natural limits, so as
to include in one solid system the departments of Nature with
which the clans are severally united. In the more advanced
cases, the social system is thus projected until it becomes con-
terminous with the visible universe, and every kind of natural
object belongs to some social group.2 Thus, the whole universe

1T am of course speaking of a very early stage. Later, when individu-
ality begins to assert itself in the moral area, repression of the individual
by his own group becomes necessary. But at first all taboos are imposed
upon classes as such, not on individuals.

2 Frazer, Totemism, i. 118 : ‘There is something impressive, and almost
grandiose, in the comprehensiveness, the completeness, the vaulting ambi-
tion of this scheme, the creation of a crude and barbarous philosophy. All.
nature has been mapped out into departments; all men have been distri-
bited into correspondibg _groups; and "to €ach group of men has been
assigned, with astounding audacity, the duty of controlling some one depart-
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is brought within the bounds of human morality, and portioned
out into its provinces; for each department of nature _must

the same customs, as the human group with which i 1t is identified.
The positive side—observance of custom—we shall consider later,
when we turn to magic. But on the negative side—the side
of taboo—we find at last the explanation of our problem—the
supremacy of Motra in the universe, human and non-human
alike. The moral character of the physical order is finally
accounted for, when we see that the primitive boundaries _of
Right are not the limits of the individual as against ‘society, nor
yet those of society as s aga,mst nature, but radiate in unbroken
lines from the centre of society to_t! the circumference of the
cosmos. This, in the last resort, is the reason why the dis-
position of the elemental provinces persists, right into the age
of rational speculation, as the important feature of the universe.
The moral, or socially important, or sacred, force and colour,
with which in earlier ages it had been charged, have not yet
faded out of the imperious figures of Moira and Nomos.

29. Survivals in Greek cosmology

There are two outstanding features of the Greek philosophic
cosmologies which seem to become intelligible in the light of
our hypothesis. They are (a) the recognition of four elements,
(b) the grouping of qualities in_pairs of contraries. We will
briefly consider them in turn.

But first, to guard against misconception: our hypothesis
does not imply that Homer and Hesiod, any more than Anaxi-
mander, had ever heard of totemism and its peculiar institutions.
All it comes to is this. In every age of mankind certain aspects
of the world, certain features of the infinite manifold our senses
show us, are specially significant, attended to,emphasised,studied.
Further, the aspects and features dwelt upon by the early philo-
ment of nature for the common good.” Cf. ibid. p. 134. The ‘audacity’
involved, however, is only apparent, if we recognise that the whole process
was unconsciously and spontaneously effected by the collective mind, which
took it all as the most obvious and simple representation of nature, and
indeed did the whole thing, as we shalllater see, before it felt the need of con-
ceiving the ¢ philosophy’ implicit in it. See also Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment.
p. 284.
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sophers often strike us as by no means superficially obvious ;
and—what is also important—they are remarkable for their
generality and abstract character. Physical science, neglecting
the task of accumulating detailed knowledge by observation,
immediately on its first appearance, attacks the problem of the
ultimate ‘ nature’ of all things. Or again, it assumes, as an
admitted a priors truth, a maxim so general as ‘ Like can only
act on like.” What we seek is the cause of this curious pheno-
menon ; and we hold that the reason why the early phjlosophers
attended to these ultimate problems, and presumed such uni-

versal In: maznms, is that they were already emphasmed in rehglous'

and popular representatlon To take our present instance:
the disposition of the elemental provinces—the importance
attached to this can only be explained by supposing that it had
once been of religious significance; and we saw in the last
chapter that such, in fact, was the case. In the present chapter
we have taken a further step, and made out that its religious
significance probably points back to a stage when it was con-
tinuous with the moral and social structure of the iuman group.
What we suggest is that this line of investigation gives the clue
to the early philosophers’ choice of objects to speculate about.
They, one and all, constructed theories about the arrangement
of the universe, and again about meteoric phenomena—sun
and moon, shooting stars, thunder, earthquakes, etc.—because
these were objects on which religion and magic had concentrated
attention for uncounted ages.!

30. (a) The Four Elements

The totemistic organisation of society is complex, involving,
as it does, the division of the tribe into a number of subordinate
groups, each with specialised functions. We cannot suppose
that a system which entails such a nicely adjusted division of
labour is the primitive form of human society. Rather, there are
good grounds for holding that the original society was a single

1 Tannery, Pour Phistoire de la science helléne, p. 20, enumerates the
headings under which, in an order regularly observed, the doxographic
tradition, derived from Theophrastus, records the ‘opinions’ of the various
philosophers. They are: Principle, God, Universe, earth, sea, rivers, Nile,
stars, sun, moon, milky way, meteors, wind, rain, hail, snow, thunder, rain-
bow, earthquakes, animals.
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group or tribe—a human herd, as yet undifferentiated and un-
specialised. The breaking up of this group may have been, as
biological analogy suggests, a simple process of segmentation,
due to the mere mechanical cause of the increase of population
in a given area. The primary homogeneous group was held
together by a solidarity of a low mechanical type, which has
much less binding force than the higher organic solidarity in-

- volved in the mutual dependence of specialised groups. As

population grows, that mechanical solidarity is diffused over a
continually widening area, and grows thinner and thinner until
a trifling cause may make it snap. The tribe is like a pool of
mercury : the larger it is, the slighter the shock that will scatter
it into separate drops. Each of the new groups resulting from
this segmentation, being smaller, will be more strongly united.!

Such a process, however, would give only an aggregate of
separate groups, each internally coherent, but not united to its
neighbours. In the totemic system (however it may be caused)
we find a structure of the higher type—an organism. Besides
the strong solidarity of specialised function which holds together
each clan, there is a looser, but very real, bond linking all the
clans into one tribe. The older structure thus survives in the
new, the organic groups being superimposed upon, but not
altogether superseding, the primitive inorganic group.

Now, if we take the cosmological scheme of Anaximander,
and consider the relation of his one primary ‘ nature ’ (10 dmetpov)
to the four subordinate elements with their allotted moirai, we
observe that this type of cosmic structure corresponds to that
of a totemic tribe containing four clans. The * limjtless thing,’
Tike the primitive herd, is continuous, homogeneous, undifferen-
tiated, and so loosely united that a mechanical cause—the
‘ eternal motion —can make it fall asunder into smaller groups.
The four elements, like the subordinate totemic clans, are
differentiated and specialised, and each is drawn together into
a coherent mass by the attraction of like to like—the solidarity
of affinity. The elements, moreover, are not utterly distinct
or indifferent to one another : there is also a repulsion between
unlikes, a war and feud, to which, as we saw, all individual

! For this theory of the two kinds of solidarity and the cause of segmen-
tation, see E. Durkheim, Sur la diviston du travail social.
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existence was due. The cosmology is a transcript in represen-
tation of an organic structure, such as we find in a totemic tribe,
in which the primitive unitary tribal group and the organic
nexus of clans reappear as two separate stages—the primary
physis and the four elements separated out from it.

31. The Philia and Neikos of Empedocles

In the system of Empedocles, we find the two opposed prin-
ciples of solidarity and repulsion actually distinguished as two
‘ elements,” over and above the four fundamental forms of
matter—earth, air, water, and fire—recognised in earlier systems.
EmRedocles made these four elements ultimate irreducible
forms, the * roots of all thmgs, and reasserted their ‘ equality.’ !
Their oomplete mixture in a ‘ sphere ’ is one pole, their complete
separation in four homogeneous masses is the other pole, of his
two alternating hemicycles of existence.?

If we press our analogy with the processes and factors of
tribal organisation, the Love which draws all the elements into
the indiscriminate mass, called the Sphere, corresponds to the
solidarity of the whole tribe. Strife, or feud, is the disintegrating
force, which causes segmentation into minor groups. Each
group, like a clan, has a solidarity of its own, and an internal
consistency. The separation of unlikes is the same fact as the
coming together of likes—earth to earth, water to water, and so
forth; so that the action of Neikos can also be interpreted as
the_attraction of like by like—the cause of the differentiated,
organic solidarity of groups within a larger group, of clans
within a tribe.?

32. (b) The segregation of pairs of Contraries

We turn next to the process by which the elements come into
possession of their provinces. In Anaximander’s scheme, this
process is conceived as the ‘separating out’ (ékxpiats, dmorpiois)
from the indeterminate One, of ‘ contraries’ (évavria). Two

1 Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 86, 333a 16.

3 The details of the system are discussed below, pp. 224 ff.

® This interpretation of the Philia and Neikos of Empedocles was first

suggested to me by Miss Harrison. It will be shown later how these:
principles were inherent in what we shall call the datum of philosophy.
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pairs of contraries appear to be primary—the hot and the cold,
the wet and the dry—and these are naturally identified with
fire and air, water and earth. The elements are thus not merely
separated into four distinct regions, but grouped in pairs. Two
contraries must be conceived as equal in nature and power,
neither of them the mere negation or absence of the other.!
They are, like the three Homeric Gods,? equal in status or in lot
({odTepor or iaopopor). Empedocles 3 states this equality of the
elements in very distinct terms :

‘ For all of them are equal, and of equal birth. Each is lord
of a different function, each has its wonted range,* and in turn
they gain the mastery, as the cycle of time comes round.’

Between the two members of each pair of contraries there is
antagomsm strife, : feud. Each seeks to invade the province
of the other, to overmaster it and usurp part of its domain.
Out of this strife, as we have seen (§ 3), arises, according to
Anaximander, all individual existence, which is the offspring
of aggression and injustice. And, since the moral order of
Nature demands that every injustice shall be atoned, every in-
dividual thing must ‘ pay the penalty ’ and ° perish into that
out of which it came into being.’

This war of antagonistic principles, on the other hand, though
unjust, is not purely destructive ; in fact, it generates the whole
world of things we see. In other systems we shall encounter
the idea that not only all existence, but all goodness and per-
fection in the visible world, involve a balance or harmony of
opposed powers—a reconciliation in which the claims of both
are, if only temporarily, adjusted. Besides War, there is also
Peace ; besides Hatred and Feud (Netkos, Eris, etc.), there
is also Love and Agreement (Philia, Harmonia, etc.). This
general scheme of conception runs through all ancient physical .

1 For all this subject, see O. Gilbert, Met, Theor. p. 28 ff.
3 See above, p. 15.
3 Frag. 17. 27:
Tadra yap loa Te wdvra xal Hhixa, yévvay Eaa,
Teudis 8 &XAys &NNo uédet, wdpa 3’ fi0os éxdoTy,
év 8¢ pépet kparéovar wepiwhouévoio xpbroio.
Sophocles, El. 86, follows Empedocles (Gilbert, Met, Theor. 35): & ¢dos
ayvdv kal yiis lobpoip’ dip.
4 For this meaning of #fos, see above, p. 34,
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speculation, and, after all that has gone before, we shall not be
surprised to find it dominant in ethical speculation also. Its
moral and social colour is no mere trapping of superficial meta-
phor ; it is ingrained and essential.

But—to go back to Anaximander’s scheme of cosmology—it
is not only with the birth and perishing of individual things that
we are concerned, but also with the previous stage, in which the
‘ contraries ’ were sifted out by the eternal motion into their
distinct regions—the first appearance of distinction within the
limitlegs One. An examination of the pre-scientific cosmogonies
will show that this extremely general and abstract conception
can be traced further back to a very primitive social origin.

33. Sex the prototype of Contrariety

S~

If we look more closely into this conception of pairs of con-
traries, we find that Anaximander is more purely rational than
many of his successors. In later systems—notably in those
of Parmenides and Empedocles—mythical associations and
implications, which he has expurgated, emerge again. In par-
ticular, we can discern that the prototype of all opposition or
contrariety is the contrariety of sex.

The Eleatic Stranger in Plato’s Sophist notes this feature,
in reviewing the early physical philosophers. He complains
that they treat us like children, and put us off with fairy tales.
One will tell us that there are three Beings, which ‘ sometimes
carry on a sort of warfare with one another, and then again
become friends and go in for marriages and child-bearing and
nursing up of their offspring.’ Another speaks of a pair—Wet
and Dry, or Hot and Cold—whom he ‘ marries off and makes them
set up house together.’ ! The Eleatics base their wondrous tale’
on the doctrine that all things are really One. Then, certain
inspired sources in Ionia (Heracleitus), and later in Sicily (Em-
pedocles), saw that it was safest to combine both views and say
that ‘ Being is both many and one, and is held together by Hatred
and Love ’ ; the sterner sort (Heracleitus) declaring that, ‘ being

1242 0: 6 uév ds 7pla Ta Byra, Tohemel §¢ dANHNois évlote adrdv drra wy, TéTe 5¢
xal piha yryvbueva yduovs Te xal Tékovs kal Tpopds TO¥ éxybvwy wapéxerairs 3bo 5

Erepos elmiv, ypdv kal Enpdv 9) Oeppdy xal Yuxpbr, guvowife Te abrd xal éxdldwot.
E



66 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

drawn asunder always, it is always being drawn together’ ;!
the softer (Empedocles) relaxing this ‘ always,” and saying that
the All is one and many v turn, now in a state of Love through
the power of Aphrodite, now at war with itself owing to a certain
‘ Feud.’

Before cosmology were cosmogony and theogony. Becoming
(yéveais) was conceived as birth, and birth is the result of mar-
riage. The primal marriage in the early cosmogonies is the
union of Sky and Earth, represented in the anthropomorphic
religion of historic times by the ritual marriage of Zeus, or
Jupiter, and his female partner.

34. The Separation of Sky and Earth

But Sky and Earth cannot meetin fruitful marriage till they
have first been sundered from their original unity of form. The
cosmogonies open, not with the marriage, but with the separation
of Earth and Sky.

‘First of all,” says Hesiod,2 < Chaos came into being; then,
Earth with her broad breast, for all things a seat secure for
ever, and misty Tartarus in the hollow of the wide-wayed Earth,
and Love, the fairest of the immortal Gods.’

{  * First of all, Chaos came into being *—what does that mean ?

“ Chaos’ was not at first, as we conceive it, formless disorder.
The word means simply the ‘yawning gap“—the gap we pow
see, with its lower part filled with air and mist and cloud,
between earth and the dome of heaven Originally Earth

1 Cf. [Arist.] de Mundo, 5: fows 8¢ rov évayrlwy 4 ¢bois yAixerar xal éx
Tobrwy dworehel 78 glupwrov . . . Gowep duéher T Eppev curiyaye wpds Td O
xal oy éxdrepov wpds Td pdgvhov. Heracl. frag. 10 (Diels), 59 (Byw.),
Siagpepbuevor quupéperar x.7.\., is quoted in illustration,

2 Theog. 116: # To. uév wpdriora Xdos yéver’, avtap Exeira

Ta? etplorepvos, xdvrwy Edos dopakds alel,
Tdprapa 1’ hepbevra pvxp xovds edpvodeins
48 “"Epos. . . .

3 It is this gap that is filled with heat when Zeus makes his thunder-
storm, Theog. 700: xadua 3¢ Oeowéoior xdrexev xdos. Schol. ad v. 116: ol
8¢ elpficfac pagl xdos wapd 7o xewﬂal., 8 éo7i xéeoOar ol 8¢ pacly dwd Tob xadew,
8 dore xwpey . . . 9 odv els Td oToixela Guixpwts xal Swaxdpnos, xdos. . .
AAAQZS, xdos M‘)'GL Tv Kexupévov dépa, xal yap Impédoros obrws ¢nal. Baxxu)\wm
3¢ xdos Tdv dépa drbuace, Néywr wepl Tob deroic ‘ Nwubrar & év drpvyéry xded’
(drpéry is the true reading, Bacch. v. 26). Cf. Ibycus, frag. 28: xorara: 3
év d\Norply xdcs
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and Heaven were one, as Melanippe the Wise, in Euripides,!
had learnt from her half-divine mother :

¢TIt is not my word, but my mother’s word,
How Heaven and Earth were once one form ; but stirred,
And strove, and dwelt asunder far away :
And then, re-wedding, bore unto the day
And light of life all things that are, the trees,
Flowers, birds, and beasts, and them that breathe the seas,
And mortal man, each in his kind and law.’

e Orphic cosmogony used by Apollonius Rhodius? tells
the same tale. Qm_hfus sang ‘ how earth and sky and sea were
at first joined together in one rm, and then disparted, each
from each, by grievous strife.”

“This account of the begihning of the world is of enormous
antiquity. - A hymn in the Rig-Veda (vii. 86) says of Varuna,
whom some scholars identify with Ouranos :

¢ Wise truly and great is his own nature,
Who held asunder spacious Earth and Heaven,
He pressed the sky, the broad and lofty, upward,
Ay, spread the stars and spread the Earth out broadly.’s

In the Babylonian cosmogony, from which that of Genesis is
derived, Marduk cut in two pieces the monstrous Tihamat, and
‘ one half of her he set in place, he spread out as heaven.” The
primitive Egyptians, likewise, described Shu as separating the
sky (Nut) from the earth (Seb).- In the Taoism of China, an
original ‘ Chaos ’ splits of its own accord into the two opposed
moieties called Yang and Yin, the regions of light and darkmess
associated with heaven and earth.* _

1 Frag. 484 N3, ap. Diod. Sic. i, 7, trans. Professor Murray.
2 i, 496 (Diels, Frag. d. Vors. ii. p. 479) :
fleidew &’ ds yala xal odpavds %3¢ OdNacoa
70 wply éx’ dANfhowae e curapnpbra popiic
velxeos &£ d\ooto duérpifer dudls Exaora.
3 Bloomfield, Religion of the Veda, p. 124,
. % De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, New York, 1910, p. 152. It may be
noted that in this system there is no creator or God superior to the Tao or
order of the universe (pp. 102, 135) ; cf. the position of Moira as described
above, § 8.
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35. Social origin of this representation

We ought not to allow the familiarity of this conception of
the world’s origin to blind us to the fact that it is not a simple
and obvious belief, which the mere appearance of the universe
would readily suggest to many independent observers. It is,
on the contrary, a commonplace that the dome of the sky, with
its apparently unchanging stars, seems, of all things in nature,
the most permanent, and indeed eternal. Why suppose that
it was ever  joined in one form with the earth,” and then lifted
up to its present place? How are we to account for such a
representation ?

The question is not commonly raised, and I do not know how
it would generally be answered. One thing seems clear: the
conception is not an extravagant flight of some individual mind,

“gifted with a specially wild and grotesque imagination. If it
had been so, it is hard to believe that it would have been accepted
and perpetuated, as an article of faith, even among one people ;
it is quite out of the question that it could have been inde-
pendently invented by several grotesquely imaginative indi-
viduals in various parts of the world, and in each case accepted.
The conception must have been elaborated, not by any singular
imagination, but by the collective mind ; and its wide diffusion in
independent centres could be explained, if we could point to
some actual fact capable of suggesting it.

The representation is this: the world began as an undiffer-
* entiated mass, without internal boundaries or limits—an &dmecpo.
; This mass separated into two parts, which were opposed or
.. ‘ contrary *—male and female. Finally, the male and female
- were united by Eros, the contraries were combined, and gave
* birth to individual existence—to Gods, or to things.

Is it a mere coincidence that this description of the origin of
the cosmos reflects a social institution already mentioned, of
great 1mportance in totemic societies—the division of the triby tribe
“into two exogamous phrames t~The principle of this division
(from ‘whatever cause it may arise) is sex. In a sense, the two
exogamous segments are opposed as male and female, since the
male belonging to one phratry must marry a female from the
other. This contrariety is reconciled in marriage—the union
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of opposites. This exogamous principle, as we have seen, is of
equal importance with the totemic classification with which it
is combined. It is the focus of intense religious and moral
emotions, and guarded by impassable taboo. Moreover, the
continuity between human society and Nature on which we have
already dwelt, the actual identity of their structural grouping,
makes it inevitable that the same conception should be extended
to the divisions of the universe.

In support of this hypothesis, we have the express evidence of
an Omaha Indian, Francis Laflesche, who delivered in 1905 an
address at the unveiling of a statue of the Medicine Man.! He
described, as follows, the structure of his tribal camp. ‘The plan,
or order, which was carried out when all the people camped
together, was that of a wide circle. This tribal circle was called
Hu-dhu-ga, and typified the cosmos. . . . The circle was divided
into two great divisions or halves ’ (the exogamous phratries).,
‘The one called In-shta-sun-da represented the Heavens; and
the other, the Hun-ga-she-nu, denoted the Earth. . . . Each of
the two great divisions was subdivided into clans, and each of
the ten clans had its particular symbol’ (totem) ‘ representing
a cosmic force, one of the various forms of life on the Earth.’

It is true that Francis Laflesche is a sophisticated person, and
that on this occasion he was talking up to his white brothers ;
but any one who reads the authentic descriptions of the Omaha
rites of initiation, in which the child is introduced successively
to the various parts and provinces of the universe,? will not
doubt that in this particular statement he is telling the truth.
It gives us exactly the proof we need, that the heavens and
the earth were identified with the two contrary phratries, by
whose fission the exogamous grouping of society first came into
being.

36. The Pythagorean Table of Contraries

The Pythagorean community, as we shall see later, preserved,
more than any other ancient society, the characteristic traits of

1 F. Laflesche, Who was the Medicine Man? 1905, p. 8. I did not meet
with this tract till the theory above put forward was already written down,

2 For an account of these rites, taken from Miss Alice Fletcher, see J. E,
Harrison, Themis, p. 69.
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primitive social groups. In their earlier speculation an im-
portant place is given to the table of Contraries, the two
columns (ovaroiyia:) of opposites, in which, exactly as if in
two exogamous phratries, they grouped ten pairs of principles,
like so many clans.! At the head of the two columns stood
‘ the Even and the Uneven, one of which is unlimited, the other
limited,” the pair which were the elements of all number, and so
of all the world.2 And the Even and the Uneven they held to
be, respectively, female and male; while the undivided monad,
the One, was bisexed. Thus the Pythagorean cosmology, once
more, starts with the separation, out of an undifferentiated
unity, of a male and female principle.

37. Eros and the Marriage of Opposites

The coming into existence of individual things is variously
attributed by the early cosmologists to love or harmony, and to
feud, strife, or war. The two representations are, as Heracleitus
insisted,® not so irreconcilable as they seem to be at first sight.
They are only two ways of conceiving the meeting of contraries.
The two contraries are antagonistic, at perpetual war with each
other.” It is a war of mutual aggresswn—each seeking to invade
The province of the other. But this Y his very invasion involves a
m1xmg of the two elements—a reconciliation, or marriage,* in
which both combine to produce a compound, the individual thing.

- Earth and Heaven are essentlally the female and male principles
in Greek cosmol_gy In_the “gap’ between their sundered

‘forms appears the wmged figure of the cosmic Eros, whose
function is to reunite them In the more primitive cosmogonies,
which make the world begm with the hatchmg of an egg, whose
two halves form Sky and Earth, Eros is the bird with golden
feathers who comes out of the egg.®

When we come to the detailed discussion of the pre-Socratic
systems, we shall see how the war and marriage of opposites is
worked out. As late as Plato we shall find that a sexual char-

1D.F V.3 ip 271 ® Arist. Met. A5, 9864 15.

3 See below, p. 190.

¢ ultis, uloyeoOat pAbryre, is perhaps the commonest metaphor for marriage

in Greek,
8 Ar. Birds, 693. For the world-egg see Eisler, Weltenmante!, ii. 410 ff.
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aoter still clings to the great contraries, Form and Matter. ‘ We
must conceive three kinds : first, that which comes into being ;
second, that in which the first comes to be; third, that from which
the first is copied, when it is born into existence. And we may
fittingly compare the recipient to the mother, the model to the
father, and that which springs into life between them to the
offspring.’* Even in the desiccated terminology of Aristotle
the same representation persists, where he says that, whereas
one piece of matter can contain only one form, the cause which
imposes the form can generate many. ‘So isit with the female
and the male.’ 2

38. Summary

At the outset of our inquiry, we called attention to three
factors in Anaximander’s cosmology which needed explana-
tion: (1) the primary physis, (2) the disposition or structure
into which this living stuff is distributed, (3) the process by
which the order arose. We have now, by tracing back the con-
ceptions of Moira and Nomos to primitive social structure, thrown
some light on the second factor, and incidentally on the third.

We have seen how the social group is the original type on
which all other schemes of classification—at first magical, and
later scientific—are modelled. ~ At a very early stage, the whole
of the visible world was parcelled out into an ordered structure,
or cosmos, reflecting, or continuous with, the tribal microcosm,
and so informed with types of representation which are of social
origin. To this fact the order of nature owes its sacred or moral
character. It is regarded as not only necessary but right or just,
because it is a projection of the social constraint imposed by the
group upon the individual, and in that constraint ‘ must’ and
‘ ought ’ are identical. Such we believe to have been the process
by which Moira came to rule supreme over the Gods, and Justice
to ordain the boundaries of the elements in Anaximander’s
philosophy.

‘We must now turn to the consideration of physis—that homo-
geneous living fluid which is parcelled out by Destiny or Justice
into the elemental provinces. It has already been hinted that

1 Timaeus, 50c. 2 Met. A6, 988a 3.
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this primary world-stuff is the material out of which daemons,
Gods, and souls were made. We have now to trace the process
of their making, and first of all to make out what was the primi-
tive representation which, as we believe, re-emerges at the
threshold of philosophy under the name of physis. We shall
seek for this conception also a social origin.



IT1
NATURE, GOD, AND SOUL

39. Nature and Custom in the dynamic sense

THE term ‘ Nature’ (physis, natura) has had a long and varied
history, which we cannot here attempt to trace even in outline.
No philosophical term is more dangerously ambiguous. We
seem able to distinguish, however, two main heads under which
its shifting senses may be grouped : ! the static and the dynamic.
Statlcally conceived, Nature means the system of all phenomena
in_ time and 'space; the fotal of all existing things; and the

nature “of a thing is its” constltutlon, structure, essence. But
it has never lost its other, dzgamm, side—the connotation of
force, of primordial, active, upspringing energy—a sense which,
as 1ts derivation shows, is original.?

Tiltherto in our study of the three great conceptions, Destiny,
Law, and Nature, we have been mainly concerned with their
static or spatial aspect. The first of them, Moira, leans, as we
have already seen, towards this side—a process hastened by the
emergence of personal Gods, who, as they absorb the positive
functions, leave to Destiny the negative attitude of prohibitive
necessity and limiting taboo. Though it is not altogether for-
gotten that the Moiras preside at the three transitional crises
in the curve of life, at two of them—birth and marriage—they
fade into the background behind the newer and more definite
figures of Artemis and Aphrodite ; and only the third moment,
where life passes into the darkness of death, is left undisputed
by the deathless ones to the daughters of Night.

In the case of Law, again, the negative aspect has some

1 Cf. J. Dewey in Baldwin’s Dictionary of Philos. and Psychol. s.v.
¢ Nature.’

2 Thus, by the ‘nature’ of a thing the Scholastics understood its essence

specially “considered as the active source (or principle) of the operations by
which the being realised its end’ (Dewey, loc. cit.).

78
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tendency to prevail. When laws come to be written down,
¢ thou shalt not ’ occurs much more frequently than  thou shalt.’
A customary action is performed unconsciously, and attracts no
attention ; we only come to think of it as a duty, and to feel the
binding obligation (7o 8éov) to perform it, when some natural
impulse prompts us to do something else. But the mere mention
of ‘ custom ’ (ta vouipa, Ta vouloueva) reminds us of the active
content of Nomos, which, before it means a prohibitive enact-
ment, stands for behaving in a certain way, behaviour that is
standardised, moralised, socialised—in a word, group-behaviour.
Against this, sometimes intolerable, imposition of herd usage,
our individual ‘ nature’ occasionally cries out and denounces
convention as ‘unnatural’ Custom and Nature are set at
variance.! But this outcry marks an age of individualism and
self-consciousness.? In earlier days, when the unitary moral
and religious consciousness was coextensive, not with the
individual, but with his group, no such conflict could arise :
custom and nature were at one.

40. Primitive identity of Nature and Custom

We may_ go a step further and say that custom and nature.
were, not merely harmonious, but identical. If we recur to our
illustration of the totemic clan, our meaning will be clear. This
social group, consisting of its human members and their totem-
species, is defined by the collective function it exercises as a
continuous whole. If the nature or essence of a class of things
is_something which all of them have, and which nothing else
has, in an early stage, when practical interests are paramount

and disinterested speculation is unknown, the essential * nature ’

! Thus at the end of the fifth century ¢vo:s is used in the sense of natural
instincts as opposed to the restraint of morality. The Adikos Logos in
Aristophanes’ Clouds, 1078, says: éuol & omldv xpd 77 Pvoe, oxlpra, yéa,
véuge undév aloxpév. Isocr., Areop. 38, says that, in presence of the august
Areopagus, you may see people who in other circumstances are unbearable
dkvoivras T PUloer xpficfar kal udAov Tols éxet vouluos #) Tals alrdv xaxlaus
uuévovrhs. )

2 Cf. J. L. Myres, ‘Herod. and Anthrop.’ (Anthropology and the Classics,
Oxford, 1908), p. 158, who points out that the opposition of véuos and ¢vois
is not primitive, It does not become prominent in Greece until the age of
the Sophists.
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will be nothing but the social importance of the group—all that

is expected of that division of society. It ss, in fact, what it
collectively feels and does : all that matters about it, all that is
(as we say) ° essential,’ is its behaving as it ought, fulfilling its
function, performing its customs. It is, probably, in the light
of this idea that we should interpret the alleged ‘identity ’ of
the human clansmen with their totem-species.! They are, in
the literal sense, practically identical. The superficial differences
of appearance between (say) an emu-man and an emu-bird
are ignored, and if necessary denied, because they are of no
practical interest. The religious emphasis is entirely upon the
group-behaviour, the group-functions; and these, as we shall
presently see, are identical for all “emus,” whether they happen to
look like men or birds. It may, indeed, be doubtful how much
meaning this last phrase will have. The universals ‘ man ’ and
‘bird * are conceptions which will not be formed at all, until
some practical interest calls for them. The Andamanese are
said to have no word in their language for  tree ’ or ‘ animal ’ ;
they have only a name for every species. They have no word
for ‘ fish ’ : they call it simply ‘ food,” because that expresses the
essentlal 1mporta.nce of fish in their economy.? Thus the ‘ nature’
or ‘essence’ is the social function : the physis is the momos;
‘andboth words- denote the active, socially orgamised force -
expressed by a group, or moira.

41. Primary Sympathetic Magic

Seen in this light, the mystic identity of nature or consub-
stantiality with the totem resolves itself into a set of ‘common

dgtles ad«l’""ﬁ'ﬁ'éié”r“ﬁservances, centred‘otf'ﬂié totem ; the

function of the human members, we are told is to control and
influence their non-human kindred of the same group. When
the totem is an edible species, their business is to multiply this
food for the common use of the tribe ; where it is a phenomenon
like rain, wind, or sun, they have to make the rain fall or cease
! Cf. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonctions mentales, p. 77, for illustrations, and p. 135.

2 I learnt these facts from Mr. A. R. Brown. Further evidence to the
same effect is collected by Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 187 ff.
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from falling, to raise or lay the wind, to regulate the sunshine.
The means employed are commonly mimetic dances, in which
men are disguised as impersonations of the totem, and which are
representations of the functions of a group.

When, however, we speak of these operations as ‘ controlling’
or ‘influencing * the natural species, we are wrongly anticipating
a later phase of magic. Ina pure system of to human

and non-human members, a8 we have insisted, are not distin-
“hence neither can be said
| ceremonies are essentially
mon function of the group
:n we speak of the dances
as mimetic, we must beware of interpreting that term from our
own civilised conceptions. ‘Imitation’ suggests to us the act
of deliberately copying or mimicking the external appearance
of something unlike oneself, with the object of creating an
illusion in the spectator. The mimetic magical dance is not
imitative in this sense ; the focus of attention is not centred on
an unlikeness which has to be overcome, or on any impression
to be imposed on the onlooker. The disguise is rather an in-
cidental means of helping out the emotion and desire of the
actors themselves. If they want to feel with religious intensity
what they at all times believe—that they are emus or kangaroos,
it is obviously helpful to paint themselves so as to resemble the
animal, and to put themselves into contact with parts of it,
whether real or symbolically represented. But the chief and
overmastering desire of the performers is not to produce an
illusion, even in themselves ; it is to behave in the characteristic
. way, to represent, or rather prmﬁf'riﬁe““gﬁ.ﬁ-behaviour—
actually %o prodice, there and then, with more or less realism,
the action reqmred of their toteri, that is to say, of themselves
and their species in co-operation. The circumstances of the
performance exalt the sense of identity of nature by producing
identity of behaviour—the practical expression of the common
nature.
TThe whole magical process, in this primary stage, is_not to
be_conceived as a mock ceremonial, mimicking a real process,
and designed to cause that real process to happen some time
! For magic as pre-presentation, see J. E. Harrison, Themss, p. 44.
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afterwards. That is how it may present itself to us, and perhaps
to the magician of a decadent age, when the faith of magic has
grown fainter. But, in the early stage now under consideration,
magical action consists in actually doing what you wan done
Theé rainmakers bélieve themselves simply to be ™ making rain,”
not to be imitating rain, so as to cause real rain to fall later. If
we are right in insisting on the identity and continnity of the
whole gg_un——rammakers and rain—and of their functions,
then rainmaking and rainfall are, to re, to the magicians, one and the
same, not distinct events related as cause and effect. (

42. Collective emotion and desire

What is_actually experienced is sympathetic or collective
emotion and desire. The emotion expresges 1tsell In action,

which, being necessarily co-operative, is of a customary and
ritual kind, the rhythm of a dance or the prescribed gesture of a
pantomime, motions which both enhance the feeling and give
it vent. The desire is realised in the representation of its end.
When the totem-clan meets to hold its peculiar dance, to work
itself up till it feels the pulsing of its common life through all
its members, such nascent sense of individuality as a savage
may have—it is always very faint 1—is merged and lost; his
consciousness is filled with the sense of sympathetic activity.
The group is now feeling and acting as one soul, with a total
force much greater than any of its members could exercise in
isolation. The individual is lost, ‘ beside himself,” in one of
those states of contagious enthusiasm in which it is well known
that men become capable of feats which far outrange their
normal powers. Yet here again we are inclined to misuse the
language of later phases of development. °Ecstasy,” ‘ getting
outside oneself, implies that one ordinarily has a self, and
can only get outside it under the exceptional stimulus of excite-
ment, deliberately induced to that end. ° Enthusiasm ’ means
being possessed by a power other than oneself which enters
one at privileged moments. Both these conceptions belong to
mystical religion, which must have recourse to ritual stimulants
precisely because it has lost the primitive sense of constant and

1 See P. Beck, Die Nachahmung, Leipzig, 1904, p. 84 ff.
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continuous identity. The Australian savage, in whom that sense
is hardly, if at all, disturbed, goes about his magical operations
in a singularly businesslike way. His belief that he is a kan-
garoo is so unquestioned that he has no need to pretend that
he is one, or to induce a kangaroo to enter into him and possess
him for the nonce; all he has to do is to be a kangaroo by
behaving as one.

43. Primary Magic needs no representation, and 18
pre-religious

It appears, then, that the primitive magical fact is intense
emotional_activity, collecm;ly experienced by a group. We
shall presently have to inquire under what form this expenence
is expressed in conception—how it is represented. But in the
first stage of magic, at present under consideration, there is not,
as yet, any need for a representation at all. The collective
life pervades the whole group in undisturbed continuity; the
collective emotion is felt, the customary actions are performed,
in sympathetic co-operation, by the group as a whole. Now,
80 long as it is thus lived and immediately experienced, and the
distinction between my own power and the collective power has
not broken out, there will be no image, or idea, or conception
either of myself in contrast with it, or of it in contrast with
myself. There is nothing but the actually existing natural facts

of collectlve_t_ngotlon desire, and action.!

In this primary stage age we find a pre-religious condition of
mankind ; for in the definition of religion we include some Tepre-
sentation of a power which is in some sense ‘ not ourselves,’
and at the level we have now reached, although there exists
such a power—namely, the collective emotion and activity of the
group—we may infer that it will not be represented, because no
need for representation will have arisen.

Even among societies which have passed beyond this primary
stage into a developed totemic system, there are some which
. have advanced so little from the pre-religious condition that they
are reported to have no religion whatever (in the common sense
of the word). Messrs. Spencer and Gillen expressly declare that

1 Cf. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 283 ff.
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‘ the Central Australian natives . . . have no idea whatever of
the existence of any supreme being who is pleased if they follow
a certain line of what we call moral conduct, and displeased if
they do not do so. They have not the vaguest idea of a personal
individual other than an actual living member of the tribe, who
approves or disapproves of their conduct, so far as anything like
what we call morality is concerned.” At initiation a boy is
instructed in his moral duties, but he is not taught to believe in
any supreme being. ‘In fact, he then learns that the spirit
creature whom up to that time, as a boy, he has regarded as
all-powerful, is merely a myth, and that such a being does not
really exist, and is only an invention of the men to frighten the
women and children.’?

Apart from these and similar reports from direct observers of ‘

savage tribes comparatively untouched by white civilisation,
if we consider our primitive magical complex, we shall see that
it is perfectly self-contained and complete without any kind of
God. The sympathetic and continuous force which animates
the unitary group fully suffices, at first, to express the collective
emotion and to realise the desired end, involved in magical
practice. There is no need for a God outside this complex, no
room for him withinit. Given that the object of a clan ceremony
is to multiply the totem-species and promote its right behaviour,
this object is immediately effected in mimetic representation.
The thing desired is felt as actually performed; and that not

1 Northern Tribes of Central Australia, p. 491 ff. See further evidence in
Frazer, Totemism, vol. i. p. 141 ff. In our view the ¢spirit creature’ above
mentioned 72 a religious representation, but it is minimal.
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another, because no dlsnnchom _s_u‘p_erﬁcm]ly_nhmm,‘

functlons Hence anythmg of the nature of wors]np is excluded
by the very definition of such a group. A totem is not a God ;

it is in any case (a8 we must never forget) a species, not an
individual ; and it has at first no powers that can be called

‘ divine,” because it has none that its human kin do not share
with it and exercise in common. All theology is the work of
doubt and criticism, not of simple and childlike faith, Which--.
has at no time felt the need of it.

44. The first representation needed

How, then, will the need of representation first arise, and what
is it that will be represented ?

If we consider our primary complex—the continuous human
group—we observe that its mentality contains two distinguish-
able factors. The group is composed of individuals, each of
whom has his own private world of inner and outer experience.
But this by no means exhausts the psychology of these indi-
viduals ; otherwise, the group would be a casual aggregation
of independent atoms, destitute of continuity. Over and above
their individual experiences, all the members of the group alike

partake of what has been cafled the collective conﬂg}_s;nm_of
the group as a whole Unhke their pnvate expenences, this
ervading ¢ 1l, consisting in those

infectious or epidemic states of feeling, above described, which
at times when the common functions are being exercised, invade
the whole field of mentality, and submerge the individual areas.
To this group-consciousness belong also, from the first moment
of their appearance, all representations which are collective—
a class in which all religious representations are included. These
likewise are diffused over the whole mentality of the group, and
identical in all its members. The psychological force which
diffuses them is known as ‘ suggestion ’ or  herd-suggestion.’
The collective consciousness is, thus, superindividual. It
resides, of course, in the individuals composing the group—
there is nowhere else for it to exist—but it resides in all of them
together, and not completely in any one of them. It is both in
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myself and yet not myself. It occuples a certain part of my
mind, and yet it stretches beyond and outside me to the limits
of my group. And since I am only a small part of my group,
there is much more of it outside me than inside. Its force,
. accordingly, is much greater than any individual force, and
the more primitive I am, the greater this preponderance
will be. Here, then, there exists in the world a power which is
greater than any individual’s—superindividual, that i 8 to say,

‘ superhuman.’ ’

Because this force is continuous with my own consciousness,
it is, as it were, a reservoir to which I have access, and from which
I can absorb superhuman power to reinforce and enhance my
own. This is its positive aspect, to which we shall return in a
moment. But it will also have a negative aspect, which will
concern us later, and may here be touched upon.! In so far as
this power is not myself and greater than myself, it is a moral
and restraining force, which can, and does, impose upon the
individual the necessity of observing the uniform behaviour of
the group.

With the first dawning of a distinction between myself and the
social consciousness comes the first shadowy representation
which can be called religious or moral. The characteristic of
moral and religious representations is that they are obligatory—
objects of faith which we are not allowed to question. The
reason of this is now apparent. When the power of society—

the only known moral power in the universe, superior to the
in ﬁﬁme
power, it is necessarily felt, in part, as a constraint, which imposes
from without some sort of control over my actions. At first
I shall feel myself powerless againstit. Its dominance is absolute
because the force is not wholly external. The collective coii-
sciousness is also immanent in the individual himself, forming
within him that unreasoning impulse, called conscience, which,
like a traitor within the gates, ackmowledges from within the
obligation to obey that other and much larger part of the collec~
tive consciousness which lies outside. Small wonder that
obedience is absolute in primitive man, whose individuality is

1 See R. R. Marett, Threshold of Religion, chap. iii., ‘Is Taboo a Negative
Magic?’ and p. 127.
F
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still restricted to a comparatively small field, while all the
higher levels of mentality are occupied by this overpowering
force.

We conclude, then, that thg.ﬁr_gt_ggll&wgmm“___wa
regresentatlon of the collective conscionsness_itself—the onl
moral pows aposed from without,
and theref Considered as moral

and prohibiuve, 1v 1o wue ursy  nov vurseives which makes for
righteousness.” From its positive content come the two great
religious conceptions of God and Soul, and—strange as it
may seem—that idea of ‘Nature’ which lies at the root of
philosophy.

The negative aspect of this superindividual moral power—
its aspect as represswn,ml\posin‘g‘an external constraint—will
give rise to conceptions such as Avenging Anger (Nemes:s),
Justice (Dike), and Destiny (Moira), when these are conceived
as keeping individuals in their places, and asserting against
arrogant egoism the self-protective instinct of the social group.
These abstractions are all various ways of conceiving what the
savage calls Taboo. We shall see, moreover, that when the
positive content of the superhuman power is absorbed in the
twin notions of God and Soul, its negative, repressive force
still rises above them both, in the figure of Necessity or
Destiny, Moira, to whom all Gods and souls are alike
subordinate.

But, as we before observed, this negative aspect is only the
recoil of a positive force, which we have now learnt to identify
with the collective power of the group. This power is only
incidentally manifested as repressive, on the rare occasions
when individual aggression calls it forth; and, although it is
probably the sense of constraint that first causes it to be repre-
sented at all, the content of the representation will not be purely

‘Tegﬁtrve—bmather consist of the posmve, dynamic properties
which give it body and force. This energy is normally expressed
not in the repression of individuals, but in the exercise of the
.group-functions. As such it really consists, as we have seen,
in collective emotion and desire, manifested in magical opera-
tions. These, then, we may expect to form the content of our
primary religious representation.
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45. The Sympathetic Continuum as the representation of the
collective consciousness

At this point, however, an obvious caution is required. When
we speak of the savage forming a representation of the collective
emotion and desire which animate a group in the performance
of its ceremonies, we seem to be attributing to him our latter-
day psychology and falling into the most elementary of errors.
The subsequent argument will show that, if the savage had
been capable of representing these facts of group-consciousness
as they now appear to us, either theology and philosophy would
never have existed, or their whole course would have been
totally different. What we mean to affirm is that, while the
real, natural fact embodied in the first religious representation
was the group-consciousness in its active and emotional phase,
the character of the Tepresentation formed of it by primitive
man was, to our modern thinking, so unlike the real fact that
we have only just come to recognise what it was that was
represented.

In the first place, we must remember that even civilised man,
right on into the age of philosophy, did not succeed in conceiving
anything as immaterial, or non-spatial. The Logos of Hera-
cleitus, the Being of Parmenides, the Nous of Anaxagoras,
the Love and Hate of Empedocles, are all indubitably possessed
of material and spatial properties. "Even when the term ‘ bodi-
less,” ‘ incorporeal’ (acwpuatov), makes its appearance in Plato,
it is often doubtful how many material properties it negates,
A ghost is  bodiless,” but, even when it is invisible and intangible,
it is still extended in space and perhaps endowed with some active
force. We may be certain, then, that when a savage was driven
to form a mental image of the collective nature or powers of his
group, he would conceive them as a subtle and mobile form of
matter, not distinguished from vital force.

An entity corresponding to this description does, in fact, hold
a fundamental place in the philosophy of existing savages in
various parts of the world. Accounts of its nature and qualities
have, of course, to be received with caution. Much so-called
savage philosophy and theology have been developed by contact
with Christian missionaries, who have forced upon savages the
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need to raise their implicit beliefs to a level of consciousness at
which mutual explanation can begin. The scientific inquirer is,
of course, exposed to the same risk of suggesting the categories
and ideas which he seeks to elicit. But when all allowances are
made for these sources of error, recent students seem to have
agreed to postulate a conception now familiar under the various
forms of mana, wakonda, orenda, etc. These various forms,
though it appears from the descriptions of them that they have
developed in different places along diverging lines, appear to be
only varieties of one conception, which, as some think, lies at
the root alike of magic and of religion.!
~ The mana of the Melanesians is thus described by Dr. Cod-
rington : 2  The Melanesian mind is entirely possessed by the
belief in a supernatural power or influence, called almost univer-
sally mana. This is what works to effect everything which is
beyond the ordinary power of man, outside the common pro-
cesses of nature ; it is present in the atmosphere of life, attaches
itself to persons and to things, and is manifested by results
which can only be ascribed to its operation. When one has got
it, he can use it and direct it, but its force may break forth at
some new point; the presence of it is ascertained by proof.
A man comes by chance upon a stone which takes his fancy ;
its shape is singular, it is like something, it is certainly not a
common stone, there must be mana in it. So he argues with
himself, and he puts it to the proof; he lays it at the root of a
tree to the fruit of which it has a certain resemblance; . . . an
abundant crop on the tree . .. shows that he is right, the
stone is mana, has that power in it. Having that power, it is
a vehicle to convey mana to other stones. . . . This power,
though itself impersonal, is always connected with some person
who directs it ; all spirits have it, ghosts generally, some men.’
In North America, we are told by a cautious and competent

1 MM. Hubert et Mauss (‘ Esquisse d’une théorie générale de la magie,’
Année Sociol. vii. p. 116), after an interesting analysis of mana, remark
that it may be taken as universally believed in, at a certain stage of
development. At later stages it is replaced by daemons and then by
metaphysical entities, e.g. the Indian brahman, which ends by being an
active principle immanent in the world, the real (as opposed to illusion)
union (yoga) with which confers magical powers.

3 The Melanesians, Oxford, 1891, p. 118.
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observer, T The Omahas regard all animate and mammate forms,
all phenomena, as pe _Was_con-
tinuous and similar to the will-power they were conscious of in
themselves. This mysterious power in all things they called
Wa-kon-da, and through it all things were related to man, and
to each other.| In the idea of the continuity of life, a relation
was maintained between the seen and the unseen, the dead and
the living, and also between the fragment of anything and its
entirety.’ 1 —
We may note at once that these Indians, who, of course, have
long been in contact with whites, and assiduously urged by
monotheistic missionaries to acknowledge a single  Great Spirit,’
have generalised their conception into one common life pervading
all things. This is an inevitable stage, but probably not the
" first stage, in its history. For reasons already touched upon, it
is likely that, the further back we could go, the more we should
find that every group of things, defined by ita social jmportance,

would have a specific wakonda or manaof its own.2 Indeed, we
are driven to this view by the consideration that this medium

is the vehicle of sympathetic action at a distance, ensuring that
persons and things related by it shall feel, act, and suffer together ;
and in systems of magic we find that sympathetic interaction
occurs not equally between any two objects whatever, but
specially within the area of a group of objects which are related
or akin.?

A system of magic thus involves a system of classification.

1 A. C. Fletcher, ¢ The Significance of the Scalp-lock,’ Journ. of Anthrop.
Studies, xxvii. (1897-8), p. 436. For other accounts of the conceptions of
wakonda, orenda, mana, etc., see Hewitt, American Anthropologist, N.S.,
iv. 38; E. S. Hartland, Address to Anthrop. Section of the British Associa-
tion, 1906 ; R. R. Marett, Threshold of Religion, pp. 115ff.; A. C. Haddon,
Magic and Fetichism, London, 1906, chap. vii.; Lévy-Bruhl, Fonctions
mentales, 141 ff. ; Hubert et Mauss, ¢ Esquisse d’une théorie générale de la
magie,’ Année Sociol. vii. (1904), p. 108 ff. On the work of these last-named
authorities, the theory put forward in this chapter is based.

2 On the other hand, the continuum is prior to distinct sndividuals. Cf.
Lévy-Bruhl, Fonctions mentales, p. 109.

* Thus, ‘among the Wakelbura and kindred tribes of Northern Queensland
we are told that everything, animate and inanimate, belongs to one or other
of the two exogamous classes into which the tribes are divided. 4 wizard in
performing his incantations may use only things which belong to his own class.’
Frazer, Totemism, i. 134. .
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We have already seen, too, that the primitive type of all classi-
fication is the grouping of society '—a fact still marked in lin-
guistic usage by the use of the words ‘genus,” ‘ genre,” ‘kind,’

. ete., to designate any sort of class. In other words, all likeness
~ was. originally represented as kinship. There exists, moreover, —
within any group of kin a strong bond of solidarity, which finds
its characteristic expression in sympathetic emotion and collec-
tive action. The members of such a group are thus psycho-
logically en rapport with one another; in literal fact they do
act and react on one another in a quite special degree. This
psychological Tact is the_basis of that early axiom of causality
which asserts that ‘ like can only act on like —an axiom assumed
by magic and expressly formulated by early philosophy. The
mysterious action of magical power only works within the field
of a certain group of things, which are ‘ akin.” Our suggestion
is that the notions of mana, wakonda, etc., were at first repre-
sentations of the bond of  kinship ’ uniting a social group—a
sup ehicle of sympathetic interaction. Later, they have,
at least in some cases, been generalised into the typical form of
all * spiritual * substance.?

When we consider under what form such an entity would be
represented, the answer lies near at hand. ranship is to our
minds an immaterial entity—a relation. But, as we have said,
to conceive anything as immaterial is a feat that is not achieved
till late on in the history of rational speculation. Just as, to
Empedocles, Philia (the solidarity of a group) was a mobile fluid
running between the particles of the denser forms of matter, so
to a savage the vehicle of kinship—the sympathetic continuum,

as ‘}Wmmﬁfm
flmd which takes the shape of the compartments which 1t ﬁlls.j

Following our principle that the functions of a group define
its nature, we can see how inevitably the power resident in any
group would be identified with the material substrate of kin-

! See Durkheim et Mauss, ¢ Classifications primitives,” Ann. Sociol. vi.

2 Cf. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonctions mentales, etc., p. 145: ¢ Wakan (Wakonda
ne saurait mieux se comparer quw'a un fluide qui circule, qui se répand dans
tout ce qui existe, et qui est le principe mystique de la vie et de la vertu des
étres. Cf. also the mulungu of the Central African Yaos—a conception which
covers the individual soul, collective soul, and the mystic property possessed
by all ¢sacred’ or ‘divine’ things (sbid., p. 141).
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ship—the blood of the group-kin. This actual substance
answers exa.ctly to our descnptlon of the contmuum, for th_e blood

but from the totem-a.ncestor 1 The same fa.ct of kmshlp, is
expressed statically and materially in terms of continuity of the
blood, and dynamically or vitally in terms of identity of function.
Both aspects are covered by the conception of ‘ nature * (physis).
The terms mana, wakonda, etc., specially emphasise its character
as force—the expression of life in action.?

A totemic society, as we have already remarked, is complex
and organic; it is a group of groups. This complexity is of a
secondary or still higher order, developed out of the unitary
group, which is the primary social fact. It is now clear that
this primary group, with its collective consciousness, is sufficient
to give birth to the first religious representation. This, we have
argued, would be nothmg but a representation of that collective
consciousness 1tself, in its emotional and active phase. But,
since a savage could not conceive such a thing as we conceive
it, we have suggested that it would present itself to his mind as
a subtle form of matter, not distinguished from life or from

the vehicle of life and sympathetic interaction—the kindred
blood.

46. Summary

We have now defined what, at the end of Chapter 1., we called
the primitive religious fact, and seen in what sense it is also the
primitive social fact. We find it to be a social group (moira),
defined by its collective functions (nomos); these functions
constitute its nature (physis), considered as a vital force proper
to that group. Religion begins w1th the first representation of
this fact.

To resume the characteristics of this representation. (1) As
collective, it is superindividual, or superhuman. (2) Being

1 P. Beck, Die Nachahmung, p. 87: ‘Die sinnliche Vorstellung, die mit
dem Kollektivbewusstsein verbunden ist, ist das Blut. Wie der Hauch des

Mundes mit dem Einzellében identifiziert w\urd so das Blut mit dem Leben
des Stammes.’ '

4 I shall try to show later how the notions of mana, etc., would come to
be differentiated from the kindred blood. I am only arguing that there was
probably an early stage in which this differentiation had not yet arisen,
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imposed on the individual by the group, its force is felt as obli-
gatory and repressive. (3) But, on the other hand, its content
is, also and mainly, dynamic—the energy of the group as ex-
pressed in collective emotion and activity, its mana. (4) It is
necessarily conceived in a material form, as fluid charged with
hfe (5) And this fluid, since it takes the outline of a social
group, whose ‘ nature ’ it is, will ipevitably be identified with
the blood, which is common to the kin. (6) This kindred blood
fs, however, a mythical entity, in the sense that it may be con-
ceived as uniting members of a group who are not really akin
by blood, but may even (as in totemic clans) belong to different
natural species (e.g. men and emus).

47. The differentiation of ‘ God ’ and ‘ Soul’

In the following pages we shall try to show how, out of the
simple and fundamental conceptions which compose this primi-
tive social fact, arose two collective representations which are
still discussed by philosophers as well as by theologians. These
are the ideas which we name ‘God’ and the ‘Soul.’ Our
primary object in this inquiry will be to make out still more
clearly the fact, established in the first chapter, that throughout
the development of Greek polytheism, and on into ratlonal
speculation, the TGEioN Gonstantly pergists, of a system of moiras,
each filled by a specific living force, beneficently operative
within its its sphere, maleficent in its recoil upon the intruder. We
"have now to watch the process by which this force shapes itself
into spirits, Gods, and human souls, and to realise that this pro-
cess, with all its advance in clearness of conception and imagery,
is as it were an overgrowth, which leaves untouched beneath it the
fundamental conceptual framework within which it springs up.

The primitive complex of notions we have just defined—moira,
physis, and nomos—was ineradicably fixed in collective repre-
sentation. The reinterpretation of it into terms of personal
Gods or human souls all took place inside the outlines of this

selves to be dealing straight with natural facts, what really
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happened was that they cl h of theology,
and disinterred what had all the time persisted underneath.

Hylozoism, in a word, simply raises to the level of clear scientific
assertion the primitive savage conception of a continuum of¢
living fluid, portioned out into the distinct forms of whatever
classification is taken to be important._) What the Milesians
called physis has the same origin as what the savage calls mana.!
The brief sketch, then, which follows, of the passage from

able fact to a region of metaphysics which escapes the control
of scientific procedure. Hence, for the understanding of philo-
sophy, it is essential to grasp the character of these collective
representations, and to trace, if possible, their origin and growth,
with just so much detail as our purpose demands. The real
process of development must, it need hardly be said, be much
more complicated ; and in different parts of the world it must
have branched off along different lines, and been arrested at
different stages. All that we shall attempt is a hypothetical
reconstruction, in the barest outline, of the course which would
lead from the primitive fact above defined to the religion of
Greece as we know it in historic times. If we are right as to
the starting-point, we have both ends of the chain in our hands ;
and the only question is how, out of the confused, undifferen-
tiated primary datum, the factors of Greek polytheism came
to be distinguished and set up as separate classes of supernatural
or supersensible beings. To construct anything like a complete
history is impossible in the present state of our knowledge.

! This identification was, so far as I know, first put forward by MM,
Hubert et Mauss, Année Sociol, vii. p. 116 ff,
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Innumerable ethnographical and sociological changes will have
to be made out before this chapter of pre-history can be written.
We do not pretend to describe the causes. All that we attempt
is really little more than an analysis—the drawing of certain
distinctions, which must, somehow and at some time, have
emerged out of the primary confused representation we have
outlined, to give us the categories of Greek polytheistic religion.
To define these, and to set them clearly before the reader, is our
main object.

In this inquiry, the two characters of the primary religious
representation which specially concern us are: (1) that it is,
from the first, a representation of the collective life in its positive,
dynamic expression—it is thus the soul of the group; (2) that
it is a superindividual or superhuman power, and so gives rise
to the notion of the divine, of ‘ God.” When we look at it in
this light, it appears that ‘ God’ is, as it were, an offshoot of

 the
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Our next question must be: how the differentiation occurs
in the first instance. It will soon appear that this is the same
as the problem: how ‘God’ was projected from society into
Nature. The answer to both questions was implicitly contained
in the last chapter ; we have now only to deduce some further
consequences of the results there reached.

48. From Primary Magic to Religion

The outlines of the magical group are not, we must remember,
necessarily conterminous with the limits of a genuine natural
species, as recognised by our own science. In totemism, on the
contrary, as we have seen, its boundaries traverse these limits,
because the classification is based, not solely or primarily on
biological facts, but on the social importance of its various
elements. Man, for instance, is not a distinct species at all.
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Even a tribe of men—the largest group of mankind that is
conceived—so far from being a single species, is divided up into
as many species as there are totems; and every totem-clan
traverses what seems to us the natural boundary between men
and other creatures, and brings a department of Nature inside
a subdivision of society. The kindred blood pervading such a
group is a mythical, not a natural, fact, appropriately repre-
sented by the mythical totem-ancestor.

1t is only when the dim consciousness of distinction has
dawned, and the nature and behaviour (say) of an emu begin
to appear in some degree different from, and independent of,
the nature and behaviour of Emu-men, that the first step is
taken from magic on the road to religion. | The intrusion of <
~ this fatal doubt, which, if it prevail, must shatter the social
system, will for a long time be resisted by the whole force
of herd-suggestion, instinctively protecting the moral fabric.
Magical ceremonies, at first so simple and businesslike, will
gather round them the apparatus of mystical rites, which at all
times resort to emotional stimulants, with the very purpose of
restoring the old sense of perfectly unbroken communion. If
they are successful, the system may last on, as it has lasted in
Australia, for an indefinite time. But, in less favourable
circumstances, it may at any moment be broken down, either
from without, by contact with the developed religion of some
foreign people, or from within, by the growth of the intellect.
Reason, whose advance is marked at every stage by the drawing
of some new distinction, by some fresh attempt to  carve reality
at the joints,” may find an opening for a new classification,
in which the real differences between men and emus will be
too strong for their mystical identity. Then a time may
come when no amount of dressing up in emu feathers and
strutting about will bring back the old sense of communion
and co-operation.!

! It is perhaps probable that the cause of this change in representation,
where it is not due to foreign influence, should be sought in some change of
social structure, which again may be due to mechanical causes. With that
question we are not concerned, but only with the breaking down of the old
. faith, however caused, and its consequences.
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49. Corresponding change in representation : the two pools

If we consider what effect this weakening of the old faith
would have, in respect of the mythical continuum of magical
sympathy, it is clear that this bond of union will be strained
until it snaps. Or, to use a better metaphor, the mysterious
fluid will part into two pools—one pool representing fhe magical
powers and nature of the human clan, the other those of the
natural’ specws or department formerly identified with it.

\This crisis closes the first, or pure, stage of magic, and opens
the second, in which the magical energy of the human group is
directed upon a natural force other than tself, which it seeks to
control, to set in action, or to restrain. The threshold of this
second stage of magic is also the birthplace of what is currently
called religion. Here, for the first time, we encounter recog-
nition of a power ‘not ourselves,” towards which the cult-
attitude is possible. There is something in Nature which we
can woo, flatter, cajole, intimidate, bribe. In proportion as this
something ceases to be human and familiar, it becomes divine
and mysterious.| Its ways are no longer just the same as our
ways; it has begun to be incalculable, and acquired the rudiments
of a will of its own. In some departments, moreover, such as
the winds, the thunder, or the sea, the physical force now slipping
from control is enormous and terrific. The making of a God
has begun: where it will end, depends upon the genius and
development of the race. The liberated force may acquire, one
after another, any or all of the attributes of personality, by an
advance which moves, step for step, with the advance of self-
consciousness in its worshippers. At whatever point the wor-
shippers stop, the God will be arrested too. He may crystallise
as the vague, impersonal genius or daemon of his moira—a
power resident in some department and strictly confined to it.
Or, like the Greek Gods, he may travel the whole road to com-
pletely self-conscious personality, and become a figure so dis-
tinct that, if he would visit mankind unrecognised, he is forced
to assume a disguise, since any one who met him in the street
would instantly know him by sight ; as men took the tall and
bearded Barnabas for Zeus and the eloquent Paul for Hermes.
Probably no other race of mankind has ever developed its Gods
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to this pitch of individual distinctness. For the moment, our

_point is that the process implies and reflects a corresponding
development on the human side—a passage from group-con-
sciousness to individual consciousness in the history of the
human mind.

The partmg of the magical coptinuum into the two pools of
human and non-human force must be accompanied—whether
as cause or effect, we need not consider—by_the dissolution
of any social structure of a totemic type. Such structures imply
the identity of uMaI groups With natural species ; when this
basis is weakened and destroyed, the elaborate departmentalism
must break down on the human side. On the natural side, on
the contrary, it may persist, because there the lines of division
to a large extent separate real biological species, or classes of

* phenomena which rea.lly have a specific behaviour. Thus, jn _
Nature, the old provinces of Moira can remain undisturbed ;
but in the social organism the lines of demarcation, which
were once continuous with their boundaries, may be obliterated,
and superseded by a new grouping. This means, of course, a
new system of human kinship—a change such as occurs, for
instance, when the natural fact of paternity is for the first time
recognised. Whatever it may be that causes a change of this
kind, it is clear that, when the outline of a group of kindred is
determined by real affinity of blood, the correspondence between
clan and natural department is doomed to break down.!

50. Blood-kin and Magical Society differentiated

Such a regrouping of society will, moreover, be reflected by
a corresponding change in representation. In the present case,
we shall now have two types of group, where before there was
only one. The magical group will, henceforth, no longer coincide
with the group of blood-kin. Over and above the structure based
‘on_consanguintty;—there—will ‘accordingly emerge the magical
fraternity, not held together by any ties of blood or supposed

1 Of course, various changes in the mode of life will also profoundly
modify social structure and religious custom. A wandering pastoral tribe
will be focused on its herds; a stationary society of agriculturalists will be
mainly interested in the behaviour of the weather, the round of the seasons,
the fertilising genius of its fixed portion of earth.
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descent from a common totem-ancestor, but only by the common
possession of magical powers. The magical society will differ
from the groups of kindred in the same sort of way as the Church
differs from the family.

This differentiation of the two fypes of group will cause a
distinction in representation between the two types of bond
which severally unite them. The magical society is united by
its magical powers—its mana; the group of kindred by its
common blood. In the original sympathetic continuum we
supposed that these two notions were both contained in un-
distinguished union. Henceforth, they are in some degree
separate; mana ceases to be a visible substance, but retains
the propertles 1e8 of a material fluid; while the blood, though
losmg some of its magical power, remains the vehicle of life,
which is, as it were, its specialised mana.

51. Magical Societies

A magical society, then, is a group held together by the pos-
session of exceptional and secret powers, reserved to an initiated
order. These powers, moreover, being no longer limited to one
totem-species, naturally claim a wider control over Nature,
especially over the weather and the elements—the hot and the
cold, the wet and the dry, rain and sun and thunder—on whose
behaviour all life depends.

Now, whether or not the remote ancestors of the Greeks ever
passed through a phase of developed totemism, there certainly
existed among them magical fraternities of the type we have
just described. They were remembered in legend under the
names of Kouretes, Telchines, Idaecan Daktyls, Korybantes, Satyrs,
etc., and in some cases actually survived as secret cult-societies
far into historic times.!

62. The Group-Soul

A fraternity of this type has its existence as a whole; its
‘nature,” as before, consists of its collective functions. The
individual, when he is initiated intp the order, becomes just a

For these societies see J. E. Harrison, Themis, where they are so fully
treated that further discussion of them here is unnecessary.



NATURE, GOD, AND SOUL 95

Koures or a Daktyl, an undistinguished part of the whole. So,
to-day, the first question to be asked about a monk is whether
he is a Dominican or a Franciscan, not whether he is Brother
This or Brother That. His personality is merged when he as-
sumes the uniform dress, behaviour, and beliefs of his order.

When we say of a man,  He has the soul of a Jesuit,” we convey
in a condensed form a large amount of information (true or false)
about the sort of behaviour that may be expected of him. Now,
as applied to a member of a magical fraternity, a phrase of this
type may be taken quite literally. The only ‘ soul ’ a Koures has
is the group-soul of his order, and this consists of nothing beside
the group-Tunctions, the behaviour expected of the group. This
is what Aristotle would call ‘the being what it really is to
be a Koures.” The ‘soul’ is the collective ‘ nature.’ Rites of
initiation are regularly regarded as new births ; and this implies
that the admission of a candidate to the exercise of the new
functions is the same fact as his being born again and receiving
a new ‘soul.’” The soul is thus, at this stage, simply a pool of
mana, which takes the outline of a group distinguished by
specific functions and behaviour.!

63. The Daemon of the Magical Society

Another point to be noted is that a secret society of this sort,
claiming as it does exceptional powers not possessed by all

1 Cf. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonctions mentales, etc., p. 92: ¢ Originairement (dans
la mesure ou l'usage de ce terme est permis), lidée d’dme ne se trouve pas chez
les primitifs. Ce qui en tient la place, C’est la représentation en général trés
émotionelle, d’'une ou de plusieurs participations qui coexistent et qui s'entre-
croisent, sans se fondre encore dans la conscience nette d'une individualité
vraiment une. Le membre d’une tribu, d’un totem, d’un clan, se sent mystique-
ment uni @ son groupe social, mystiquement uni a ’espéce animale ou végétale
qui est son totem, etc. . . . Ces communions, dont l'intensité se renouvelle et
gaccroit & des moments déterminés (cérémonies sacrées, rites d'tnitiation et
autres), ne gempéchent nullement les unes les autres. Elles n’ont pas besoin de
gexprimer par des concepts définis pour étre profondément senties, et pour étre
senties par tous les membres du groupe. Plus tard, quand ces cérémonies et
ces rites auront peu & peu cessé d’étre compris, puis d'étre pratiqués, ces
participations conservées dans les usages et dans les mythes précipiteront, pour
ainsi dire, sous forme d’ ‘ dmes multiples” . . . et plus tard enfin, tout prés de
nous, comme le montre l'exemple des Grecs, ces Ames multiples cristalliseront @
leur tour en une dme unique, non sans que la distinction d'un principe vital et
d'un héte spirituel du corps reste visible.’
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humanity, is lifted to a higher plane; it is, in some peculiar
sense, sacred or holy; its members are something more than
ordinary mortals, they are in some degree divine. Thus the
Kouretes are called daemones, and even theot ; the magician for
Hesiod is a ‘ divine man’ (fetos avip).! The epithet ‘ divine,’
the term ‘ daemon,’ at this stage mean nothing more than that
the group embodies that magical superhuman force, withheld from
the profane, which is its nature and collective soul. This col-
lective soul is the daemon of the society ; its members are daemones
in so far as it resides in them and they partake of it.

64. The Daemon of the Gens

The second type of daemon or collective soul corresponds to
the new unitary group of a society whose structure is based on
real consanguinity. This is the daemon of the gens or house.
Such an entity was probably at first impersonal ; the process by
which it acquired personality and even individuality will be
discussed later.

The Sgirit, Fortune, or Genius of a gens is the common factor

of a group united by kinship—as it were their collective per-
sonality, all that the family of kin have in common, underlying

their separate individualities, and making them different from
any other clan or house. It survives the death of any individual
or generation. It is the transmitted vehicle of hereditary
qualities, including the taint of hereditary guilt. It is also a
continuum, identified with the blood, which entails collective
tesponsibility : any kinsman may be held accountable for any
action of the whole group or of any other kinsman. Hence the
blood-feud or vendetta.?

66. Daemons of natural departments

If we turn now from the human side to external nature, we
can trace a parallel development.

1 For the suggested derivation of theos from thes- which appears in
wo\Ulearos Qégoacbar, perhaps Oeoubs, Latin festus and fersae, see G. Murray
in Anthropology and the Classics, p. 77. For the fclos dvip of Hesiod, cf.
J. E. Harrison, Themss, p. 95.

2 For some survivals of this daemon of a gens see above, p. 54.
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lQI(; was suggested that the opening of the second stage of magic,
which supersedes pure totemism, might be represented as the
parting of the sympathetic continuum into two pools. The
human pool, as we have seen, is the reservoir of superhuman force
which makes the group of magicians something more than man.
Correspondingly, the natural pool is a reservoir of supernatural
force which makes_the department of Nature—the element, or
whatever species of natural objects you please—something more
than a natural ohject, This something more is the raw material
of the elemental daemon or God. It is necessarily endowed with
some of the elements of human consciousness ; for (as we must

never forget) it really consists of emotion and will-power pro-
jected out of human conscionsness into_a non-human species

in_the co-operative ceremonies of primary magic. It is now cut
loose from its human counterpart, and is entering upon an inde-
pendent existence. The power of the fire, for instance, is more
than the real, natural energy of the element as known to science ;
it is the life and will of the fire—the will which the magician feels
opposing his own, and has to deal with by means of the similar
virtue in himself. | The fire is, or has, a daemon in exactly the
same way as the magical group possesses, or is possessed by, a
daemon. Only, for reasons already pointed out, the one human
group is confronted by a host of natural daemons, each speci-
fically different, and occupying a distinct motra—a fire-daemon,
a water-daemon, a fever-daemon, and so on indefinitely.

A nature-daemon is thus defined as the soul, or force, or mana,
resident in some species of natural phenomena. It is, like its
human counterpart, thmmf an individual
thing, except in cases where a species happens to have only one
member, as, for instance, the sun. The fire-daemon is mani-
.fested in all fire; for all fire has the same specific behaviour.
It is for this reason that daemons, in Greek theology as else-
Where, remain impersonal ; they consist of will and fm%ﬁ&ut
individuality, because they are each the soul, not of an individual
object, but of a species or kind (yévos), to which they are related
exactly as the daemon of a human kindred (yévos) is related to
his group.

With these daemons may be classed also the spirits of striking
natural features—rivers, rocks, trees, mountains, wells, etc.—

e
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which in Greek religion tended to be female (nymphs). They
owe their existence to the same psychological causes which,
among the Australians and elsewhere, make any feature of the
landscape which is at all remarkable into an abode of spirits,
or ‘ totem-centre.’

56. Local Good Daemons of Fertility

Besides the elemental spirits who are the counterparts and
antagonists of the weather magician, Herodotus, in a passage
discussed above (p. 37), describes a class of divine beings who
belong to a phase of Greek religion which preceded Olympianism.
The essential feature of this phase was that the Gods, or more
properly daemons, were undifferentiated and local. Each
daemon was a daemon-of-all-work, and we may be sure that his
function mainly consisted in providing an abundant and regular
supply of the fruits of earth.

When a tribe passes into the agricultural stage, the focus of its
religious attention is centred on the portion of earth (its poipa
«vis) which gives it sustenance. The Earth, just because it is now
pre-eminently the source of life, will be pre-eminently  sacred,’
endowed with the mysterious power which feeds the force of all
living things. This power, possessing the bare elements of per-
sonality, is centred, for each agricultural group, in the Good Spirit
(Avyabos Aaipwv), giver of the fruits of the soil. He was
worshipped sometimes beside the maternal figure of Tyche,
Fortuna, the power of Earth herself, who brings all things to
successful issue.!

We must think of Greece, in pre-Olympian days, as parcelled
oyt among as ma.ny of these undifferentiated local fertility
spirits as there were distinct agricultural communities. This
view corresponds with Plato’s ‘ mythical * reign of the daemons
in the age of Kronos. We have seen (§15) how he expressly
compares the division of the parts of the universe among
daemons to the present distribution of the earth into the
seats of worship of the various Gods. He also tells us that
each daemon was ‘sufficient in himself in all things for his

1 The importance of the Good Spirit is brought out in Miss Harrison’s
Themis, chap. viii. Sext. Math. ix. 40: xabdwep 10 Thy ~ijw Oedv vopltew, ob
THv adhaxoropovpuéyny 9 dvackamrouévny obglav, AA\d Ty dvikovoav év aliTy Kal
xapmwodbpor ptow kal Bvrws datuoviwrdTyy,
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own flock.” Although Plato, for the purposes of his own
philosophy, puts a mythical interpretation upon this rule of the
daemons, it seems to reflect a genuine tradition of the phase
described by Herodotus.

67. Polydaemonism in China

The system of polydaemonism, which we can thus make out
in the background of the more familiar polytheism of later
Greece, appears to subsist to this day in China, arrested at the
stage of growth we have now reached. Taoism presents singu-
larly clear traces of a course of development parallel to that
which we have hypothetically reconstructed. We need only
quote a few statements from a first-rate authority on Chinese
religion.!

‘ The universe consists of two souls or breaths, called Yang
and Yun, the Yang representing light, warmth, productivity, and
life, also the heavens from which all these good things emanate ;
and the Yin being associated with darkness, cold, death, and the
earth. The Yangis subdivided into an indefinite number of good
souls or spirits, called shen, the Yin into particles or evil spirits,
called kwes, spectres ; it is these shen and kwe: which animate
every being and every thing. It is they also which constitute
the soul of man ’ (p. 3).

Tao is the ‘universal order which manifests itself by the
vicissitudes of the Yang and Y4n.” °There is no god beyond
nature, no maker of it, no Jahweh, no Allah. Creation is the
spontaneous work of heaven and earth, repeating itself regularly
in every year, or in every revolution of time or the Zao, the order
of the universe’ (p. 102). ° Chaos, before it split into Yang and
Yin and became the Tao, occupies the principal place in the
pantheon under the name of Pan-ku’ (p. 152). The sub-
divisions of the universe, of heaven and earth, were the gods of
ancient China, and are the gods of China to this day ’ (p. 134).
‘ The gods are such shen as animate heaven, sun, moon, the stars,
wind, rain, clouds, thunder, fire, the earth, seas, mountains,
rivers, rocks, stones, animals, plants, things—in particular also
the souls of deceased men ’ (p. 5).

: ! De Groot, The Religion of the Chinese, New York, 1910,
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On the human side, there is ‘ a Tao or way of man (jen-tao),
being a system of discipline and ethics based upon observation
and divination of nature, conducive to its imitation. This is a
system of occult science, magic, 8 Tao of man pretending to be a
copy of the great Tao of heaven and earth ’ (p. 135). ‘ Men who
possess the T'ao by having assimiated themselves with nature,
also possess miraculous powers, the same as those which nature
herself displays ; they are, indeed, gods or shen of the same kind
as those who constitute the Tao’ (p. 1569). ‘ The human Tao is
synonymous with virtue; it is synonymous with classical or
orthodox doctrine ; it is synonymous with shen or divinity, and
also with harmony with the world of gods.” Itis ‘behaving as
nature behaves * (p. 138).

This departmental polydaemonism preserves all the main
features we have described above. The undifferentiated Chaos
splitting into the two contrary segments we can trace from
Hesiod’s cosmogony, through Anaximander, to Parmenides,!
whose two opposing principles of heavenly light and earthly
darkness are closely analogous to Yang and Yin. What especi-
ally concerns us now is the parallelism between the magical
practitioners of the human Tao and their divine counterparts—
the departmental spirits or Gods of the natural order. Shen is
manifestly the Chinese for beneficent mana ; it is the substance
of which Gods and the souls of ‘ divine ’ or holy men are alike
composed. Its primitive continuity survives in the doctrine
that ‘ the universal Athmos, or Shen, pervades everything, and
man’s life is derived from an infusion of a part of it into himself.
Therefore he may prevent his death by constantly absorbing

Athmos from the world surrounding him ’ (p. 146).2
58, ism to Polytheism

In the foregoing discussion of the daemonic phase of religion
we distinguished four types of daemon in Greek theology. These

were (1) the daemon, or genius, of the gens, or social group united
by blood-kinship ; (2) the local 4gathos Daimon, the Good Spirit
1 For Parmenides’ system, see below, §§115 ff.
2 Cf. Aristotle, de Anima, a v. 15: ¢ The account in the so-called Orphic

poems asserts that the soul enters from the universe in the process of
respiration, being borne upon the winds.” See further, p. 129 below.
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or genius of fertility, embodying the life-giving power of the
pmlted by the social group ; (3) the daemon,
or collective soul, of a magical fraternity, which consists of their
collective powers or superhuman mana, exercised in magical
control of nature; (4) the daemon of a natural element—the
non-human (or dehumanised) counterpart of (3), the supernatural
mana of a natural department. :

From these four types of daemon we have now to show by
what process there emerge four types of divine beings who are
wndividual—the King, the Hero, the Mystery God, and the
Olympian. These are the four principal factors in Greek
polytheism, as known to us in historical times.

69. From tmpersonal daemon to individual soul and ~ -
personal God :

When we call all these entities ‘daemons,’ we 1mply that
they mmal 810 Tiof individual. They retain the
“collective character which marks them as derived from the
common_consciousness of a group, not from the individual
consciousness of one person. It is upon this point that we join
issue with animism as popularly understood. The animistic
theory of the origin of religion commonly states that the savage
believes everything in the world to possess a soul like his own.
Now, if we are right in supposing that individual self-conscious-
ness is quite a late growth, that it is only after 4n age-long
struggle that the individual soul comes to define itgelf in dis-
tinction from the group, it follows that animism, asiso stated,
must be of correspondingly recent date. At first, the individual
has no soul of his own which he can proceed to attributg to other
objects in nature. Before he can find his own soul, he ust first
become aware of a power which both is and is not h1 elf—a
moral force which at once is superior to his own an yet is
participated in by him.

Now, as we have seen, the only thing in the world \which
answers to that descnpmon is the collective conscmusness,whlch
Jboth is immanent in every member of the group and also lies
bgzond him, diffused throughout all the members in continuous
distribution. This, then, is the primal source of religious reqre—
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sentation. In proportlon as it comes to be felt more and more
88 ‘not ourselves,” 1t becomes “increasingly superhuman and

Evme ; and, on the other hand, human individuality comes to

be defined, hardened, and consolidated in contrast with it.
The process, therefore, may be conceived as an externalisation, or
projection, of the collective power which once_was ourselves,
into a power, at first daemonic and then personal, which is not
ourselves. What we have now to do, is to form some notion of
how this process takes place. How does the collective con-
sciousness or emotional and active life of a group come to be
externalised and projected into a personal daemon or God, while,

on the other hand, the group-soul gives place to the individual
soul ?

60. T'he emergence of the Chief, or King

The collective authority of the tribal group was, at first, vested
in the group as a whole. This state of things survived in the
Hebrew organisation, where we find the criminal arraigned before
the whole tribe, which both gives and executes judgment. It
existed also in Germany as described by Tacitus.! So again,
under the laws of Solon, the #Ata/a nominally consisted of all
citizens above the age of thirty. The social group as a whole is
the administrator, and even the source, of law, which immediately
affirms the emotional reaction of the common consciousness upon
crime.

The first_individual embodiment of the repressive authority
of the tribe is the despotic chief. ‘ The individuals, instead of
subordinating themselves to the group, subordinate themselves
to its representative ; and since the collective authority, when it
was diffused, was absolute, that of the chief, which is only an
organisation of it, naturally took the same character.” ‘It is
a general law that the pre-eminent organ of any society partakes
of the nature of the collective entity which it represents.
Accordingly, where society has that religious, and (so to say)
superhuman, character, which we have traced to its origin in
the constitution of the common consciousness, it is necessarily

1 @erm. 11, 12. Cf. E. Durkheim, Sur la div. du trav. soc.3, p. 42, from
whom these instances are taken.
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transferred to the chief who directs it, and who is thus elevated
high above the rest of men. Where the individuals are simply
dependent on the collective type, they quite naturally become
dependent on the central authority in which that type is
incarnated.’ .

Thus, out of the collective life of the many, emerges the One.
But this one is not an independent Individual. However abso=
lute his power may be, he is not a tyrant claiming to be the
original source of all authority. He dges not rule by his own
right, but solely as the representative of society. The authority
he wields is drawn from the group, and only temporarily de-
posited in him. He is an_externalised group-soul—a daemon,
not yet a God. This representative character explains the
curious phenomenon of temporary kingships, upon which
Dr. Frazer’s work has thrown so much light Thjs frequent

retains its collective character and remains distinguishable from™
his personality.

Just because it remains distinguishable, a third and final stage
is possible, in which the collective authority rises above the
human sovereign and becomes transcendant in the impersonal
form of Law. It ascends from the daemonic pIane %o the divine.
Such was the position of the Mosaic Law in Hebrew society.
The divinity of the Law is, of course, represented by declaring
it to be the direct utterance of God. But the sovereign in a
society which calls itself theocratic is, of course, really the divine
Law itself. Thus, the collective authority first passes upwards
to the daemonic chief, and then, through him, to the heaven
above him, whose representatlve and functionary he now becomes,
ruling bL(hvme right.” At a much later stage of social de-
velopment, a similar phenomenon occurs in the Greek democracy,
the constitutional theory of which is that the sovereign is that
impersonal and dispassionate reason, called Nomos.?

Such, too, appears to be the position of Moira, above and

1 E. Durkheim, Sur la division du travail social®, pp. 156, 172.

3 Herod. vii. 104 : é\etbepor yap ébvres ol wdvTa éNevepol eloi® Exeore ydp oi
Seawbrns Nbuos. Arist. Pol. 1287a 28, 6 uév odv 7dv vbuor xehebwy dpxew dokel
xehebew Epxew TOv Oeov Kai TOv voiv ubvous, 8 8’dvbpwmor xehebwy mpootifnae ral

Onplov: # Te yap émibupla TowolTov, kal & Guuds dpxovras xal Tols dploTous &vdpas
Siaglelper’ dibmep dvev dpékews vols 6 vbuos éoriv.
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beyond the humanised polity of Olympus. She is the consti-
tutional Law of the universe, restricting the aggression of in-
dividual egoism. When the divine community is patriarchalised
—a change which presumably reflects a corresponding trans-
formation in human society—an attempt is made to substitute
for Destiny the patria potestas, the will of Father Zeus. But
the attempt is not wholly successful. It will be remembered
how in the fifteenth Iliad, Poseidon claims that his status and
moira are on the same level with Zeus—he is lgduopos and
taoTipos. Zeus, he adds, had better try to terrorise his own sons
and daughters, who must of necessity obey his commands.! Thus,
the patria potestas has its limits, and these are fixed by the social
consciousness of Olympus, which still rises, even above Father
Zeus, in the all-dominating figure of Moira.

61. The King as Arch-magician

But, as Dr. Frazer has pointed out, the functions of the
primitive king are not solely, or even chiefly, political. In the
light of what has gone before, the reason is clear. The
collective powers deposited in him were not merely repressive
and punitive; they were also magical. The. king is_the

.arch-magician. He has to regulate the weather, to stimulate
the growth of herds and crops, to see that the sun may shine
and the rain fall.2

In this respect, he is the successor of the magical society, whose
appearance we described above. From such a society it is
possible that he may directly emerge, extending his scope from
magical to political power. But, here again, his position at
first is of the type we have called daemonic; he gathers to him-
self the force derived from the group. Only later will he become

1 Il xv. 197 : Bvyarépecaw ydp Te xal vidat BéATepov ely

éxmwdylots éméecow évicaéuev, ods Téxev airés,
of éfev drpivovros drovgovTar kal dvdyxy.

2 Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 291. In most societies of a type slightly
higher than the Australian, the desired (magical) result is no longer assured
by the totemic group. ¢ Un membre du groupe, particuliérement qualifié, est
souvent le véhicule, obligé ou choisi, de la participation qu'il s'agit d’établir.’
The individual is sometimes designated by his birth, for a man is his
ancestors, or a particular ancestor reincarnated. ¢ (’est ainsi que les chefs
et les rois, de par leur origine, sont souvent les intermédiaires nécessaires.’
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the priest, who poses as the representative of a higher power
descending upon him from the divine region above.

Especially interesting, as marking a transitional phase, are
what Dr. Frazer calls the ‘ departmental kings of nature.”* In
the backwoods of Cambodia live two mysterious sovereigns,
known as the King of the Fire and the King of the Water. Their
royal functions are of a purely mystic or spiritual order ; they
have no political authority ; they are simple peasants, living by
the sweat of their brow and the offerings of the faithful.” They
hold office for seven years, spending their time, according to
one account, in absolute solitude, shut up in a tower on a moun-
tain. If they fall ill, they are stabbed to death. The offices are
hereditary in certain families, because these possess talismans
which would lose their virtue or disappear, if they passed out
of the family. When a vacancy occurs, the kinsmen of the
. dead king flee to the woods to escape the dreadful office ; the
* first who is hunted out is made King of the Fire or of the

Water.

It is transparently clear from this strange story that these
magical kings are simply human daemons—the individual de-
positaries of the magical power possessed by a certain clan,
which power is the correlative of the daemonic power of the
elements they control.

There is abundant evidence from all quarters that this magical
control of nature remains as the primary function of kingships
of more developed types. Because at one time human society
and nature formed one solid systenTthe—head-of—sosiety 18 1050
the head of nature also; he is the source of law, Which

’ govems the elements no less than mankind. In this sense, he
is pre-eminently ‘ divine.” His judgments or ‘ dooms’ (6éuioes)
are, as Hesiod 2 tells us, inspired. The word Tlmms , like_its
cognate, the English ‘ doom,” means both ]udgment nt,’ ‘ decree
of right,” and also the oracular utterance of Fate ; once more we
find what oyght to be undistinguished from what must and wnll
be. The king is spokesman of the world-order, of destiny and
TaWw ; for he is the seer, and moves in the world of supersensible,
sacred things, in immediate and perpetual contact with that

1 Golden Bough?, part 1. vol. ii. p. 1 ff.
2 Theog. 80 ff. For Themis, see J. E. Harrison, Themis, chap. xi.
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power in nature which is the magnified reflex of his own august
potency.

That reflex, that Brocken spectre, of the king of men will
come to be none other than the king of Gods; for the divine
monarchy evolves step for step with the human institution
which it reflects. Hence we are not surprised to find the
human king conceived, by developed theology,- as the
embodiment or representative of the divine king—the Greek
Zeus or the Roman Jupiter.!

62. The Eponymous Hero

Somewhat similar to the development of the king is the growth
of the representation called the eponymous hero. The source
of this figure is transparently revealed by the fact that his name
is not an individual appellation, but merely the singular form of
the tribal name. Ion, for instance, is neither more nor less than
the Ionian—the type and genius of all Tonians. As such, the
eponymous hero is not an individual, but a persona—a mask,
a representation of the genius of a social group.

His life-history, if he has any, is, at least partly, made up out of
the life-history of the tribe. Thus it has been shown conclusively
that many of the duels (dv8poxTacias) of the warriorsin the Iliad
are simply real conflicts between the tribes, individualised into
the personal achievements of the eponyms that represent them.2
This is mainly the work of epic poets, who endow a daemon
of purely mythical origin with a quasi-historic personality, so
vivid and distinct that the Euhemerists of all ages will defend
his historic existence.

The tribal hero may reach the final stage of individualisation,
if the empty persona happens to be filled by an historic person-
ality. This may occur if some actual chieftain of great renown,
who renders exceptional services to his tribe, is looked upon as
the incarnation, par excellence, of the tribal genius. Thus a
real man may, after his death, become a patron saint; but
only because the empty frame into which he steps is already

1 So in IU. i. 238 the sceptre is held by the kings who are dixdomolot, of Te
Oéuioras wpds Aws elpbarar. Their judgments are derived from Zeus.

2 E. Bethe, ‘ Homer und die Heldensage,” Neue Jahrb. kass. Alt. 1902 ;
G. Murray, Rise of the Greek Epic?, p. 181.
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provided in the representation of the ‘hero.” The individual
hero in this way resembles the individual king. He owes his
position, not merely to his really exceptional character and
powers, but to the fact that there already exists a representation,
personalised and daemonic, of that superhuman mana which is
recognised as embodied in his individuality. The historic
circumstances of his life and character, which occasioned his
canonisation, are the least important part of him, and may soon
be forgotten. His actual achievements blend with the other
glorious acts of tribal history in a composite memory that defies
analysis.

63. Hero-worship

Since, as we have seen, the hero is not originally an individual
man, but represents the genius, O SOUL DT MMAMG of & tribe, e
keeps, like the king, a functional character. Saints are wor-
shipped, not for the miracles which they performed in their life-
time, but because those miracles proved that they possessed
superhuman power, which may be counted upon to work more
miracles in the future. The expectation of these benefits to
come gives vitality to the cult. In precisely the same way, the
hero who saved his country while he lived, watches over it after
his death as guardian and saviour (¢vraf, cwTrp), and is the
object of worship.

His cult may easily blend with that of the local daemon of
fertility—the Good Spirit who provides the fruits of the earth
to a society dependent on agriculture.! He will then become
a daemon-of-all-work, charged with all the main functions
which contribute to the social welfare—a saviour in war,

and in peace ‘a giver of wealth, for that too is a kingly
function.” 2

of the hero will be further enriched by nthl myths These
myEEE, which were originally representations of rites performed
in the service of the Good Spirit, come to be translated into
historical incidents in the hero’s career. The Greek hero-

! This explanation of hero-worship by the blend of Hero and Agathos
Daimon is due to Miss J. E. Harrison (7hemis, chap. viii.).

2 Hesiod, Erga, 125 of the Spirits of the Golden Race:
) whovrodbrai’ kal TobTo Yépas Bagihfior Eaxov.
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legends are full of myths which have this ritual origin, and
require to be carefully distinguished from those personalised
exploits of tribal history which go to make another element in
the legends.!

64. The Individual Soul and Immortality

In the king and the hero we have found transitional forms,
which make, as it were, a bridge from the daemon of a group to
the individual soul. The chief was, probably, the first individual.?
The collective authority of the tribe, vested in him, must in-
evitably be confounded with his individual will, which it rein-
forces with superhuman power; for he will not be capable of
those nice distinctions which modern officials love to draw
between the various ‘ capacities ’ in which they act. The most
successful tyrants, like Napoleon, are men of childish vanity,
who believe that their own will is the primary source of their
power. Thus, by a curious perversion, egoism establishes itself
by the absorption of force derived from the subjects of its tyranny.

_The sense of individuality grows strang hy feeding on the collec-

tive mang,
On the other hand, the king is still regarded by others as a

mere depositary of social authority—a temporary embodiment
of a power which existed before him and will be transmitted to
his successor. The same holds true of the head of the gens
or of the patriarchal family. In other words, the soul possessed
by these individuals does not begin and end with their lifetimes,
but is #mmortal. The soul has been held to be immortal, primarily
because it was at first 1mpersonal and superindividual—the soul
of & group, whic generation of its members.
Beginning as the collective and impersonal Tife of the group, it
becomes confounded, as we have seen, with the individual
personality of the chief; and there was, probably, a stage in
Wh%@sh&sgheroes had immortal souls. The tradition
of such a phase seems to survive in Hesiod s Age of Bronze—a
class of immortals which consists of the heroes who fought at

! In my chapter on the Olympic Games in Miss Harrison’s Themis, I have
tried to show that the Pindaric legend of Pelops consists of ritual myths
of this kind.

3 See E. Durkheim, Sur la div. du travail social®, p. 172.
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Ilion and Thebes, but does not include the undistinguished mass
of their followers.!

The democratic extension of immortality to all human
beings was perhaps partly helped by the rise of the patriarchal
family, as the unit of a new social structure. The family differs
from the original undifferentiated group, in that it is organic :
the father, the mother, the son, and the daughter, have each a
distinct function in the household economy, and this means a
distinct ‘ nature,’ essence, or ‘ soul.’ 2 But, no doubt, many other
causes contributed to this result.

One such cause may have been the dream-image or memory-
image,in which some inquirers have sought the whole origin of the
belief in immortality.® The point to be noted about this image
(etdolon) is that it is from the first individual—it is the visible
“ shape ’ (eidos) or appearance, which is recognisable as belonging
to one particular person whom we have seen and known. It
would, therefore, be peculiarly effective in facilitating the idea
that some part of every human being survives his death.

The psychology of Homer shows that this eidolon may remain
distinct from that other kind of soul we have hitherto considered
—the blood-soul, in which the vital powers or mana reside. Man
in Homer has two souls. His eidolon or psyche escapes from his
mouth at the moment of death ; it is his recognisable shape,
which may, for a time, revisit his survivors in dreams. It does
not exist until the moment of death ; and it does not carry with
it to the world of shades any of his vital force. This resides in
the other soul (fuuos), whose visible vehicle is the blood ; and
it is only by drinking blood that the eidolon can recover its ‘ wits ’
(ppéves) or consciousness. In the mortal soul we find again the
- same combination of blood and mana which composed the
sympathetic continuum of primary magic. As contrasted with
the individual and recognisable eidolon, it is less personal—the

1 Erga, 156 ff. They were vdpdv Hpdwv Oeiov vyévos, Hulbeor, and 8\Sio
#pwes, for whom the earth bears fruit three times a year—so much functional
fertility-mana have they carried with them to the Isles of the Blest.

2 Some of the Sophists delighted in defining the virtue of the father, of the
wife, etc., .e. their specific function.

3 Mr. A. E. Crawley (The Idea of the Soul, London, 1909) has defended
the memory-image in a new and interesting way, as against the older dream-

theory. While emphasising the importance of the group-soul, I would not
seem to underrate these other factors.
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same in all men alike—and thus bears the mark of its original
collective character.!

The distinction between these two kinds of soul is important
for the later course of philosophic psychology. The eidolon soul,
the recognisable shape or image, is the soul as object (and later
as subject) of knowledge; the blood-soul is the soul as the
principle of force and motion. It is under these two heads that
Aristotle, in the first book of his Psychology, groups the theories
held by his predecessors, about the nature and functions of soul.2

So, at last, we reach the notions of the individual ker, daemon,
and mosra. The ker is an eidolon, or winged sprite, which wears a
ginister aspect—is an object of fear. If it is angry and seeks
vengeance, it is an Erinys. Considered as allotted to the indi-
vidual at birth, it is his moira—the span or limit of his vital
force, the negative and repressive aspect of his fate. Being
derived from a vanished group, the moira is necessarily shadowy,
negative, unreal. The daemon (genius) of a person, on the other
hand, retains the element of beneficent power, of functional
mana. When Heracleitus, for example, says that a man’s

character is his daemon, he means thaf it is fhe orce which

shapes his life ﬁJ&ﬁmmwm@, not

a ' destiny ~ allotted him from without,?

66. The formation of personal Gods, Mystic and Olympian

Such, in briefest outline, is the history of the king and of the
hero, leading to the individual soul. The two other types of
divine being recognised by Greek polytheism still remain to be
considered—the Mystery God and the Olympian. We shall

1 For Homeric psychology, see Rohde, Psyche, chap. i. Among the
Melanesians, ‘if & man has mana it resides in his ‘“spiritual part” or
¢ goul,” which after death becomes a ghost. . . . Not every man has mana,
nor every ghost ; but the soul of & man of power becomes as such a ghost
of power. . . . Mana can come very near to meaning *‘soul ” or ¢‘spirit,”
though without the connotation of wraith-like appearance’ (Marett, Threshold
of Religion, p. 134).

2 See below, § 77.

3 Cf. Isocrates, ix. 25, speaking of Euagoras: rocairyy ¢ daluwy &rxev airod
wpbvoav, Swws kakds NMjyeras iy Baciiear, &b’ Soa uév dvaykaitor fv wapa-
oxevacivar 8 doeBelas, Tadra wuév Erepos Expatev, éf Gv & olby 7’ F» dolws kal
Sikalws NaBety Thw dpxiv, Ebaybpe diepvhater. For the guardian genius of the
individual, see Rohde, Psyche?, ii. 316.
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try to exhibit their nature and origin by recurring to our con-
ception of the two pools of mana, into which the original sym-
pathetic continuum divided. MThe essential difference between
these two types of God, which persists in spite of all reaction ¢~
between them, is that the Mysﬁezy God is, from first to last, the

out of th department, who has become dis-
tinct from his worshJRRgrs 1)

66. The Mystery God

The typical Mystery God of Greek religion is, of course,
Dignysus, In his case, the cult organisation reflects the essential
fact that he is the daemon of a human group. From first to last
he is attended by this group, called his thiasos, whether it be in
the idealised form of the troop of Maenads and Satyrs, or the
actual band of human worshippers, of Bacchae and Bacchoi. The
group, moreover, becomes a religious, not a political, unit—a
church, not a state. It is a secret and mysterious society ;
admission to it is a matter of initiation, because Dionysus is a
wandering divinity, not a fixed part of an official s state religion,
access to which is the birthright of every citizen. His church,
accordingly, is a trans-social orgamsatlon, and essentlally of
the same type as the secret society of magicians, with which,
indeed, it easily amalgamates if it does not directly arise from 1t 2

V1t is true that Rionysus represents, not only the soul or life
of a human group, but also the life of all animate nature. But lr
we must note that this life of nature is modelled upon the cycle
of human life. The seasonal round of vegetation—its death in
winter and rebirth in spring—is a larger transcript of the phases
of human existence, birth and death and rebirth in the wheel
of reincarnation. Hencesin this type of religion the conceptual >~
framework is temporal—the recurrent circle of the year, which.
ends where it began ; [ whereas in the case of Olympian Gods

1 The distinction between these two types of religion has never been
better stated than by Friedrich Nietzsche in his Qeburt der Tragédie, a work
of profound imaginative insight, which left the scholarship of a generation
toiling in the rear.

2 T do not, of course, deny that the group was originally local and tribal ;
I am only describing a later stage at which the religion had become de-
localised,
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. the framework is spatial—the provincial order of Moira. Hence,
too, the mystery cult gathers up those older magical ceremonies
(in which at first sexual magic was prominent), designed to
promote by sympathetic co-operation the birth and flowering
and fruitfulness of trees and plants. The religion holds fast
to the sympathetic principle that all life is one, and conceives
Nature under that form which seems to keep her processes most
closely in touch with the phases of human experience. Dionyays,
then, and other such Mystery Gods, are fundamentally human

daemons, however much they may be naturised ; and the course
of their development is, to that extent, the reverse of the process
by which an Olympian, from being the impersonal daemon of a
department, becomes more and more humanised, or (as we say)
anthropomorphic.

istic rite is sacramental—an act of communion and reunion with
the daemon. Its effect may be conceived under two comple-
mentary aspects : either as enthusiasm—God enters into -his-
group and they become &vfeoc; or as ecstasy—man rises out
of, and above, the prison of his individuality and loses himself in
the common life of the whole, becoming ‘ immortal * and * divine.’
Thus, the God remains both human and daemonic, being per-
petually, ‘at every celebration of the rite, re-created in the collec-
tive emotion of his congregation. Orgiastic ritual ensures that
the passage from the human plane to the divine remains open,
and is continually traversed. God can enter into man, and man
can become God.!

In theology the same truth is reflected in the fact that
Dionysus, even when his worship was contaminated with Olym-
pian cults, never became fully an Olympian. His ritual, by per-
petually renewing the bond of union with his group, prevented
him from drifting away from his province, as the Olympians
had done, and ascending to a remote and transcendental heaven.
Moreover, a mystery religion is necessarily monotheistic or

1 Schol. Ar. Knights, 406: Bdxxov o0 Tdv Awbvvoor éxdhovw ubvov, 4AAd Kal
wdvTas Tols TehodvTas Td Spyia.
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pantheistic. Teaching the unity of all life, it disposes of poly-
theism by the doctrine that all the Gods are only diverse shapes
of one divine principle, ‘ one nature with many names.” Diony-
sus, accordingly, could not, for all the grotesque attempts of
theologians, be fitted into a subordinate place in the Olympian
polity. He was the God of his church—a group not social or

organic, but defined precisely by its unique relation to its daemon-,

soul. Such a group cannot have more than one God. ;

It is easy to see how this mystical scheme, rather than Olym-_]
pianism, provides the appropriate setting for half-human and
half-divine figures like Pythagoras, Buddha, and Jesus—actual
living prophets, who, during their life or after their death, became
the daemons of religious societies. The several stages in the
deification of Jesus provide an instructive analogy to the at-
tempted Olympianisation of Dionysus. The process shows the

same tension between opposite forces. The upward-pulling .
force is the metaphysical affiliation to an already transcenden- .
talised Father God : the emphasis on the divine nature threatens .

to exclude the human, and to draw the daemon away from his
group into a heaven of philosophical abstraction. But this tend-
ency is prevented from completely triumphing by those mystical
rites which perpetually reconstitute the emotional sense of
communion and realise the promise : ‘ Where two or three are
gathered together, there am I in the midst.” In Romanist

countries the real, human relation of Mother and Son has almost /

completely eclipsed the Fatherhood, which was never more than

metaphysical.! The really living objects of Christian cult are °

the figures of actual men and women—the Virgin, her Son, the
saints and martyrs ; not the two other Persons of the Trinity, or
the angels, in whom the Christian Fathers recognised the daemons
of paganism.

In this type of religion, then, the central fact is the human
group, with a homogeneous, inorganic type of solidarity,? held
together by the unique relation in which it stands to its daemon
—a relation by which man can participate in the divine, and,

i M. Jacques Raverat points out to me that for the French peasant the

human father has effaced the divine. His trinity is Jésus-Marie-Joseph.
2 Hence the communism and equality of the Early Church and of the
Pythagoreans.
. H
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conversely, the divine can enter into man. /It is the parent of

- mystical philosophies, of monistic and pantheistic systens,
which hold that the One can f)aéé'in%"tlieMany and yet Temain
One It 18 also idealistic in tendency, Ifithe semsethat—it is
ot er-worldly : the One is not only within, but beyond and
above, the Many, and more real, because more powerful, than
they. Accordingly, the Many, as such, are condemned to un-
reality, to mere ‘ seeming’ or appearance—half-false represen-
tations of the One reality.

67. The Olympian God

In almost every important respect the Olympian presents a

\striking contrast to the Mystery God. With the progress of
(hls worshippers towards increasing self-consciousness, he has
advanced to the stage of quasi-individual personality. Like
‘the tribal Hero, he has been endowed by the poets wi with a
,deﬁmte character, and a biographical record. He stands on

his own feet, and is detached from the human group: he has
no church, no thiasos. From this fundamental fact the chief
characteristics of Olympian religion can be deduced.

Since such a God has no human congregation, whose soul or
daemon hecan be, the relation of worshipper to God cannot be
oge. of communion : the worshippers cannot re-create and feed

‘with thelr own emotional experience in mystical rites.
God and worshippers do not form one solid group, but con-
ﬁm@_ ‘political unit and & power of
Nature—between which only an exm-
fractual or commercial type, can subsist.l Accordingly, the
characteristic rite of Olympianism is the commercial sacrifice,
regarded as a gift or bribe, in exchange for which benefits are
to be returned. This ritual supersedes the attempt at direct
compulsion previously made by the magician, who still believed
tthat his own mana was a match for the divine mana of Nature.

' He who can no longer feel himself strong enough to compel,
sresorts to persuasion and the methods of commercial barter.2

1 Cf. the analysis of religion in Plato’s Euthyphro.

3 Cf. Plato, Rep. 364 B, where the mendicant magician at once describes
his power as ‘ derived from the Gods’ (8¢vaus éx fedv ropifouévn) and claims
to ‘induce the Gods to serve him’ (Tovs feos welfovrés cprow vmnpereiv).
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Further, there is not for the Olympian God that bond of union
which prevents the Mystery God from drifting altogether away
from his province. The Olympian God sheds his functions,
and so is cut loose from his anchorage in the life of earth.
In proportion as he becomes anthropomorphic, he comes to

be less and less in touch with his natural region. The¢ forma- .

tion of a pan-hellenic religion meant that the Olympians left
their provinces, to go and form a polity of their own on the

top of a mountain. Finally, they leave the earthly Otympus, {

and vanish into the sky. Nature, dispeopled of Gods, is left
free for science.

The grouping of the Gods into a patriarchal family involves
(a8 we saw in the case of human society) differentiation of
function. The Gods, as Herodotus says, from being an in-
distinet plurality of impersonal daemons, come to have separate
“arts ’ and ‘ figures,” and to form a group of the organic type.
Thus, thanks to the extraordinary definiteness of Greek imagina-
tion, they acquire very clear personalities. But, though such
a God may become a person, this persona is not really more than
an empty mask—not an individual. A God who was never a man,
can never acquire individuality, for the mmple reason that the
indispensable basis of individuality is the unique world of inner
and outer experience which every real animal being has, but
nothing else can have. The Olympian God can never be more
than an eidos, a species. As such, moreover, he is without any
inward principle of life and growth—immortal and immutable.
The only life he ever had was the daemonic and supernatural
energy of his province, derived from its source in human
emotion. As he recedes from this province and withdraws to
his humanised Olympus, the mana passes out of him. Whither
does it go ?

Much of it, no doubt, is retained by the local divinity, the
patron of the community, Athene at Athens, Hera at Argos, and
so forth. The Olympian system does not supersede and efface
the worship of alocal spirit, any more than Catholic theology has
succeeded in universalising its divinities. The Notre Dame of
one village is distinct from, and may even be at enmity with, the
Notre Dame of the next.! But, for more intellectual minds, these

1 See A. Daudet, ¢ La Diligence de Beaucaire’ in Lettres de mon Moulin.
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local Gods will be weakened and discredited by the mere existence
of an Olympian pantheon to which they half belong. The
Gods are uprooted, and what power is left to t}Eﬂlﬂ_u_Sf_b_e_c_o_H_le B
noTIocaI but cosmic. T T

68. The Gods and the Elements

We seem to discern one attempt to provide the Gods with
new mosras in that cosmic dasmos of the elemental regions which
we described in Chapter 1. It has already been remarked
that this is a late and artificial proceeding. It seems to be
based on a primitive elemental complex, which includes the
powers instrumental in providing man with food—the thunder
(fire), the rain, the clouds, and the earth. These were at first
grouped in a pair—earth and the thunder-cloud, which breaks
into fire and descends in rain to fertilise the dry ground in the
primal marriage of Earth and Heaven, united by Eros. In the
triple dasmos of the sons of Kronos, the trinity of Gods divide
among them the three superterrestrial factors. Zeus is the
thunder-God of all light and fire and warmth, who, for political
and other reasons, happened to prevail. Poseidon has in the
same way come to stand for all the powers of moisture, wells
and rivers and seas; Hades is lord of the dark and cold air—
the clouds and the western darkness. Earth remains yet
common to all; but the agriculturalist is now taught to look
upwards to heaven for the powers that give increase.!

In the climate of the Mediterranean, with its rainless summer,
the natural anxieties of the farmer, and consequently many of his
religious rites, are concentrated on the powers of heat and cold,
of wet and drought. The year divides itself into two well-marked
periods—the fépos and yeina of Homer—in which the hot and
the dry are leagued against the cold and the wet,? and each pair

! The battle of the Gods in Pherekydes is between the sons of Earth on
the one side and the Heaven-God with spirits of fire, water, and wind on
.the other; see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 660. For the Titanomachia, see
J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 453.

2 This opposition peeps out in odd places; cf. the herald’s speech in
Aesch. Agam. 655, Evvdpocay ydp, 8vres Exbiorol 70 wply, wip kal fd\asoa, and
in Eurip. Troades, prologue, the same unholy alliance, on the same occasion,

of Athena, who contributes the thunder and fire of Zeus (80), and I'vseidon
who raises a storm in the waters.
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of allies has its appointed moiety and ‘ prevails,” as Empedocles
says of his elements, ‘ as the circle of time comes round.” For
the farmer the behaviour of the universe is satisfactory when
the aggression of these warring contraries is counterchecked
and balanced, and he gets enough of each, and not too much
of either. From their due mixture and harmony arise the
individual things which interest him—the birth and blossoming
and fruitage of his crops and trees.!

Now, already in Homer it is clear enough that Zeus and
Poseidon have drifted out of touch with their elements, which
they rule only as absentee proprietors. Most of the time they ¢
are occupied with quite other interests, such as the progress of
the siege of Troy. This means that the elements themselves
regain the divine mana and potency which a God who leaves
his department cannot carry away with him. The Hot (thunder,
fire), the Cold (mist, clouds, air), the Wet (rain, sea, water),
and the Dry (earth), are left to themselves as elements endowed
with daemonic, supernatural energy. They become the four
primary forms of physis. The perpetual war of these opposed
powers goes on, obviously enough, before our eyes in the pro-
cesses of Nature. In the phenomena of evaporation and pre-
cipitation, we see ‘ the fire of the sun and stars feeding itself
on the exhalation of the waters.”2 This is taken by the early
physicists as the type of ‘rarefaction and condensation’ by
which they explained qualitative change.3

We can see now why Anaximander laid such stress on the
departmental ordering of the four elemental opposites, and on
their warfare and aggression. We must not, however, lose sight
of the fundamental principle of Moira, as ordaining the dis-
tinction of spatial provinces. Before we leave religion for
philosophy, we must bring out one more aspect of this principle,
because it will show us another contrast, of vital importance,

between Olympian and Mystic religion.

1 Hippocr. de Nat. Hom. T: &s ydp d éviavrds peréxe uév mas wdvrwy xal 70v
Oepudv xal Tdv Yuxpdv kal Tdv Enpdv xal 7év typdv. . . . Plato, Symp. 1884,
quoted below, p. 121.

2 Aet. i. 3. 1 (Thales).

3 See Heidel, ‘Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philosophy,” A»ch. f.
Gesch. d. Phil. xix. 333, and O. Gilbert, Meteor, Theorien. chap. i.
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69. The Olympian God cut off from man

For lack of the mystical link of communion, the Olympian
recedes from man, as well as from Nature. A ca.rdmal prmclple
of OImepmn theology is that man cannot become & God or

‘ immortal,” neither can God become man. Each is confined
to his own region, and the boundary of Moira set between them
cannot, and must not, be passed. Unfed by human emotion,
and shedding his own inherent life, the Olympian God is doomed
to perish of inanition.

Such psychology as the Gods possess mainly consists in the
old doctrine of Moira, reinterpreted into terms of human passion.
The power which pervades a department, and formerly used,
with law-abiding regularity, to dispense its benefits, is now
a capricious and arbitrary will, differing from a human will only
in the superiority of its strength. The negative aspect, which
defends the frontier against aggression from without, is a human
passion, sometimes still called nemesis, more familiarly known
as ‘ grudging jealousy ’ (¢fovos). The prominence of this passion
in the psychology of an Olympian God, undignified as it has
often seemed, becomes intelligible when we realise that it covers
half the field of the divine morality—indeed much more than
half, inasmuch as the God is far more acutely conscious of the

—xespect due to his pammm_and_pgw than of any duty

towards his equals or inferiors. This is a necessary consequence
of The growth of his humanised personality. The God who
dgvelops even this much of a ° self,’ loses his sense of duty. He
no longer consists solely of his function, which was at first his
raison d’étre : he forgets that his utility was once all that there
was of him. The history of the word T¢u7 illustrates the transi-
tion. In Hesiod it retains much of its original sense: the
Tyug] of & God 1 the office which determines his status ; it is the
game as his yépas, the privilege to do something, to operate in a
certain department. But, when we come to developed Olym-
pianism, the burden of 7w the God to his wor-

which we are bound to
rendentohn; no.longer the service he is. bound to render to us.
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Anwmmbn_plmm_dnﬂnx_wn act of grace,
with which he may, or may not, repay our dues of sacrifice.
His nemesis again ia no more the ‘ dispensation ’ of good things ;
it passés wholly to the sense of anger against our presumption
in expecting too much of them.

Like other functionaries, he tends to withdraw into an attitude
of aloofness and majestic condescension, and to insist, corre-
spondingly, on humanity keeping its distance. Apollo’s message
to his worshippers was : ‘ Know thyself, and do not go too far.”
Greek morality of the Olympian type is governed by this precept.
Be conscious of yourself, realise yourself, make the most you can
of it, up to the boundaries which limit its sphere; but be conscious
also of those limits and keep your head—be cd-ppwrv. Going
too faris mheovéfia—° having more than your equal share’; it
is ¥Bpss, * getting above yourself’; or it is vmepBacia, ‘ stepping
across,’ invading the sphere which your neighbour claims to
occupy from centre to circumference. With the instancy of an

electric shock, your intrusion will be met by a discharge of
¢$Odvos.

70. Olympian and Mystic doctrines of Eros

Once more Earth and Heaven are parted asunder, the Gap
has come into being ; and Olympian theology is clear that this
gap is not to be bridged by Eros. The gipace between Earth
and Olympus. nomes-hllmihe_gw_aulmmwﬁm

may never pass. ‘ Of one race, one only, are men and Gods;
both of one mother’s womb we draw our breath ; but far asunder

is all our power divided, and fences us apart: here there is
nothingness, and there, in strength of bronze, a seat un-
shaken, eternal, abides the heaven above.’! And it is
significant that the prevailing type of sinner who attempts
to pass this gulf is he who seeks marriage with the Queen
of Heaven.

‘ Destiny and Device, eldest of the Gods, are masters of all ;
but Strength has no winged sandals. Let no man ever fly aloft
tq,heaven, nor seek to wed Aphrodite, the Cyprian queen, or

! Pind. Nem. vi. 1, Cf. frag. 104c (Schroder): riual 8¢ Bporoiot KeKpipévar.
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some fair daughter of Porkos, whose dwelling is in the sea.
. There is a vengeance of the Gods.’ !

Ixion’s two offences were that he was the first who ‘ imbrued
kindred blood,” and that he ‘ attempted the spouse of Zeus.’ 2
Tityos, another typical sinner, committed the same act of un-
lawful aggression.? It is noteworthy that the Chorus in the
Prometheus Bound invoke the Moirai when they pray that they
may never share the bed of Zeus, nor approach in marriage any
of the inhabitants of heaven. To do so would be to pass from
the moira of men, the earth, and invade the heavenly moira of the
Olympians. * De\nce (Poros), and his child Eros thus come to
be canceived as & 5 N\ - :

1 Alkman, Partheneion, 1. 13:
kpdryoe vip Aloa wavrdy
[xal ITépos] yepalraTor
[6eGy: &AN’ éw]édhos dkd.
[whris dv8] pdmww és Wpavdy worhobw,
[unde weddphrw yapiy Tév *Appodirar,
[Kvmplav] dvacoar, # T’
[Hveid-15 waida Ibpxw
[elvaNiw. Xd]pires 3¢ Aids dbuov
[LeloBawov]ow époyNépapor . . .
&1 Tis Quow Tlous.

This is an instructive passage. Aisa is a synonym of Moira. Poros is
¢device,” which is lord of all that is not prohibited or prevented by Aisa.
(So in Thucydides y»dun, man’s foresight and decision, and Téx7 share the
world between them. See my Thucyd. Mythistoricus, p. 105.) In Plato’s
Symposium, 2038, Poros is father of Fros—the Eros which does pass from
earth to heaven ; and we can understand why the Scholiast on the Alkman
fragment says that Poros=Hesiod’s Chaos: 87 ov Ilbpov elpyke Tdv adrdv Té1
vwd 700 'Howdov pepvlevpévan xde. But Strength (man’s mana) has not
winged sandals to cross ‘Chaos.’ ‘Eros’ is a bad passion. Only the
Charites (i.e. victory) may innocently exalt man to the Gods. (Cf. Emped.
frag. 116: xdpis orvyéer darAnrov *Avdyxnr.) They are épo-yAépapoi: Eros
dwells in their eyes, and they may look up to heaven.

2 Pind. Pyth. ii. 30: al dvo & dumhaxlas | pepémovor TeNéBovTe® Td pév Hpws
87 | éugvhiov alua wpdrioros odk drép Téxvas éméule Ovarois, | Srite . . . | Auwds
dxorw éxeipito. Xph 8¢ xaf’ airdv alel wavrds dpav wérpov. I suspect that in
the first offence, ¢ the mingling of kindred blood,’ we have a misunderstood
reminiscence of the introduction of patriarchal marriage within the pro-
hibited degrees of the matriarchal system, which is known to have prevailed
among the Locrians. The two offences may be only two ways of regarding
this breach of taboo.

3 Pind. Pyth. iv. 90.

4 Aesch. P.V.984: wimoré i, & wbrviar Moipar, Nexéwy Awds edvdreipar toigbe
Té\ovoar® undé whadelpy yauérg Twl dv € olpavod,
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like the insolence and violence of the wooers of Penelope, which
‘ reached even to the iron heaven.’ !

In accordance with this condemnation of Eros by Olympian
theology, we shall find that the scientific tradition in philosophy,
derived from that theology, lays emphasis on the justice and
necessxty of the separatlon of the elements, and regards their

‘mixing’ or marriage as an injustice. Such was the view of
Anaximander. On the other hand, the mystical schools look
back to a quite opposite view of Eros, which any reader of
Plato’s Symposium, and especially of the discourse of Diotima,
will know to be characteristic of mystical religion.

One of the speakers in the Symposium (p. 186 ff.), Eryximachus,
a pythagorising physician, sets the two conceptions of Eros—
the Olympian and the mystic—in clear contrast. In opposition
to the Eros that goes with insolence and excess (6 pera Tijs ¥B8pews
“Epws), he speaks of the Eros who is orderly (xooutos), and indeed
is the principle which binds all things into an order, a cosmos, or
a harmony. Both these Loves are present, he says, in the
blending of the seasons of the year; and when the hot and the
cold, the dry and the wet, are regulated in their relations to one
another by the Love which is orderly, and they are mixed in
temperate harmony, then they bring a good year and health to
men and beasts and plants, and there is no injustice. But when
the disorderly and excessive Love prevails in the yearly seasons,
there is much injustice and destruction done by pestilence and
various diseases. Frosts and hail and mildew are caused by
this aggression and want of orderly adjustment (mheovefias xai
axoopias). Such is the physician’s point of view ; he regards
the whole medical art as concerned with establishing the orderly
and harmonious Eros between the opposites that make war
upon one another in the body, each being impelled by the bad
Eros to usurp the domain of its antagonist and set up ‘ injustice ’
and disease.?

As the dialogue proceeds, a deeper conception of the cosmic
Eros is unfolded in the speech of Diotima. We cannot follow

1 Od. xvii. 565: T@v 88pis Te Bln Te cidhpeor obpavdy iket.

2 Cf. Plato, Laws, 906C: tiv wheovetlav, év uév capxlvos odpact véonua
Kalovuevor, év 8¢ dpais érdv kal éviavrdy Nowuby, év 8¢ wbheat xal wohirelais Tobro
@b 10 piiua pereaxnuariouévoy ddiiav,
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it out in detail, but only notice the passage which directly contra-
dicts the Olympian doctrine of the impassable gulf between
Gods and men. Eros is a daemon, and intermediate between
the human world and the divine.” He "fills up -the interyal
between the two, so that the universe is bound together in one.’ 1
Plutarch, we believe, is unquestionably right in associating this
doctrine with the mystical cults centred round the figures of
those suffering daemons, like Adonis, Osiris, or Dionysus, whose
passion (mdfn) and death showed them to be partakers of a
common life with all things that live, and die, and are born again
in Nature.? When we come to the mystic tradition in philosophy,
it will become clear how fundamental is this doctrine that God
is not cut off from the world, nor man from God ; there is no
impassable gap between earth and a brazen heaven, but all things
are bound together in harmony and linked by permeable ways.
The soul can still regain its ancient continuity with the divine.

71. From Olympianism to Ionian Philosophy

In competition with a form of religion which held out to man
the prospect of union with God, it is easy to see why Olympianism,
with its doctrine of divine jealousy and of the impassable gulf
of Moira, failed and died, while mystic religion continued to be
a source of inspiration. The Olympians had passed beyond the
reach of human needs and the touch of human emotion ; they
had even left their provinces in Nature, and it was found out that
the business of the world could go forward without them, just
as it had been found out that the magnificent traffic of cloud
and sunshine, and the daily circling of the heavens, could go on -
its appointed way without the impertinent aid of magical dances
and incantation. The time had come for religion to give place
to philosophy.

1 Symp, 202K : év péoy 8¢ 8 dugorépwr cuuwAnpol, dore Td wdv alrd adTy
ouvdedéofar. For this Evrdeopos, see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 418 ff.

2 Plut. Def. Orac. 415 A : éuol 3¢ doxolise whelovas Nioat xal uelfovas dwoplas
ol 7 Tdw Sawpbvwy Yyévos v péow Oévres Bedv kal dvBpdwwy xal Tpbwov Twd THY
xowwvlay Hudv ouwdyov els TavTd xal cuvdwrov éfeupbvres® elre pdywv TGV wepl
ZwpodaTpny & Noyos orés éoTw, elre Opalkios dx’ *Opgéws elr’ AlyixTios 9 Pplrytos,

s Texpapbueda rals éxarépwbi Teherals dvapepcypéva woANd Gynra xal Térbiue
T&v Spyiadouévwy Kkal Spwuévwy lepdv dpavres,
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[" The txp_g of philosophy to which an Olympian theology will
. _give rise will be dominated by the canception of spatial exter-
naht_y,_as_Mmm bad dominated the Gods; and it will tend
towards dlscontmmty and discreteness. Originating in an
essentially polytheistic scheme, it will be pluralistic. It will also
move steadlly towards materialism, because, having no hold lupon

N“-—__
will reduce life to mechanical motlon, ‘communicated by external
shock from one body to another. It will level down the organic

to the inorganic, and pulverise God and the Soul into material
atoms. |

72. Physis

But, when reason seemed to herself to have dispensed with
the supernatural, and to be left with nothing but Nature, what
was the Nature, physis, she was left with ? Not simply the
visible world as it would present itself to unbiassed sense-
perception, if such a thing as sense-perception unbiassed by
preconceived notions could ever exist, unless it be in a new-born
baby.

The ‘Nature’ of which the first philosophers tell us with
confident dogmatism is from the first a metaphysical entity ;
not merely a natural element, but an element endowed with
supernatural life and powers, a substance which vs also Soul and /
God.2

It is that very living stuff out of which daemons, Gods, and
souls had slowly gathered shape. Itis that same continuum
of homogeneous matter, charged with vital force, which had
béen the vehicle of magical sympathy, that now is put forward
exphcitly, with the confident tone of an obvious statement, as
the substrate of all things and the source of their growth.

1 Cf. O. Gilbert, Meteor. Theorien, 703: Diese Auffassung der Materie (in
Ionian monism), nack der die anderen Elemente Erzeugte des einen sind, bedarf
keiner besonderen gottlichen Kraft, die iiber dem Stoffe als solchem stehend, ihn
ordnet und bestimmt, bewegt und lestet : der Stoff selbst, als der Grundstoff und
als die abgeleiteten Einzelstoffe, lebt : und als lebend und personlich gedachtes
Wesen bewegt er sich ; der Stoff ist die Qottheit selbst, welche, in ihm waltend,
eing 18¢ mit ihm.
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73. Recapitulation

In the foregoing chapters we have tried to define the starting-
point of Greek philosophy, the fundamental representation of
the world which would persist, in the minds of men like Thales
and Anaximander, when the personal Gods of over-developed
Olympianism were put aside. Our conclusion was that the
representation they called physis, and conceived as the ultimate
living stuff out of which the world grew, could be traced back
to an age of magic actually older than religion itself. In that
first age, it was not as yet a representation at all, but a real fact
of m@e collective consciousness of a,
‘group in 1ts emotional and active phase, expressed in the practices
'of primary sympathetic magic. The need for a representation
would first arise when the collective emotion and desire ceased
to find complete and immediate satisfaction in mimetic rites.
The tension of this deferred reaction would give an opening for
a representation of that power which is no longer available at
the first demand, but has to be recovered with something of an
effort. Here, then, would be formed the first conception of the
‘ something not ourselves ’; and this, we have argued, is pre-
cisely the collective consciousness itself. Because it is not our-
selves, it wears the negative aspect of a moral power imposing
constraint from without; and this power, projected into the
universe, leads to the conception of a supreme force, above Gods
and men, in which Destiny and Right—Moira and Dike—are
united. Its pgeitive-semtent, on the other hand, we identified
with the sympathetic continuum, which is the vehicle of super-
1, ical power. This, as constltutmg the functions,
and_therefore the ‘nature,’ of a group, could be vmlbly em-
bodied in the blood, which is the substrate of all kinship or
124
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‘ likeness,” and so the medium of interaction between like and
like. Out of this primitive representation arose, by differen-
tiation, the notions of group-soul and daemon, and finally the
individual soul and the personal God.

These imaginary objects, souls and Gods, are made of the
same stuff ; their substance is simply the old sympathetic con-
tinuum, more or less etherealised. In the case of the Gods the
process has gone further than it has with souls, because Gods
—or at least Olympian Gods 1—have no visible and tangible
bodies ; but it is still possible for souls, which have such bodies,
to be identified with the blood. On the other hand, the analogy
of the Gods helps souls to get clear of visible substances, and
enables men to conceéive a sort of spmtua,l substance common

not to be completely identified W1th any visible or ta.nglble form of
body. This subtle and mobile stuff, considered as both animate
and divine—endowed, that is to say, with all the properties that
are held to belong to Soul and God—is what the Milesians called
physts.

74. Philosophy as the analysis of religious material

In our survey of Greek speculation, we shall try to show that
the various systems are deduced from the properties inherent
from the outset in this primary datum of philosophy. The
philosophers, one and all, speculated about the ‘ nature of things,’
physis ; and the physis about which they speculate is nothing
but this animate and divine substance.  The several schools
attach themseives—to—one or another-of the attributes of the
primitive complex, which they emphasise to the ultimate ex-
clusion of the rest, or interpret in various senses, thus reaching
highly diverse conclusions about the nature of things. But they
hardly seem to travel outside the content of their original datum.
Rather they seem merely to sift and refine the material it gives
them, distinguishing factors in it which at first were confused,
and, in that progress toward clearness apd complexity, dis-
covering latent contradictions and antinomies, which force

1 Gods like the sun and stars have of course visible bodies, but they too
are helped to get clear of them by the anthropomorphic Gods.
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them to accept one alternative and reject another. The work
of philosophy thus appears as the elucidation and clarifying
of religious, or even pre-religious, material. It does not create
its new conceptual tools; it rather discovers them by ever
subtler analysis and closer definition of the elements confused
in its original datum.
From another point of view, which will be clear from what
. has gone before, philosophy rediscovers in the world that
very scheme of representation which had, by a necessary pro-
cess, been projected into the world from the structure and in-
stitutions of society in its earlier stages of development. The
concepts and categories which the intellect brings with it to
its task, are precisely those by which the chaos of phenomena
had long ago been coordinated and organised into the signi-
ficant outlines of a cosmos. No wonder that they seem 2
fit their object with a sort of pre-established harmony. The
philosophers may be compared to the medieval scholastics,
who were delighted to find that Christian theology could be
reconciled with Aristotelianism, not realising that almost the
whole of that theology had originally come from the schools of
lato and Aristotle. This accounts for the confident and
successful tone in which the first philosophers unhesitatingly
declare their vision of those ultimate things which many prophets
and kings of thought, since their days, have desired to see and
have not seen. It accounts, too, for the a priori methods of
early science : in following the lines of its own concatenations
of concepts, it is #pso facto tracing the framework of the world.
After all, when we consider what it is that is presented to the
philosopher for his study, it is not the real world of things, as
it may be supposed to exist in objective independence of human
consciousness. It is from the first a representation, to which
the subject, as well as the object, contributes its quota. And
it is, of course, true that this representation does not consist
of a series of uncoordinated sense-impressions—the fleeting
pageant of particular colours and sounds and tastes and muscular
feelings, immediately presented in the life of sensation from
moment to moment. It is, on the contrary, a persistent whole,
unified and organised by conception. Though each of uslivesim-
prisoned in a world of his own, centred about his own conscious-
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ness, with sensations, feelings, and images which exist in no
other brain but his, we are convinced that all these worlds
somehow fit together into one and the same world, and all
possibility of communication rests on the truth of that con-
viction. It is this eommon world that the philosophies seek to
account for and explain ; and, as we have tried to show, what
at first seems most significant in that cosmos is of religious, and
therefore of social, origin—a product, not of individual in-
vention, but of collective mentality. When the individual
intellect gets to work upon it in what is called philosophic
speculation, it hardly succeeds in introducing any new con-
ceptions, but merely analyses the content of its datum, and
deduces from it diverging systems.!

75. Physis as Substance, Soul, })im'ne

In order to establish our point, that Greek philosophy, in its
theories of the ‘ nature of things,” does not travel outside the
elementary factors contained in the primary datum which it
inherited from religion, we must first try to distinguish these
elementary factors by a somewhat clearer analysis. When the
Ionians said that the physis of things was water or air or fire,
what did they mean by the subject of these propositions ? What
was the content of that ultimate thing which they variously
identified with one or another of the sensible elements ?

The gist of the whole matter is contained in those three
doctrines of Thales which we have already quoted: (1) the
nature of things is water; (2) the all is alive (has soul in it);
and (3) is full of daemons or Gods.

(1) The first of these propositions has been allowed to eclipse
the second and third, for no other reason than that it happened
to be the one which interested Aristotle, from whose school
our doxographic tradition is derived. Modern historians of
Greek philosophy are, of course, aware that Aristotle’s review

1 It is, I hope, clear that I am speaking only of the theories put forward
about the nature or ultimate constitution of the universe, not of the detailed
explanations of various natural phenomena (earthquakes, thunder, meteors,
eto.), which are sometimes mere guesses, sometimes deduced from a priors

views about the structure of the world, sometimes supported by genuine
observation,
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of his predecessors’ theories in the first book of the Metaphysics
is based upon his own distinction of the four ‘causes.’ His
point of view is not historical ; what interests him is to point
out the process by which this distinction was reached, and so
he groups the earlier thinkers according as they recognised,
in his opinion, only a ‘ material cause,” or added to that a * prin-
ciple of motion,” and so on. Governed by this scheme, he
ranks the primary substance of the Milesians under the head
of ‘ material cause,’” defined as ‘ that of which all things consist,
from which they are originally generated, and into which they
are finally dissolved, its substance persisting, though its attri-
butes change.’” The modern historians, though aware of Aris-
totle’s unhistorical methods, generally accept the emphasis
thus thrown on the ‘ material ’ properties of physis, as a con-
tinuous and homogeneous stuff, filling space. We shall not
further discuss this side of physis, because it is already over-
emphasised. What we have to make clear is that the other
properties attributed to physis under the names ‘ Soul’ and
‘God’ are of at least equal importance. It is, as we shall see,
the differences of opinion as to what these properties imply
that give rise to the main divergences between the various
philosophic schools.

(2) The second proposition of Thales declares that the All
is alive, or has Soul in it (1o wav éuyruyov). This statement
accounts for the mobility of physis. Its motion, and its power
of generating things other than itself, are due to its life (yvy7),
an inward, spontaneous principle of activity.! So misleading is
Aristotle’s suggestion that the Milesians did not recognise
a ‘ principle of motion.’

Further, this Soul in the universe is identical with physis
itself. .In other words, the materiality of physis is supersensible,
a stuff of that attenuated sort which is attributed to all super-
sensible objects—souls, spirits, Gods—as well as to all sorts of
eudola, ghosts, concepts, images, etc.2 It is soul-substance,

1 Cf. Plato, Laws, 892C: ¢low Bovhovras Néyew yévesw Thv wepl Ta wpara®
el 0¢ pavihoerar Yuxy wplrov, o wip ovde dfp, Yuxh & év wpwros yeyernuévy,
oxeddv dpfdrara Néyour’ & elvar diagepbyTws puaet.

? On this subject see the valuable articles of P. Beck, ¢ Erkenntnisstheorie
des primitiven Denkens,” Zeitschr. f. Phil. u. phil. Kritik, Leipzig, 1904,
bd. 123, p. 172 ff. and bd. 124, p. 9 ff.
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not ‘body,” differing from body in being intangible and in-
visible. The water or air or fire in which it is recognised is
related to it as body to soul ; these elements are embodiments
of physis, but physis itself is soul, with a supersensible substance
of its own—that minimum of materiality without which nothing
could be conceived. That is one reason why none of the Ionians
identified the nature of things with the fourth element, earth.
Earth is pre-eminently ‘ bodily *—tangible, heavy, immobile—
and so least suited to be the vehicle of the living soul-substance.
We understand also why the philosophers do not go on to
investigate the natural properties of water or air or fire; these
are mere gross vehicles of the primary soul-substance upon
which their attention is fixed. The object of their speculation
is thus from the first a supersensible, metaphysical entity, or in
other words a representation, which moreover, as we have seen,
is of mythical origin.

(3) Finally, this soul-substance is declared to be ‘divine’
(To fetov): the All, says Thales, is full of daemons or Gods.
This predicate preserves the attribute of superhuman force or
mana, which was contained in the notion of the magical con-
tinuum, and gave rise to the twin representations of Soul and
God. We saw in the last chapter that Greek religion included
" two contrary notions of the divine and of its relations to man
and nature—the Mystic notion and the Olympian. The divinity
of physis thus contains the germ of a latent contradiction, the
discovery of which will constitute a dilemma for philosophy.

In the following sections we shall establish in detail this
summary statement about the content of physis. -

76. Physis as Soul

It is a general rule that the Greek philosophers describe
physts as standing in the same relation to the universe as soul
does to body. Anaximenes,® the third Milesian, says: ‘As

1 Frag. 2: olov 9 yux) 1) nuerépa dip oloa avykparel Huds, xal S\ov Tdv xbouov
wvedpa kal dhp mepiéxe. Compare Pythagoras’ ‘boundless breath’ outside
the heavens, which is inhaled by the world (Arist. Phys. §6, 213 22), and
Heracleitus’ ‘divine reason,” which surrounds (mwepixe) us and which we
draw in by means of respiration (Sext. Emp. Adv. Math. vii. 127). See
Burnet, E.G.P.2, pp. 79, 120, 170, and Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 749.

I
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our soul is air and holds us together, so a breath or air embraces
the whole cosmos.” Aristotle remarks that ‘ there are some,
too, who say that soul is interspersed throughout the universe :
which is perhaps why Thales supposed all things to be full of
Gods. But this view presents some difficulties. For why
should the soul not produce an animal, when present in air or
fire, and yet do so when present in a compound of these ele-
ments ; and that too, though in the former case it is believed
to be purer ? One might also inquire why the soul present in
air is purer and more immortal than soul in animals. Which-
ever of the two suppositions open to us we adopt, is absurd
and irrational. To speak of fire or air as an animal is very
irrational ; and, on the other hand, not to call them animals
is absurd. But it would seem that the reason why they suppose
soul to be in these elements is that the whole is homogeneous
with its parts. So that they cannot help regarding umversal
soul as also homogeneous with the parts of it in animals, since
it is through something of the surrounding element (rod
mepiéyovtos) being cut off and enclosed in animals that the
animals become endowed with soul. But if the air when split
up remains homogeneous, and yet soul is divisible into non-
homogeneous parts, it is clear that although one part of soul
may be present in the air, there is another part which is not.
Either, then, soul must be homogeneous, or else it cannot be
present in every part of the universe.’ 1

Through the dry and obscure argumentation of Aristotle
shines the primitive conception of soul-substance, as a material
continuum charged with vital force, interfused through all
things, or ‘ cut off and enclosed ’ in various living creatures.

3 De anim. av. 17 ff. The case of the Indian dtman appears to be exactly
parallel to that of physis and the individual soul in Greece. The oldest
Upanishads recognise only one soul: ‘It is thy soul, which is within all.’
‘He who, while dwelling in the earth, the water, the fire, in space, wind,
heaven, sun, etc., is distinct from them, whose body they are, who rules
them all from within, ‘“he is thy soul, the inner guide, the immortal.” . . .
This d¢man who alone exists is the knowing subject in us . . . and with
the knowledge of the d¢man, therefore, all is known. . . . The d¢man created
the universe and then entered into it as soul,’ and this gives rise to the later
conception of individual souls, imprisoned in the eternal round of samsdra
and needing deliverance. See Deussen, Relig. and Philos. of India, Upani-
shads, Eng. trans. 1906, p. 257.
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‘Soul * and physis are not merely analogous, but identical.
The two conceptions—Soul, and ultimate matter—are as yet
fused in one, just as we found that at a certain stage mana
and the blood-soul were fused in the magical continuum. The
later differentiation of the two conceptions will bring out one
of the latent contradictions which divide the philosophic schools.
As the properties of life come to be distinguished from those
of inanimate matter, philosophers will have to make their
choice between conceiving the ultimate reality as mind or as
matter, as living or as dead. Whichever choice they make,
the nature of Soul will still be the same as that of physis.

77. Soul as Moving

In reviewing the psychological doctrines of the earlier schools,
Aristotle remarks: ‘There are two points especially wherein
that which is animate is held to differ from that which is in-
animate, namely motion and the act of sensation (or perception) :
and these are, speaking in general, the two characteristics of
soul handed down to us by our predecessors ’ (de anim. a2, 2).

The two vital functions of moving and knowing weré much
less clearly distinguished by the early philosophers than by
Aristotle. With regard to the first of them—motion— the
primitive assumption is that whatever is capable of moving
itself or anything else, is alive—that the only moving force in
the world is Life, or rather soul-substance.! The existence
of motion in the universe is thus an immediate proof of Thales’
doctrine : ‘ The All hassoulinit.” Aetius 2describes the doctrine
as follows : ‘ There extends throughout the elemental moisture
(Thales’ physis) a divine power capable of moving it.” This
divine or magical power is the same as that ‘ soul * which Thales
ascribed to the loadstone, because it moves iron.® Aetius, a
late writer, distinguishes more clearly than Thales could have

1 Plato at the end of his life reasserts this doctrine, defining ‘soul’ as
‘that which is capable of moving itself’ (Laws, 896 ), and deducing the
conclusion that the heavenly bodies have souls and ‘all things are full of
Gods’ (fedv elvas T\fpn wdvra), as Thales said (899 8). Cf. Arist. Phys. 2650 32.

2 Aet. i. 7. 11: 70 8¢ wav Eupuyor dua xal dauubvwy whipes: dvjkew 8¢ did Tod
arouxeiddovs Sypod dtvapw Oelav kivyrikiy avrod. In Diog. L. ix. 7, wdvra yuyiw

elvac xal daubvwr xN\fpy is attributed to Heracleitus, Cf. also Sext. Math,
ix. 76. 3 Arist. de anima, aii. 14.
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done, between the  elemental moisture ’ and the divine power
pervading it. For Thales the moving soul was the same as
the ultimate element, recognised in water, which pervades all
things. The same holds of the ‘ ever-living fire ’ of Heracleitus.
At first, then, mechanical motion was not distinguished from
vital activity. Once more we shall reach a parting of the
ways when the distinction comes to be drawn; and before the
two are recognised as independent and coordinate facts, science
will go to the opposite extreme, and, instead of interpreting
all motion as the spontaneous, internal activity of physis, will
try the expedient of levelling down life to external mechanical
motion, communicated by colliding particles of dead matter.

78. Soul as Knowing ' Like k-**? L

The second function of Soul—knowing—was not at first dis-
tinguished from motion. Aristotle ! says, ‘ The soul is said to
feel pain and joy, confidence and fear, and again to be angry,
to perceive, and to think; and all these states are held to be
movements, which might lead one to suppose that soul itself
is moved.” Sense-perception (alafnas), not distinguished from
thought, was taken as the type of all cognition, and this is a
form of action at a distance.2 All such action, moreover, was
held to require a continuous vehicle or medium, uniting the
soul which knows to the object which is known. Further,
the soul and its object must not only be thus linked in physical
contact, but they must be alike or akin.

The early philosophers, almost or quite unanimously,3 assumed
the maxim that ‘ like knows like,” which is a special case of the
more general axiom : ‘ Like can only act on like.”¢ Here again

1 De anim. a4, 408b 1.

2 De anim. a5, 410a 25, Those who make soul consist of all the elements,
and hold that like perceives and knows like, ‘assume that perceiving is a
sort of being acted upon or moved (wdoxew 7¢ xal xweigOai), and that the
same is true of thinking and knowing.’

3 Heidel, Arch. Qesch. Phil. xix. 357, disputes Aristotle’s and Theo-
phrastus’ exceptions to this rule.

4 Another application of this maxim, ‘Like attracts like,’ is assumed by
the philosophers down to Plato, and this assumption makes them to explain
weight and lightness by the tendency of all bodies to move towards their
¢ kindred'—y wpds T8 ovyyevds 636s, Plato, 7'im. 63E; cf. Burnet, £.G.P.2,

p- 396.
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we encounter a by no means obvious principle, which is surely
not drawn from experience, but accepted from collective repre-
sentation. The formula which states that this action can only
take place between ‘like’ objects, is derived from that old
magical doctrine which grouped things into classes of kindred,
united by a sympathetic continuum. This continuum is, as
we have seen, a pervasive ‘ soul ’ running through all the class.
It is the vehicle and medium of motion and interaction of all
kinds, and so of that special kind of action called ‘ knowing’ or
¢ perceiving,” which is an attribute of Soul. The maxim had
become embedded in common sense, and was accepted without
question by the philosophers.

It follows fr
world, the woi

a5 Soul. Phy
~Tormulates the ..

‘ Those who laid stress on its knowledge and perception of all
that exists, identified the soul with the ultimate principles,
whether they recognised a plurality of these or only one. Thus,
Empedocles compounded soul out of all the elements, while at
the same time regarding each one of them as a soul. His words
are “ With earth we see earth, with water water, with air bright
air, ravaging fire by fire, love by love, and strife by gruesome
strife.” In the same manner Plato in the Timaeus constructs
the soul out of the elements. Like, he there maintains, is known
by like, and the things we know are composed of the ultimate
principles. .

‘ Thus those thinkers who admit only one cause and one
element, as fire or air, assume the soul also to be one element ;
while those who admit a plurality of principles assume
plurality also in the soul. . . . Those who introduce pairs of
opposites among their principles make the soul also to consist
of opposites; while those who take one or other of the two
opposites, hot or cold, etc., reduce the soul also to one or other
of them,’ 1

So, again, Aristotle tells us elsewhere that ‘ Diogenes of Apol-
lonia, like some others, identified air with soul. Air, they thought,
is made up of the finest particles, and is the first principle ; and

1 De anima, a2, §§ 2, 6, 21.
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this explains the fact that the soul knows and is a cause of
motion, knowing by virtue of being the primary element from
which all else 18 derived, and causing motion by the extreme
fineness of its parts.” !

Aristotle himself, though he refined upon the doctrine that
‘like knows like,” by maintaining that perception involves a
process of assimilation, is really at one with previous thinkers.
‘ At the basis of his whole theory of perception there is for him,
as for his predecessors, the thought that the fundamental com-
munity of elementary constitution in aiofnrd (sense-objects) and
aioOnTijpia (sense-organs) is the cause of our being able to per-
ceive objects. The aAloiwaes (.e. the process of assimilation),
by which he reconciles these different views (that ‘ like knows
like,” and “like knows unlike ) implies in every case a medium
by, as well as through, which alofnrd and alcOnripia are
brought into correlation. For this medium has a common
nature with’ both.2

Thus, the possibility alike of motion and of knowledge is
explained by the Greek philosophers by means of a conception
of physis as soul-substance, in which all the chief characteristics
of the sympathetic continuum of magic are reproduced. The
main proof that the philosophic conception is lineally descended
from the magical one is the otherwise gratuitous and inex-
plicable assumption that ‘ Like can only act on, or know, like.’
We can understand this assumption only when we know that
the sympathetic continuum -was originally the substrate of
kinship ; that it was the vehicle of interaction only within a
group of the same kin ; and that kinship is the primitive form
of all ‘ likeness.’

79. Physis as the Divine

Now that we have identified physis with that primitive sub-
stance out of which, by processes traced in the last chapter, all
the divinities of Greek religion took shape, we are prepared to
find that the early philosophers call physis the ‘ divine.” The
All is not only alive, but full of daemons. Thales’ Water is

! Arist. de anim. aii. 15, 405a 21. Diog. Apoll. frag. 4 : d»6pwrot ydp xal
T4 EN\a {@a dvaxvéorta {bet T dépi. Kal TolTo avrols kal Yuxd éore kal vofats.
. kal éav Todro draXhaxfdy, dwofvijoxes kal ) vorais émihelmer,
3 1. Beare, Greek Theories of Elementary Cognition, p. 237.
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‘ pervaded by a divine power capable of moving it’; in other
words, the soul-substance possesses a superhuman mana, a
daemonic energy, distinct from the natural properties of water.
Of the ‘limitless’ of Anaximander Aristotle ! says that it is
‘ the divine (o0 fefor), immortal and imperishable.” The Air
of Anaximenes, similarly, is spoken of as a God. Diogenes of
Apollonia says of the same element that ‘ what men call air is
that which possesses thought, and it directs all and masters
all; for just this is, I believe, God, and it reaches everywhere
and disposes all things and is in everything.’ 2

Speaking of the heavenly bodies, Aristotle 3 says: ‘ Our fore-
fathers in the remote ages have handed down to us a tradition
in mythical form, that these substances (the firmament and the
heavenly bodies) are Gods, and that the divine encloses the
whole of nature (mepiéyer 70 Oetov THv SNy $vow). The
rest of the tradition has been added later in mythical form, to
persuade the multitude and for its utility with respect to the
laws and expediency : they say the Gods are of human form,
or like the other animals, and so on. But, if we separate the
original point from these additions, and take it alone — that
they thought the primary substances to be Gods, we might
regard this as an utterance divinely inspired (felws elpficfar),
and reflect that, while probably every art and science has often
been developed as far as possible and perished again, these
opinions have been preserved until the present, like relics of the
ancient treasure.’

The importance of this attribute, ‘ divine,” as applied to the
primary physis is overlooked by historians of philosophy ;
yet it can hardly be over-emphasised. Philosophy is the im-
med.late successor of theology, and the conceptlons held by
the 1 marﬁ'fon sense-world are governed by older rehglous @p-
ceptions of the reTatlon hetween God and the human group
or Nature. The main purpose of the rest of this book will be
to substantiate this statement. “We shall try to show that there
are two main currents i Greek philosophy which severally
take their departure from those two types of religion—mystical
and Olympian—which we distinguished at the end of the last

1 Phys. v4, 203b 12. 2 Frag. 5. 3 Met. A8, 10740 1.
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chapter. It was not for nothing that metaphysics was still
called  theology ’ as late as the time of Aristotle.!

80. The treatment of Physis by the philosophers

We have argued above that when the earliest philosophers
talked about physis, and declared that it was to be found in
water, or air, or whatever it might be, the subject of these pro-
positions—physis itself—was a soul-substance, a supersensible
and yet material thing, which was embodied in this or that
element, rather than identified with it (though on this point our
information is, naturally, not always clear). We know that they
regarded it as God and Soul ; and Gods and Souls have a material
of their own, an extended but intangible substance, which is
distinct from the tangible and visible ‘ body ’ in which they
may reside. This supersensible extended substance was, of
course, from the first and always, not a natural object ; although
it was called ‘ Nature,” it was really metaphysical—a repre-
sentation whose mythical origin we have traced. Considered
as matter, apart from its life, it differs from (say) the ether of
modern physics chiefly in that it was not recognised to be a
merely hypothetical substance, but believed to be actually
existent.?2 Really, it was an entity of the same order as ether,
and it was regarded in the same way as amenable to a priori
mathematical treatment. You could take one or another of
its recognised properties and deduce the consequences. Thus,
the Eleatics emphasised its unity and perfect continuity to

1 For the divinity of the elements see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 664 ;
0. Gilbert, ‘ Spekulation u. Volksglaube in der ionischen Philosophie,” 47ch.
J. Relig. xiii. 306 ff., and A»ch. f. Gesch d. Philos. xxii. 279: die ganze
tonische und eleatische, nicht minder auch die Pythagoreische Spekulation ist
nicht als ein Suchen nach der Gotthest, d. h. nach der die Weltentwicklung
bedingenden und tragenden Qottessubstanz.

2 It will be remembered that Dr. Frazer writes: ¢ Both branches of magic,
the homeeopathic and the contagious, may conveniently bewcomprehended
under the general name of Sympathetic Magic, since both assume that
things act on each other at a distance through a secret’sympathy, the
impulse being transmitted from the one to the other by means of what we
may conceive as & sort of invisible ether, not unlike that which, I under-
stand, is postulated by modern science for a precisely similar purpose—
namely, to explain how things can physically affect each other through a

space which appears to be empty’ (Lectures on the Early History of the
Kingship, 1905, p. 40).
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such a point that they were driven to deny it any possibility
of internal motion. This drove the Atomists to suppose that
the substance consisted, not of one atom, but of an infinite
number, and so they restored the possibility of motion. Now,
in this procedure the Atomists were behaving exactly as a
modern man of science would do, remodelling the hypothetical
substance to ‘save appearances’; only, the Atomists thought
their atoms were real. The Eleatic Parmenides, on the other
hand, starts, not from a scientific supposition, but from a religious
belief—a passionate conviction that the real being, which is
God, must be One. This conviction is the ultimate premiss
of Eleaticism ; it is a pure matter of religious faith, for which ,
no reason was, or could be, given. Our present point is that -
the thing which Parmenides declared to be one, because it was
God, was in origin the same thing as that which the Atomists
declared to be innumerably many, because, having no prejudice

in favour of monotheism, they did not object to plurality, and
plurality had the scientific advantage of saving the obvious
fact of motion from one part of space to another. The ‘ Being’

of both systems had the same properties : it was homogeneous
soul-substance, diffused in space. The real question betweenthem

is whether the ‘divinity,” which had all along been ascribed to
this Being, implied ‘ unity,” in a sense that condemned all plur-
ality and motion to be unreal, or merely implied immutability
—a property which a polytheistic tradition could ascribe to
material atoms without sacrificing plurality and motion. When
we look at Atomism in this light, we see
e whole way to the extreme of ‘ materialism,’ the properties
of 1mmutability and impenetrability ascribed to atoms are the
“Tast degenerate forms of divine attribufeSmmm——

In Tine, the various schools treat this substance in an a prior:
way, as if it were a mere scientific hypothesis; but they all
alike believe that they are speculating about an actually exist-
ing ultimate reality. The reason why they do not realise its
hypothetical character is precisely that it was not invented
by any of them, but taken over from pre-philosophic religious
representation. Above all, the point on which we would insist
is that the principal object of Greek speculation is not external
nature as revealed through the senses, but a metaphysical
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representation of reality as a supersensible extended substance,
which is at first both alive (Soul) and divine (God), and also has
a ‘ matter ’ of its own, distinct, or distinguishable, from visible
and tangible ‘ body ’ with its sensible properties. The problem,
all along, was : given that reality is a substance of this sort, how
can it be related to the sense-world ; how can it be adapted
and remodelled so as to account for what we perceive; how
can we get out of it the world we see around us ?

81. The causes of philosophic systems

Our contention, then, is that, in accounting for the dogmatic
systems of the first philosophers, who had nothing but theology
behind them, the two main causes are to be found in two op-
posed schemes of religious representation, and in the tempera-
ments of the individual philosophers, which made one or other
of those schemes the more congenial to them. As compared
with these two causes, those questions of the ‘ influence ’ of one
system or another, so fully discussed by historians, are of secon-
dary importance. One philosopher is influenced by another
chiefly because his temperament predisposes him to a view
which happens either to agree or to disagree with the other’s.
The form his reasonings take will, of course, be largely governed
by the fact that he will develop his views mainly in antagonism
to views which he detests. But this form is superficial, and
often misleading. It will rarely represent any train of thought
which really set him on the way to his conclusion. Almost all
philosophic arguments are invented afterwards, to recommend,
or defend from attack, conclusions which the philosopher was
from the outset bent upon believing, before he could think
of any arguments at all. That is why philosophical reasonings
are 80 bad, so artificial, and so unconvincing. To mistake
them for the causes which led to a belief in the conclusion, is
generally to fall into a naive error. The charm of the early
Greek phllosophers lies in the fact that Wextent they
did not_trouble to invent bad arguments at all, but slmply
W They produced a system
as an artist produces a work of art, Their attitude was: That
is how the world is to be’; and the system itself, as distinct
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from any arguments that may be constructed to buttress the
fabric, is thrown out, like a statue or & poem, a8 the expression
of some thought or emotion that lies within and will have
utterance.

We shall, therefore, in what follows, say little of the influence
of one system on another ; questions of that sort must, of course,
be answered, but they have been excellently treated in the
histories. It is, also, of little use to discuss the temperaments
of individual thinkers, for the simple reason that in most cases
we know nothing whatever of their temperaments, except that
they must have been such as to lead them to this or that type of
system. What remains, then, is the systems themselves, taken
as coherent wholes, as typical schemes of representation, or
possible ways of conceiving the world. We shall try to show
that they can be better understood when we group them in
two lines of tendency,! which originate in the two types of
religious system above distinguished.

82. The Scientific Tendency : explanations and causes

It is now, perhaps, generally agreed that science has its princi-
pal root in magical art. Behind the systems of representation
which science elaborates and Temodels, lies the practical impulse
‘which drives man to extend his power over Nature, an impulse
which found its first xpression In magic. In order
o explain the characteristics of the scientific tendency in Greek
speculation, we must, therefore, recur to certain features of
magical practice which have already been described.

Sympathetic magic consists in the representation of the object
of passionate desire. Primarily, this representation is mimetic
—in other words, the realisation of the desired end in dramatic
action. The emotion is satisfied by actually doing the thing
which is willed. Besides this, there is also the verbal expression
of the same emotion and desire—the element of myth, which
at first is simply the statement of what is being done and willed.2
At a later stage, the myth becomes ‘ aetiological,’ that is to say,

1 Cf. Diog. L. proem. 13, ¢ihocoplas 8¢ &bo ~yeybvaow dpxal, # Te dwd
*Avagiudvdpov xal 4 dwb Ivbaybpov.
3 For this view of Myth, see J. E. Harrison, Themss, p. 327,
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a description of the action, alleged as an explanation of it;
but the content of the myth remains, as before, a transcript or
representation of the action itself. The mimetic action and the
verbal expression are thus, at first, only two modes in which
the same desire finds vent and satisfaction.

In the earliest stage, we have supposed that the dramatic
action and the desired effect are not distinguished. The rain-
maker feels simply that he is making rain, not that he is imitat-
ing the fall of rain, in order to cause real rain to fall subsequently.
When the faith in magic begins to weaken, some distinction
must begin to arise between the mimetic action and the natural
event; some notion of causality makes its first appearance.
This is a critical moment in the pre-history of science. It is
of cardinal importance to grasp the form under which the
relation of cause and effect was originally represented.

Now, the fundamental fact about the class of causes and
effects which we are considering—a class which, from their
social importance, will pre-eminently be the centre of attention
—is that they are alike, since sympathetic magic produces its
effects by imitation. In the second place, all likeness, as we
have seen, is interpreted as kinship or membership of the same
group. Finally, all kinship is represented by means of a material
substrate or continuum, co-extensive with the group, and the

-medium of sympathetic interaction within it. On this basis,

{

ﬂ

—_—

the emphasis is thrown entirely on the likeness, kinship, and
material continuity of the two events, not on their temporal
succession. The first notion of causality is, thus, not temporal
but static, simultaneous, and spatial.! Magic, then, is not at
all concerned with the order of time, but solely with classi-
fication. Its nascent science is occupied with more and more
elaborate schemes, in which all objects are ranged in groups
of kindred—clans of things which, being united by sympathetic
continuity, can interact on one another. Its framework is
not temporal, but spatial; it traces the boundaries of
morras.

1 This is confirmed by the study of primitive languages. Lévy-Bruhl
(Fonct. ment. p. 165) quotes Gatschet (The Klamath Language, p. 554):
¢ Les catégories de position, de situation dans Uespace, et de distance sont, dans

les représentations des peuples sauvages, d'une importance aussi capitale que
celles de temps et de causalité le sont pour nous.’
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At.the same time, to the magician knowledge is power ; the
impulse which drives him is still the desire to extend the
influence of his mana (or the mana of the group, for the whole
process is collective) to its utmost bounds. To form a repre-
sentation of the structure of Nature is to have control over it.1
TOGI. ‘-': ~ RN L eac RE=-RIN-0l. .8 *
ow_amhg&m%to know their names is
to have power over their souls. Language, that stupendous
product of the collective mind, is a duplicate, a shadow-soul,
of the whole structure of reality ; it is the most effective and
comprehensive tool of human power, for nothing, whether
human or superhuman, is beyond 1ts reach. _Speech is the
Logos, which stands i
the m the ritual actiog : it is a descriptive. chart of the
whole surface of the real.

arly science seeks an intelligible representation or account
(logos) of the world, rather than laws of the sequence of causes
and effects in time—a logos to take the place of mythoi. We
have spoken of the aetiological myth as the transcript in verbal
expression of the ritual performed. Such a verbal equivalent
was called an awtia or awion, in the sense rather of ‘ explanation ’
than of ‘ cause.” It is true that the aiutia is thrown into the
past, by that curious psychological process which transformed
the aorist tense (‘ this 73 done ’) into the past (‘ this was done ’) ; 2
but the aitia remains rather a representation of the significance 2 /) Corwry 2
of the rite than a mere historical account of its first enactment. roa
Similarly, early science does not always clearly distinguish
between explanatory representations and processes of genesis.
It wavers between cosmogony and cosmology, easily reversing
its own process of analysis, in taking the world to pieces, into
a process by which it supposes that the world first arose. Thus,
even when it appears to be describing how the universe came

1 Aslate as Anaxagoras we shall find that Mind masters (kparei) the world
because it knows it ; ¢ for knowmg defines and determines what is known’
(Simpl. de Caelo, 608, % ydp yr@ous dplfet xal weparol 70 yvwobév, D.F.V.2,
p- 329). For this conception of the work of the intellect, see Bergson’s
Evolution Créatrice.

2 P. Beck, ¢ Erkenntnissth. d. prim. Denkens,” Zeitschr. f. Phil. u. phil.
Kritsk, Leipzig, 1904, bd. 124, p. 9 ff. has some valuable remarks on this
phenomenon in connection with the concept of eternity.
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into being, its interest really lies in the analysis of the world

a8 it now is—its aetiological logos. It is bent on the static aspect

of structure, arrangement, order, rather than on the temporal

questions of cause and effect which become prominent in modern
| science.

The view that will here be put forward is that the dominant
aim of early philosophy, on what we have called the scientific
side, is to perfect and simplify a new tool—a conceptual model
of reality, starting from the notion of physis above defined.
The first business of the intellect, driven by the impulse to power,
is to find its way about the world, to trace out the shapes and
contours of its parts, and to frame a perfectly clear plan of the
cosmos. With this intent, it will take for its point of departure
that aspect of physis which submits to this treatment—its
aspect as material substance filling space. This aspect will be
emphasised to the ultimate exclusion of Soul, or Life, and of
God, in so far as these conceptions contain something that
defies exact analysis and measurement, for you cannot make
a map of vital energy. All that will be left of God is the attri-
bute of immutability, which can be ascribed to matter; all
that will be left of Soul is mechanical motion—change of position
in space. Such philosophy is governed in its progress by the
ideal which it finds in the science of space-measurement,

. geometry ;2 and it reaches its own perfect fulfilment in
Atomism.

1 Plato in the Phaedo shows the same desire to discover a fixed, immutable
structure of the ‘nature of things’ (the Ideal World, which is his ¢vots), and
insists that this supersensible ground (alrla) of the sensible world is the only
¢ cause’ worth looking for.

2 Geometry is known to have had a strictly practical origin in an art of
social importance—the land-measurement practised by the ¢cord-fasteners’
(harpedonaptas), who marked out the divisions of the soil in Egypt after the
inundations of the Nile (see Burnet, £.G.P.% p. 24). Mr. Payne remarks
that geometry is the only mathematic science, beyond arithmetic, the
rudiments of which are found in aboriginal America. He adds that ¢the
primary stimulus to measurement appears to have been the division, sub-
division, and redivision of land in densely peopled districts of limited
extent, such as Egypt and Babylonia, and Peru. Only in the valleys of
the latter district were these conditions produced in the New World ; and
it is significant that the Peruvian peoples, in general less advanced than the
Mexicans, excelled the latter in the practice and the proximate applications
of a rudimentary geometry’ (History of the New World called America, ii.
p. 281).
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83. Ionian Science and Olympianism

The scientific tendency is Ionian in origin: it takes its rise
among that race which had shaped Homeric theology, and it
is the characteristic product of the same racial temperament.
We may note, too, that its birthplace, Miletus, was one of the
most important centres of commerce at that time. Science
and commerce are, here as elsewhere, twin products of that
daring spirit of exploration and adventure which voyages over
strange seas with a strictly practical object in view. Baconian
science insists upon ‘fruit’ in exactly the same spirit as the
buccaneering admirals of the same Elizabethan age went in
pursuit of gold-dust, and accidentally discovered new lands.
In the same way, Thales, bent upon measuring the distance
from land of ships at sea, accidentally discovered trigonometry.

It will now be clear why we regard this tendency in philo-
sophy as succeeding to the place left vacant by Olympian
theology. They are two similar products of the same tempera-
ment. Both systems of thought are governed by the notion
of Moira—the distribution of the world into spatial provinces.
Both are pluralistic,! rationalistic, and fatalistic in tendency.
Above all, both are realistic, in the sense that is opposed to
other-worldliness. Science, no matter to what heights of =
disinterestedness its specific emotion of curiosity may some-
times rise, remains practical from first to last, and for it all
value lies in the sense-world. True, it will mistake its own
conceptual model of atoms and void for the real structure of
the universe, and condemn the senses because we cannot see and
touch the supersensible. But its affections are never set upon
this metaphysical construction ; the spectral dance of imaginary .
dead particles has never smitten the i -1
__sickness... The intellect must find its satisfaction in the excite-

ment of pursuit, not in the contemplative fruition of anything

it can either discover or invent.?

1 It is noteworthy that, whereas all the philosophers of the mystical
tradition (Heracleitus, Pythagoras, Xenophanes, Parmenides, Empedocles,
and Plato) assert that there is only one cosmos, the sciemtific tradition
(Anaximander, Anaximenes, the Atomists) admit ‘innumerable worlds’
(&wepor kbopod).

2 The description of the mystic tendency, which we contrast with the
soientific, is reserved to chap. vi.
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84. The course of Science

THE aim of science, described in the last chapter, was triumph-
antly achieved in Atomism. The course of what we have called
the scientific tendency is marked by a line of thinkers which
starts from the Milesian school, and leads, through Anaxagoras,!
to Leucippus and Democritus. These Atomists succeeded in
reducing physis to a perfectly clear, conceptual model, such as
science desires, composed of little impenetrable pieces of homo-
geneous ‘ matter,” with none but spatial properties—tiny geo-
metrical solids, out of which all bodies, of whatever shape or
size, could be built up.

85. The Milesian School : ANAXIMANDER

As we saw at the outset, the really important member
of the Milesian school is its second head, Anaximander. The
closer study of his system, from the point of view we have now
reached, will start us upon the track which leads science to
its goal in Atomism. We may also hope to clear up some
difficulties which have hitherto obscured the interpretation
of his cosmology.

Anaximander’s great a.chlevement, which stamps him as a
man of genius, is the partially successful effort of thought by
which he attempted to distinguish the primary physis from
the visible elements. He isolated in conception that soul-
substance which we have called the primitive datum of philo-

1 Cf. Burnet, E.G.P.%, p. 292, who points out that the doxographers’
statement that Anaxagoras was the ¢ pupil’ or ‘ companion’ of Anaximenes,

though not literally true, correctly describes the relation between their

systems.
144
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sophy, from the water with which Thales had confused it, and
kept it clear also of fire, air, and earth. This, as we can now
see, was really an effort of abstraction, which drew a line of
distinction between the supersensible soul-substance and its
sensible embodiments. God once more gets clear of Nature,
as he had done before in the age of religion ; only not this time
in the personal form which anthropomorphising theology had
reduced to absurdity, but in that older impersonal form from
which theology had started on its long side-track of delusion.
Anaximander, putting aside the humanised shapes of divinity,
rediscovers the substance which had informed those shapes.
He rechristens it physis, because its function now is to inform
and animate, not Gods, but the world we see : it is the ‘ nature
of things.’

But, although we can see that this was simply an effort of
abstraction, it was not as such that it could present itself to
Anaximander. He thought he had found, not a mythical
representation, which was only entitled to be considered as
hypothetical, but the actually existing primitive substance.
Hence, instead of isolating it only in thought, he isolates it in
time, and conceives it as the first state of the world, out of which
the world we see must somehow have arisen. _Physis is not to

him an hypothesis, but a ‘beginning’ (dpy7). The _problem ‘

is, how t6get the world out of it.

Now, owing to causes we have already traced, the most
important aspect of the visible world is the departmental
distribution of the four elements in their appointed moiras.
The breaking out of this division is, accordingly, the first act of
cosmology, as it had been of cosmogony. The elements are
parted by a process of\sepamtwn (a-n'oxpw@ out of the primal

continuous substance. Correspondingly, the important fact . - ’

about that substance is the absence of these secondary depart-
mental limits ; it is therefore described by the negative name,
‘the Limitless’ (&metpov)—a word which specially suggested
to the Greek mind the having no beginning, middle, or end.
Physis is thus called ‘the unlimited,” primarily in contradis-
tinction to the elemental provinces which are limited, though,
as we shall soon see, this sense of the word is not distinguished
from others. Here, then, we have the first two stages of exist
K

PR
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ence, which precede the birth of individual things—the third
stage. '

The next question is: how to account for the passage from
the first stage to the second—how do the limits of the elemental
provinces ever come to be imposed ?

To answer this question, Anaximander falls back upon the
moral character which had clung to physis ever since it had come
into existence as a representation of the social consciousness,
felt precisely as a power which imposes limits on individual
aggression. This character, as we have seen, had never passed
altogether from Moira to be vested in the will of the supreme
deity ; and, now that the Gods have vanished, it resides in the
divine soul-substance, physis itself, which ‘ not only embraces
but governs all other things.’! This governance is moral,
showing itself in the dispensation of the elemental regions.
In presence of this transparently mythical conception, it is
probable that the  eternal motion,” which is said to have caused
the separation, should not be understood in a purely mechanical
sense. It is ‘ eternal’ because native to the divine, the ‘im-
mortal and imperishable’ physis, whose motion, like itself,
must be without beginning or end ; but, since physis is alive,
its motion is probably not distinguished from growth—the
characteristic movement of life. We may perhaps think of the
opposed elements as developed, or unfolded, out of the one by
a process of growth not clearly distinguished from a mechanical
sifting, due to the rotation of the universe—a motion which,
being circular, is without beginning or end, and so limitless or
‘ eternal.” There is here a tangle of confusion and obscurity,
which it will be the business of Anaximander’s successor to
unravel so far as he can.? _

Next, since the elements were separated out of the limitless
thing, their specific qualities must at first have been somehow

1 Arist. Phys. y4, 203b 6: kal wepiéxew dravra kal xvBepvdv. O. Gilbert,
¢Spekulation u. Volksglaube,” 4rch. f. Relig. xiii. p. 312: Damit tritt aber
dem tatsdchlich bestehenden Kampf- und Raubzustande der Welt eine hohere
sittliche Ordnung gegeniiber und diese letztere kann nur auf 70 Oelov schlecht-
hin, das absolut Qottliche des &weipov, zuruckgefithrt werden.

3 Eisler ( Weltenmantel, ii. 666) identifies Anaximander’s dxepov with the
¢ Orphic’ supreme God Chronos or Alow drewpos. If this is right, as I incline
to think, dxepos would mainly mean the unending revolution of Time.
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fused in it. Later authorities, familiar with atomistic con-
ceptions, call Anaximander’s limitless physis a °mixture’
(uetyua). Once more, it seems right to interpret the name
‘ limitless ’ in a negative way. It is mot fire or air or water or
earth, and has not the distinct and limited properties of any
or all of them. These properties must have been latent in it,
or they could not have come out of it ; but we must not think
of the primal mixture as containing portions of them all in a
chaos. In that first stage, there was no such thing as fire or air,
earth or water. They were mixed, rather, as wine is mixed
with water, so that you cannot say that the mixture is either
wine or water, or that any part of it is only water or only
wine.

Finally, the moral character of the elemental disposition is
strongly marked in the doctrine already dwelt upon, that in-
dividual things owe their existence to ‘injustice,” consisting
in the encroachment of one element upon another. The becom-
ing of things (yéveo:s) is birth, and all birth results from the
mixing of opposites. Anaximander emphasises the antagonism
of opposites, rather than the necessity of their union to give birth
to existence. In so doing, he unconsciously revives that primi-
tive morality which emphasises the absolute supremacy of the
group over the individual, and, as against the inflexible custom
of the tribe, bans all individuality and personal freedom as
arrogant aggression. The elements in his. schememespend
to 1nd1v1duals the moral ordinance of phyns en;oms them

el

We need not pursue, in further detail, the evolution of the
visible world. Throughout our analysis of the various systems,
we shall only be concerned with views about the fundamental
‘ nature of things,” our purpose being to show how they can be
deduced from the primitive datum of philosophy.!

1 If T have put Anaximander at the head of the scientific tradition, I do
not overlook the mystical elements in his system, for which Eisler, Welten-
mantel, vol. ii. p. 666 ff., should be consulted. He seems to me to hold both
tendencies in solution, but his immediate successors went off in the scientific
direction. Empedocles, as we shall see (p. 231), when he sought to reconcile
mysticism and science, went back to Anaximander.
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86. ANAXIMENES

Anaximander’s successor, Anaximenes, was a lesser man than
his master. So far from making any advance towards the
truth that Anaximander’s physis was a hypothetical entity,
he could not even keep it distinct from one of the elements,
dark and cold air, or mist (a7p), which, by the way, had always
been regarded as the appropriate clothing of divinities (7épa
éoodpevor). He thus reverted to the position of Thales, merely
substituting air for water as the embodiment of physis, and
no doubt thinking that he was effecting a simplification. In
another direction, however, he really took a considerable step
towards that clearness of conception at which science instinc-
tively aims. He turned his attention to that point in Anaxi-
mander’s scheme where obscurity and confusion most obviously
reigned—the problem, how to get the qualitatively different
elements out of the indeterminate physts.

To Anaximenes it seemed simple to identify the soul-sub-
stance with air; for air is breath, and breath is life, or soul.
¢ Just as our soul, being air, holds us together, so do a breath
and air encompass the whole world.”! Thus, the soul-substance
becomes again confused with an actually existing form of matter.
The advantage of this theory is that the other elemental forms
can be got out of it without resorting to the conception of Moira,
which is accordingly eliminated. Air is of the same order of
existence as the other elements, not a metaphysical substance
on a higher plane. Consequently, its transformation into them
can be interpreted in purely quantitative terms. For Anaxi-
mander qualitative differences were ultimate ; his ‘ Limitless’
was a perfect fusion of all qualities, which were afterwards
‘ separated out.” Anaximenes reduced all change and trans-
formation to ‘thickening and thinning-’: the real fact which
underlies what we call qualitative differences is simply difference
of quantity—more or less of the same stuff in a given space.?
To get rid of quality in this way is to make an enormous advance
in simplification. Instead of the infinitely subtle gradations,
and innumerable varieties, of quality—colours, sounds, tastes,
and so forth—we have now only to conceive one uniform material

1 Frag. 2=Aet. i. 3. 4. ? Cf. Burnet, £.Q.P.2, p. 78.
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with differences of density, which are comparatively distinct and,
above all, commensurable.l

On the other hand, it may be remarked that you do not get
rid of qualities by saying they are caused by thickening and
thinning ; you only get rid of the trouble and diffitulty of
thinking about them : nor can you be said to have explained
them, until you can form some notion how qualitative differences
could result from changes of density. The truth seems to be
that Anaximenes’ theory is motived by the desire to simplify
and clarify the conceptual model of the world—to explain
away, rather than to explain, the confused variety which
our senses show us. From this point of view, the impulse of
science, perpetually allured by the ideal clearness of geometrical
conceptions, is to turn away from all sensible qualities,
which it has not yet learnt how to measure, and to dismiss
them as secondary, and derived from the spatial properties
of body.

Finally, it is really only by confusion that the air which is
physis and soul-substance can be identified with atmospheric
air or mist. The latter is obviously not identical with fire or
water or earth. It exists, side by side with them, in a region of
its own, and has its own peculiar properties. The air which
is soul-substance, on the other hand, exists, one and the same,
in all the elements alike. Atmospheric air is considered to be
the primary or fundamental form of matter only because it is
confused with the mythical soul-substance. If it were taken
simply as a natural substance, there would be no reason what-
ever for calling it primary, rather than fire or earth or water.
It is selected for this position merely because it is the one of
the four elements which seemed to Anaximenes to be most like
soul-substance—the most appropriate vehicle of life. It is
qua soul-substarnice, not gua natural element, that it is called
divine, or God ; and it is really on the same metaphysical plane

1 Cf. G. Milhaud, Les philosophes géométres de la Gréce (1900), p. 18 ff.
Aet. i. 24. 2, brings out the point that this abandonment of quality and
transformation (d\\ofwais) for quantity and ¢coming together and separa-
tion’ leads on to Atomism : *Euxedok\is, ’Avataybpas, Anubkpiros, *Emixovpos,
xal wdvres Soou xatd cuvalpoioudy TOv AewrTouepdy cwudTwy Koouowoiolot, ovy-
ploets pév kal Swkploes elodyovas, yevéoes 5¢ xal pbopds ob xuplws® ob yip kard
70 wowdw & dN\ndoews, kata 3¢ 70 woody éx cuvalpoiopol TavTas ylvealai.
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as Anaximander’s physis. From it, we are told, Anaximenes
said, ‘ the things that are and have been and shall be, and the
Gods and things divine, took their rise, while other things come
from its offspring.’! Thus, it is clear that, in Anaximenes’
system, physis does not really shake off its metaphysical char-
acter. It is not a natural substance, but only confused with
one, and it retains properties which belong to God and Soul.

87. EMPEDOCLES a8 man of science

Empedocles, the wonder-worker, who went about among
men as an immortal God, crowned with fillets and garlands,
primarily belongs to the mystical tradition, whose home was
in the western Greece of lower Italy and Sicily, where he was
born. The detailed study of his system must, therefore, be post-
poned for the present; but he has a place also in the scientific
tradition, for his exuberant genius combined the temperament
of a prophet with a really scientific turn of mind, which led him
so far as to illustrate his theories by experimental demon-
strations. As we shall see later, he makes a brilliant attempt
to combine the mystic view of the world with Ionian science, and,
in 80 doing, he takes a step beyond the Milesians in the direction
of Atomism. It is in respect of this advance only that we are
here concerned with his opinions.

The Milesians were hylozoists ; physis, for them, still retained
its original meaning of something containing a vital principle
within it and capable of growth. It was both a soul-substance,
living and self-moving, and yet could be identified (or confused)
with a bodily element. Now, in the spontaneous, procreant
movement of life there is something which defies analysis in
mechanical terms, something gratuitous and unaccountable,
of supreme importance to the mystical temperament, and corre-

! Hippol. Ref. i. 7: dépa &xewpoy Epn Thv dpxip elvas, éE od Td ywbpeva xal
T4 yeyovbra xal Td éobueva kal Beods kal Oeia ylvesfai, Ta 8¢ Nowd éx TGv ToUTOV
droybvwr. O. Gilbert, ‘Spek. u. Volksglaube,” Arch. f. Relig. xiii. 313,
holds that the three other elements are pre-eminently meant by 6eol ral
feia, and correspond to Anaximander’s second stage; while 7a oird =the
8rra of Anaximander’s third stage, particular things, which are born of
those offspring (dwéyovor) of God, the three inferior elements.
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spondingly abhorrent to a science that is bent upon making
physics conform to the perfect lucidity of geometry. The un-
conscious aim of such science must be to get the life out of
matter, and finally to eliminate life altogether from its con-
ceptual model of the real. Empedocles, mystic though he
was, and little aware of what he was doing, forwarded this
aim, and so has a place in the development of the scientific
tradition.

It was even partly because he was a mystic, that he was led
to this advance. Mystical religion, with its doctrine of immor-
tality, emphasises the distinction between the soul and the
bedy in which it is temporarily imprisoned. It is, therefore,
specially easy for a man of science, bred up in mysticism, to
get soul-substance clear of body-substance. Partly owing to
this cause, and partly because a severe logic had led Par-
menides, by another track, to assert the absolute rigidity and
lifelessness of real being, Empedocles distinguished two kinds
of material substance—the four elements, which are bodily, and
two new soul-substances, Love and Strife, which move those
bodily elements mechanically from without.!

The social origin of these two life-forces we have already
traced, and explained how they came to be inherent in physs,
so that Empedocles could get them out of it.2 The detailed
consideration of the part they play in forming worlds must
be reserved for the present. The point which concerns us
here is that these two constituents into which physts is analysed,
as self-moving fluids, provide a vehicle for motion, outside, and
between, the portions of the bodily elements, which accordingly
lose their own inherent life. The coming into existence of in-
dividual bodies is, therefore, now no longer a birth. There is
no such thing as ¢ coming into being,” no vital process of growth
(¢pdos); only a mixing of immutable elements, and a change

1 Aristotle (Met. A 5) says that Empedocles was the first to introduce the
cause of motion in a double form, assuming, not a single source of motion,
but a pair which are opposed to one another; and Aristotle implies that
Empedocles was led to this because he saw the necessity of a cause of good
things (Love) and a cause of evil things (Strife). See below, p. 230. Aris-
totle clearly regards these two principles of motion as different in kind
from the four bodily elements.

2 Above, §31.
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of what is mixed.! And this mixing and remixing is caused,
from outside, by the two animate fluids.

In our view, then, these two fluids are not on a level with the
four visible or bodily elements; when Empedocles declares
them to be ‘ equal and coeval ’ with the rest, he merely means
that all alike are eternal and immutable. Love and Strife
are two life-forces, whose function is to perform mechanically
those acts of separation and recombination which, in Anaxi-
mander’s system, were left to the mythical figure of Dike.
They thus fill a gap in the mechanical model of the world,
and, at the same time, leave for Atomism only the final step
of depriving these vital fluids both of life and matter, and
reducing them to motion in a void.

Besides this advance, Empedocles contributed to science the
notion, to which he had been helped by Parmenides, that each
of the four forms of body is a ‘ thing,’” eternally distinct from
each of the others, an ultimate and irreducible ‘element’
(crouyeiov). Material substances are built up out of portions of
" these elements, which are conjoined in various proportions in a
temporary combination, but remain distinct from one another,
and simply come together and separate in space. We need
not dwell upon the point that this conception of elements as
discontinuous masses paves the way to a complete Atomism.
It eliminates that element of continuity which still survived
in Anaximenes’ variations of density—his processes of ¢ thicken-
ing and thinning,” which were to lie behind changes of quality.

Empedocles, then, is an incomplete Atomist. He has reached
the fundamental principle of the Atomistic conception, by build-
ing up bodies out of distinct parts, and treating motion as com-
municated from outside. Motion is still confused with life, and
caused by vital fluids, running between the bodily elements;
but it is a great step to have got it out of body, and deposited
in a distinct soul-substance. The scientific tradition lays hold
of these new conceptions, leaving aside the rest of Empedocles’
extraordinary system.

! Emped. frag. 8:
¢lois otdevbs éoTv dmdvTwy
BynTdv, 000é Tis oUNopévov Bavdroio TehevTHh,
AANG ubvov plkis Te SidA\Natls Te pyérrwy
égrl, pbais & éxl Tols dvoudferar dvbpbroow,
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88. ANAXAGORAS

Anaxagoras of Klazomenae, who first transplanted Ionian
science to Athens in the Periclean age, went a step beyond
Empedocles in the direction of Atomism. He put a more
rigorous construction upon the principle that what s cannot
come out of what is not. He is not content to say, with Em-
pedocles, that flesh, for instance, is made of earth and water
etc., mixed in a certain proportion; for that would mean that
what is flesh has come out of what is not flesh.! That implies
a birth (¢vais), a sheer coming into existence, of something
which did not exist before—the very thing Empedocles had
denied to be possible, when he said that all becoming was
nothing but mixing, and that birth’ (¢dois) was a mere
name.

If you take a hair and cut it in half, the two pieces are still
hair ; suppose you continue cutting them up into smaller and
smaller pieces, the same is true—they are still bits of hair.
There is no moment at which you will suddenly find them
dividing into a portion of earth and a portion of fire, or whatever
it may be. Thus, every bodily substance is composed of parts
which are like itself, and into these it is infinitely divisible.?
But, in spite of this infinite divisibility, Anaxagoras speaks
as if there were minimal parts, which could not actually be cut
into smaller ones, but are, in fact, atoms ; for he speaks of them
as ‘seeds’ (omépuata). The four elements of Empedocles
are not ultimate and irreducible: each of these masses is
a collection of heterogeneous seeds. The original indis-
criminate mass, out of which the order of the world arose, is
a ‘mixture of all seeds.”®> We have reached the notion of
a primitive disorder or chaos, which has to be sorted out
into a cosmos.

Like Empedocles, Anaxagoras needs a soul-substance or
animate fluid, to run through the mixture of bodies and move

1 Frag. 10: x@s ydp & éx u) Tpixds yévorro BplE xal adpf éx ph oapkds; Aet.
i. 3. 5.

'3 Frag. 3: ¢Of the small there is no smallest, but always a smaller,’ etc.

2 Burnet (E.G.P.2, p. 307) thinks Anaxagoras probably used the word .
wavowepula. It is not our purpose to follow out the details of Anaxagoras’
interesting system,
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them from without. It is characteristic of Anaxagoras that -
his soul-substance is not emotional, like love and hate, ‘but
‘intellectual : he calls it Mind (Nous). He dwells on the fact
that it knows everything, in a way that suggests that its power
or mastery over things was due to its understanding.! Jts task
is described as settmg things in order ’ (3:axooueiv), * distin-
guishing,” ‘ separating,”” discriminating * (8:dxpiats, dmopiais).
It is nothing but the scientific intellect itself, which has taken
the world to pieces, and now is projected to the further end, and
charged with the task of sorting out the heap, and reducing
it again to order. With an admirable scientific economy, its
action is restricted within the narrowest limits. It is invoked
to start mechanical motion : body, no longer being self-moving,
must receive its first motion from something which can move
itself, something which is alive, a soul-substance, a physis.
But, once the motion is started, the more we can explain the
structure of the world without falling back on this first cause,
the better. From the scientific point of view, Anaxagoras’
great merit lies in this economy, of which Socrates in the
Phaedo (98 B) so bitterly complains. Socrates would have
had Anaxagoras use his Nous at every turn, and explain every
cosmic arrangement by showing how it was best that it should
be so and not otherwise, making Nous a benevolent God, who
designs everything for the best. Some modern writers appear
to sympathise with Socrates, as if they were unaware that the
progress of science demanded that, so far from endowing this
mythical soul-substance with additional attributes, such as
benevolence, it should be deprived even of intelligence and life
and reduced simply to motion. A purely mechanical ex-
planation of the world must be tried, before it is found wanting ;
and we ought rather to be thankful to Anaxagoras for refraining
(if it ever occurred to him) from setting up a mythical teleology,
and ‘ explaining ’ the known by the unknown.

1 Frag. 12: xal yvdpny ye wepl xavrds xdoav loxes kal loxbes uéywrov. Cf.
Simpl. de Caelo, 608 (D.F.V.2 p. 316): wdvra yiyvdokew Tdv volv . . . % yap
yv@aus Opifer kal weparol 76 yvwoOév. Nous constitutes the world, as the
scientific intellect constitutes its representation of it, by introducing dis-
tinctions and discriminations.
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89. T'he Atomism of LEUKIPPUS

The author of the Atomic theory was a Milesian, who pro-
bably migrated to Elea, and certainly was influenced by the
arguments of the Eleatics, Parmenides and Zeno.! But, though
these arguments helped him to form his theory, he belongs,
in our view, to the scientific tradition which had originated
at his birthplace. The common opinion, reported by Theo-
phrastus,? instinctively recognised that his standpoint is really
opposed to that of the mystics. ‘Leukippus of Elea, or Miletus,
(for both accounts are given of him) had associated with Par-
menides in philosophy, but he did not follow the same road
with Parmenides and Xenophanes in his explanation of things,
but, as is commonly believed, the opposite one. For, whereas
they held the All to be One, immovable, without beginning,
and limited, and did not allow us so much as to search for ¢ what
is not,” Leukippus posited unlimited and ever-moving elements,
namely the atoms. He made their shapes infinite in number,
because there was no reason why they should be of one sort
rather than another, and because he saw there was an unin-
terrupted becoming and change in things. Further, he held
that what ¢s (i.e. atoms) is no more real than what is not (s.e.
empty space), and that both alike are needed to explain the
things that come into existence: for he postulated that the
substance of the atoms was “ compact,” or full, and called them
what 18 (6v), saying that they move in the void, which he called
what is mot (uy 8v), but declared to exist just as much as
what 18.’

Leukippus accepted Parmenides’ doctrine, that ‘ out of what
is in truth one, a plurality cannot come, nor yet a unity out of
what is really many’3; but here the two ways part. The
mystic, ‘ transgressing against sense-perception and ignoring it,
holds that he ought to follow the argument’; ¢ and the premiss
of that argument, to which, as a mystic, he must hold, is:

! For the Pythagorean number-atomism, see below, § 114.

2 Ap. Simpl. Phys. 28, 4 (D.F. V.2 p. 344).

3 Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 325a 34: (Actxirmos $0n) éx Tob xar’ &Nfjfecav évds
obk &y yevéalOar w\j0os 00d’ éx TV dAN6Ss XOANDY .

4 Ibid. 1. 13 (of the Eleatics): ixepSdvres Thv alofnow xal wapldbvres abrip
&s T Moy Séor dxolovdeiv, alluding to Parm, frag. i. 33 ff.
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The All is One, namely God. To save the unity of God, hej
will unhesitatingly condemn the world of seeming plurality as
unreal. The scientific tradition, on the other hand, is not tied to
this premiss, and Leukippus can follow the argument to an
opposite conclusion. He feels, with Aristotle,! that ‘so far
as arguments go, the (Eleatic) conclusion seems to follow ; but
if we look at facts, such opinions border on madness; for no
madman is so utterly out of his senses that fire and ice seem
to him one.” That is the scientific temper, which starts with
sensible facts, and will not fly in the face of them to save the
unity of God. Accordingly, we are told 2 that ‘ Leukippus
thought he had a theory which would agree with sense-percep-
tion, and not do away with becoming and perishing, or motion,
or the plurality of things.” What is consists of an infinite number
of indivisible bits of matter, impenetrable, and invisible because
of their smallness. These atoms differ from one another, not
qualitatively at all, but only in shape and position. The whole
world and all it contains is resolvable into these tiny bodies.
The coming into being and perishing of all things is nothing
but the aggregation or dissipation of a set of atoms, moving
mechanically in the void.

Besides atoms and void, there is motion, which had once
been the spontaneous activity of life or soul. The incomplete
Atomists, Empedocles and Anaxagoras, had, as we have seen,
made this property reside in soul-substances, distinct from the
elements, and penetrating between them. But now there is
nothing between the elemental atoms save empty space, which
gives them room to move, without any soul-substance running
‘through. The soul-substance accordingly disappears; it has
become a superfluous hypothesis. Leukippus took the strictly
scientific course of not attempting to account for motion at
all.®  Aristotle, with his theistic prejudices, complains that
to dismiss the question of the origin of motion was a piece of
‘slackness.” The modern reader will prefer the Atomist’s
attitude to Aristotle’s own grotesque doctrine of the Primum
Mobile. Leukippus declared plainly that ‘ nothing happens at

1 Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 325a 17. 2 Itid. 1. 23.
3 Arist. Met. A iv. 985h: wepl 8¢ xwihoews, 80ev 9 wds vwdpxe Tols odae kal
obro. (Leukippus and Democritus) . . . pgdipuws dpeivar,
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random ; but everything for some reason and of necessity.’ !
What the necessity was, he did not, we are told, further define.
We may recognise in this Ananke the figure of Moira, still
pre-eminent in a world from which the Gods have utterly
vanished.

The soul, too, has become, like physis, a mere collection of
atoms. ‘ Democritus affirms the soul to be a sort of fire or heat.
For the ““shapes” or atoms are infinite, and those which are
spherical he declares to be fire and soul : they may be compared
with the so-called motes in the air, which are seen in sunbeams
passing through windows. The aggregate of such seeds (pans-
permaa), he tells us, forms the constituent elements of the whole
of nature (and herein he agrees with Leukippus), while those of
them which are spherical form the soul, because such figures
most easily find their way through everything, and, being them-
selves in motion, set other things in motion.” 2 If it is true, as
Aristotle says, that Leukippus gave no account of the origin
of motion, we must not conceive this motion of the soul-atoms
as an inherent principle of spontaneous activity, but as due, like
that of other atoms, to mechanical shock and collision.! The
soul-atoms merely differ in that their round shape makes them
more eagily movable, and so they are the first to be set in motion,
and impart the shock to other atoms of more stable figures.
At death, the atoms are dispersed ; there can be no question of
immortality. ‘The Atomists assume that it is the soul which
imparts motion to animals. Hence they take respiration as
the distinctive mark of life. For, when the surrounding air
compresses bodies and tends to extrude those atoms which,
because they are never at rest themselves, impart motion to
animals, then they are reinforced from outside by the entry
of other similar atoms in respiration, which, in fact, by helping
to check compression and solidification, prevents the escape

1 Frag. 2: obdév xpiipa pdryy ylyverar, dANG wdvra éx Aoyov e kal In’ dvdyxns.
Hippol. Ref. 1. 12: 7is & v ely % dvdyxn, o Subpigev. Dieterich, Abrazas, 75,
compares Plato. Tim. 48 A : uepyuévn yap olv 3 Tolde Tol Kbouov yévesis é&
dvdykns Te kal vod qvordoews éyevvifn.

2 Arist. de anim. aii. 403b 31.

3 Alex. in Arist. Met. Aiv. 985b: ofro. (Leukippus and Democritus) ydp
Aéyovaw dAAn\orumoloas kal Kpovouévas wpds &ANHNas xiwveigbas Tds dréuovs.

Arist. de anim. a2, § 3 and 4, contrasts the Atomists with those who
describe the soul as self-moving.
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of the atoms already contained in the animals; and life,
so they held, continues so long as there is strength to do
this,’

That other function of the soul—knowing—must be similarly
explained. A soul which is nothing but a group of bodily atoms
can only know or perceive other groups by colliding with them,
or with filmy wraiths (deitkela, eidola) thrown off by them.2
Such, then, is the Atomists’ doctrine of knowledge : they too
‘ follow the argument’ to its most strange conclusions. The
effect is that whatever is mysterious and unintelligible in the
ideas of ‘soul ’ and of ‘life’ is, as completely as may be, ex-
purgated out of existence.

We are thus left with a conceptual model of the real, in which
perfect clarity of conception triumphed, and which, accordingly,
held the field in science till yesterday. The Gods and the im-
mortal soul have vanished in the dance of material particles.
Physts, though the name may be retained, has lost all its ancient
associations of growth and life. There is no such thing as
‘ growth ’; nothing but the coming together and separating of
immutable atoms. All motion had once been the inherent
property of the living thing, the proper expression of its inward
life. Now the life is wrung out of matter ; motion, no longer
a spontaneous activity, lies not within, but between, the im-
penetrable atoms. Instead of life, nothing is left but the change
of space relations ; and the governance of the world returns to
Ananke-Morra.

90. Contrast with the Mystical Tradition

In one very important respect, the scientific tradition differs
from the mystic. Ionian science supersedes theology, and goes
on its own way, without drawing any fresh supply of inspiration
from religion. Science, with its practical impulse, is like magic
in attempting direct control over the world, whereas religion
. interposes between desire and its end an uncontrollable and
unknowable factor—the will of a personal God. The perpetual,

1 Arist. de anim. a2, 3.

2 So all senses are reduced to one—Touching ; Arist. de Sensu, 4424 29 ;

Anpbrpiros xal ol wheioTor TAv PuaioNéywr, dco Néyovar wepl alobhoews, drowdds
Tarby Tt wowolor” wdvra ydp Td alofyrd drra wowobot.
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if unconscious, aim of science is to avoid this circuit through
the unknown, and to substitute for religious representation,
involving this arbitrary factor, a closed system ruled throughout
by necessity. The Gods may be exiled to the intermundane
spaces, or pensioned off with the honorary position of First
Cause; what science cannot allow is that their incalculable
action should thrust itself in between the first cause and the
last effect. Thus, science turns its back on theology, and works
away from it with what speed it may ; it reaches, in a few rapid
strides, a very simple and clear model of the structure of reality,
from which the supernatural has all but disappeared.

Ergo wiuida uis anvmz perwicit, et extra

processit longe flammantia moenta munds,

atque omne tmmensum peragrauit mente animogque,
unde refert nobis uictor quid possit orirs,

quid nequeat, finita potestas denique cuique
quanam 8it ratione atque alte terminus haerens.
quare relligio pedibus subjecta uicissim

opteritur, nos exaequat uictoria caelo.l

In contrast with this steady advance away from religion and
theology, the mystic tradition is continuously inspired by living
religious faith. The mystical systems will be best understood
if we consider them, not as following one upon another in a
logical deduction, but as a series of efforts to translate a certain
view of life, of God, and of the soul and its destiny, into terms
of a physical system. Not, of course, that these efforts are
independent of one another, or unaffected by science; each
profits by the failures of its predecessor, and some at least
borrow the results of the scientific tradition. But the in-
spiration and the impulse come fresh, each time, from a form of
religious faith which was kept alive in the Pythagorean com-
munities from the days of their founder, and survived their
dispersion in the latter half of the fifth century. Thus, we
regard the series of systems, now to be considered, as thrown
off in succession by a mystical religion, whose view of life and
of the world they, each and all, attempt to formulate.

1 Luer. i. 72.
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THE MYSTICAL TRADITION
91. The representation of Time fundamental in Mysticism

In theforegoing chapter, we haveseen how the scientific tradition
in philosophy is dominated throughout by the concept of
spatial externality, as Olympian theology had been dominated
by the figure of Moira, delimiting with rigid distinction the
provinces of all individual powers, divine and human. Guided
by that concept, science culminated in geometrical Atomism,
and the reign of Moira, under the name of Necessity. In the
mystical tradition, to which we now turn, the concepts of Time
and Number (the measure of Time !) hold the same predominant
position, and the notion of Righteousness (Dike) replaces that
of Moira. In the explanation of this central fact lies the key
to the interpretation of the mystical systems. It has already
been .suggested that, as science is the legitimate successor of
Olymplan theology, so the mystical philosophies derive their
inspiration and their conceptual scheme from the religion of
Dionysus. Before we come to details, we must point out why
the notion of Time is fundamental in this type of religion.

We may start from the structure of the group—the organisa-
tion of the cult-society itself; for there, as we have learnt,
the origin of its typical system of representation may be

1 Cf. Plato, Timaeus, 39B: Wva & ely pérpov évapyés . . . & Oeds dvfiper
. 8 O viv kexNfkapev fAwov, Wva ¥rc udMwora els dravra galvor Tov olpardy
perdoxos Te dptbuod Td $Pa, Soos J¥ wposiKov, palbbvra wapa Tis Tairod Kal
dpolov wepipopds. Distance in space is measurable psychologically, by ex-
penditure of strength ; but time-distance can be measured only by counting
the rhythmical repetition of the same occurrence. Hence the extent of
time-consciousness depends on the extent of the number-system. See
P. Beck, ¢ Erkenntnisstheorie des primitiven Denkens,’ Zeitschr. f. Philos.
u. philos. Kritik, Leipzig (1904), bd. 123, p. 172 ff.
160
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sought.! The Dionysiac cult-society, we have seen, is a single
self-contained group, with a common life centred in its daemon.
This life is continuous in several senses.

First, in the spatial or distributive sense, the group is con-
tinuously animated by one soul or daemon, which both resides in
all its members at once, and also lies beyond any one of them.
Since there is only one group—one church, no matter how far
asunder its members may be scattered >—the organisation ex-
cludes any idea of its parts being confined within impenetrable
provinces ; the polytheistic notion of Moira is absent.

Next, in a temporal sense of continuity, the life of the group,
being a common life which transcends every individual, is
immortal, which, to the Greek, means ‘ divine.” This conception
gives rise to several cardinal doctrines of mysticism.

The most primitive of these is Reincarnation (palingenesia).
The essence of this belief is that the one life of the group, or
tribe, extends continuously through its dead members as well as
through the living ; the dead are still part of the group, in the
same sense as the living. This life, which is perpetually renewed,
is reborn out of that opposite state, called ‘ death,” into which,
at the other end of its arc, it passes again. In this idea of
reincarnation, still widespread among savage races, we have
the first conception of a cycle of existence, a Wheel of Life,
divided into two hemicycles of light and darkness, through
which the one life, or soul, continuously revolves.3

! Diodorus, v. 64, 4 (D.F. V.2 p. 473), preserves the statement of Ephorus
that Orpheus was the pupil of the Idacan Dactyls, who were magicians
(y6nres) and practised spells, initiations, and mysteries, which Orpheus
first introduced into Greece. Pythagoras also was initiated in Crete by the
Idaean Dactyls and at Leibethra in Thrace. These traditions mark the
continuity between the Orphic cult-societies and the magical fraternities,
and also the fact that Orphism revived a primitive type of religion. See
J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 462.

2 Cf. Porph, de abst. iv. 11 (of the Essenes) : ula 8¢ odx &0t airdw wb)us,
GAN’ év éxdoTy katowkobae woNNol, KTA.

3 Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 358, points out that the sharp distinction
between living and dead does not exist at a low level of mentality: a
¢ dead’ person still lives in a certain sense, and belongs both to the living
society and to the dead. (We may note that ‘immortality’ so conceived
precedes any clear conception of death. The belief in immortality is thus
partly due to a failure to grasp the nature of death. There is no need to
look further for a cause of the belief.) See also Dr. W. H. R. Rivers, The
Primitive Conception of Death, Hibbert Journal, 1912, p. 393.

L
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How did the doctrine of rebirth come to be moralised ?
Among the Orphics and Pythagoreans, we find it associated
with the notions of a fall of the soul from its original divine
state, a purification of the soul’s sins in this life and in an
underworld purgatory, and a final restoration to the heavenly
mansions whence it came. As we shall see later, this group of
doctrines is of fundamental importance for the understanding
of the mystic philosophy, and of the systems that emerged
from the Pythagorean school. It concerns us, therefore, to
give some account of the process by which the old savage doc-
trine of reincarnation came to have this moral significance.

92. The Cycle of Reincarnation

We need not discuss at length the origin of the belief in re-
incarnation, as it exists among savages. It is, probably, a very
simple matter. When the totemist is engaged in multiplying
his totem-species, his whole attention is bent upon the idea of
new animals, or plants, that have to be brought into existence.
The image of these animals or plants before his mind must
be the memory-image of those that have already existed and
been eaten. Thus, what he desires to bring into existence is
to him the same thing as what has existed already. How could
he help believing that the new animals and plants are the old
ones, come back again from the other world 21 But, however
that may be, it is certain that the notion of rebirth has none
of those associations with sin and retribution which we find
attached to it, when it recrudesces in Orphism. How did they

come there ? We are not in a position to answer this question
“fully. It is complicated by the view, now being put forward,

that the characteristic doctrines of Orphism were derived from
Persian religion, and came into Greek thought in the. sixth
century, when Persia was in contact with the Ionian colonies

“.of Asia Minor.2 About this theory we must keep an open mind.

Religious ideas, as we have remarked, are easily assimilated
only when there already exists an indigenous system of thought

1 For the supersensible reality attributed to memory-images, see P. Beck,
op. cit.

3 This theory is advanced by Eisler, Weltenmantel u. Himmelszelt, vol. ii.,
where a great maass of evidence is adduced.
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into which they readily fit.  Orphism is, indubitably, a revival
and reformation of Dionysiac religion. " Wherever the new -
ideas came from, it is probable that they were not totally foreign
to the existing cults. Our object must be to throw into relief
the chief elements of Dionysiac belief, and to distinguish from
them the later factors which can be classed as specially Orphic.
It will appear that, although Orphism was sufficiently like the
older worship to emerge from it, or be grafted upon it, there is
a latent contradiction between the two conceptions of immor-
tality and of the soul, which severally belong to the two systems.
This contradiction will give rise to two contrasted types of
mystic philosophy.

The philosophy that lay implicit in the old doctrine of re-
incarnation is drawn out by Socrates, when, on the day of his
death, he discusses with his Pythagorean friends the mystic
view of life on earth and in the other world of the unseen. He
recalls ‘ the ancient doctrine, that souls pass out of this world
to the other, and there exist, and then come back hither from
the dead, and are born again.’! One of the arguments by
which this view is supported, is that there must be a constant
process of repayment (dvtamodoais), according to which a set of
souls that are born must be balanced by another set that die.
If they did not thus  go round in a circle,” but the process went
forward in a straight line, instead of bending round again
to its starting-point, a moment would come when all would
reach the same state, and becoming (yéveais) would be at a stand-
still. The living are constantly going over to the dead : unless
the supply is renewed by a reverse process, life would be ex-
hausted, and all would end in death.?

Although Socrates refers this argument to the more general
principle, that all becoming is a passing from one to the other
of two opposite states, the notions involved are very simple

1 Plato, Phaedo, 70C: malawds uév odv &7 Tis Noyos, ob peuvihueba, ds eloly
év0évde dpucbuevar éket, xal wdhw ~ye delipo dpukvoivtar Kal vylyvovrar éx TGv
TefvedTwy.

2 Plato, Phaedo, 72B: el ydp u)) del dvrawodidoln Td Erepa Tois érépos yiyvé-
peva, omepel kikNg wepubvta, AAN’ ebleid Tis ely 3 vyéveois éx Tol érépov ubvov
els 70 xatavrikpd kal ph dvaxdumror wékw éwl 7O ETepov undé kauwhy woloiro,
olo® 8r¢ wdvTa TehevTdvTa T abrTd oxfina &v axoly xal 70 alrd wdlos dv wdboc
kal wavoairo yeyvbuevas; . . . el yap ék pév TAv EN\wr Td {Gvra ylyvoiro, Ta §¢
$ovra Ovijoxou, Tis pmxavi) u) odxl wdvra karavakwlivas els 76 Tefvdvac;
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and primitive. We are to conceive a limited quantity of soul-
substance,! which passes out of the living body into the opposite
state of separation from it, and, in perpetual revolution, re-
appears again in new living bodies. Soul of this sort evidently
has no organic connection with the series of bodies it tem-
porarily informs,? and it must be conceived as impersonal, con-
tinuous, and homogeneous. The same soul-stuff passes through
an endless succession of individual forms, and their individu-
alities leave no abiding mark upon it. Such a description
goes in no respect beyond the terms in which the savage doc-
trine of reincarnation could be described, in that there is, so
far, no trace of a moral significance, but merely the notion of a
stream of living stuff, flowing perpetually in a circle.?

93. Grades of Initiation

We advance onestepfurther, when we add to this conception of
continuous life the perhaps equally primitive idea of Initiation.
Rites of initiation are the way-marks upon the road of life in
savage communities. We must think of the complete circle of
life and death as divided into a series of grades or phases,
through each of which in succession that life must pass. The
transition from each phase to the next is a rite of initiation—
a rite de passage.* The infant is initiated into the living world

1 The interpreters who speak of a ‘constant quantity’ of absolutely im-
material ¢ spirit’ seem to me to be using words without meaning.

2 Arist. de anim. 407b 21 : doxep évdexbpevov katd Tods Ivfoyopixods uifous
v TUx0DTar Yuxw els T0 TUXOV évdvedhal cOpa.

3 Cf. Plutarch, Consol. ad Apoll. 10 (after quoting Heracleitus, frag. 78,
Byw.): &s yap éx Tob airod wnhoi dvaral Tis wNdTTwv {Ya cvyxew kai wdAw
#AdrTewv Kal ovyxeiv xal 1000’ & wap’ & woiely ddiahelwTws, oirw Kkal 4 Piois
éx THs abriis OAns wdhac péy Tods wpoybrvovs Hudv dvesxev, elra cuvexels aiTols
éyévvnae Tods mwarépas, €ld’ nuds, elr’ &Novs én’ &\Nous dvakuxAfoer. kal 6 THs
yevéoews wbrapos obrws dvdehexds péwv obwore orhgerat, kai wdkw 6 €€ évavrias
abrg 6 s ¢plopds. Zeller (Phil. d. Griech.5, i. p. 640), following Bernays,
thinks that Plutarch derived the general drift of this whole passage from
Heracleitus, including the image of the potter. Cf. O. Gilbert, Meteor.
Theor., 335. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 398: Quand un enfant nait,
une individualité définie reparait, ou, plus exactement, se reforme. Toute
naissance est une réincarnation. . . . La naissance est donc simplement le
passage d'une forme de vie & une auire, tout comme la mort.

¢ M. van Gennep, Rites de Passage, p. 107, has brought out this signifi-
cance of initiatory rites. -
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soon after its birth ;! the youth is initiated into full membership
of the tribe on attaining manhood, and so on. Each of these
rites, moreover, is a new birth, and means the acquisition of
a new soul, or rather, perhaps, the growth of the soul, its ex-
pansion to include new social rights and duties. The import-
ance of these initiations overshadows the mere physical fact
of birth ; the new-born child has little or no soul, until society
confers it upon him.? Its growth culminates in the full privi-
leges of manhood, and then passes into its decline. As his
social effectiveness drops away from him, the man’s soul
dwindles, until, in old age, he has sunk again to a second,
soulless, childhood and is dead already, the physical death
being of little moment. This conception adds to the cycle
of life- the idea of promotion upwards through a series of
grades, culmination, and degradation on the downward curve
of the arc.?

94. The Cycle of all Life in Nature

At death, the soul passes into the underworld : the lower
half of the circle moves through the nether darkness. The
reason is that the earth is the source of all life.* The plants
and trees spring up out of earth ; from her, too, must come the
souls of animals and men; and hence, when they are dead,
they must be stored, like seeds, in the darkness of her womb.
Spring festivals, such as the Anthesteria, are concerned alike .
with the seeds which man requires for his tillage, and with
the revocation of souls;® for, in the spring, all life needs to be

1 Cf. the Omaha rites of infant initiation described by Miss Alice Fletcher.
See above, p. 69.
2 Cf. Dieterich, ‘ Mutter Erde,’” Arch. f. Relsg. viii. 1 ff.
3 See Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 360, and Hertz, ‘ Répresent. collectives
de la mort,” Année sociol. x.
4 Eur. frag. 415, ap. Plut. Consol. ad Apoll. 1045 :
kUxNos ydp abTds kapxipois Te yijs Purots
~yéves Bpordv Te, Tols uév adferar Blos,
Tdv 8¢ Ppliver Te kdxbeplleTar wdhwv.
5 See J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena, chap. ii., and Themis, p. 289. Cf.
also Plato, Politicus, 272E, where the souls, before each new birth, are
- described as falling into the earth as seeds, wdoas éxdarns Tis Yyuxis 7as
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. magically revived after the death of winter.\ In such com-
binations we see the basis upon which a doctrine of trans-
migration (metensomatosis) can easily arise. If all life is one
and sympathetically continuous, the same soul-stuff may pass
at one time into a man, at another into an animal or plant.
All alike are creatures of earth.! Further, the life of Nature
in the cycle of the seasons follows the same curve as the life
of man. Nature, likewise, has her phases and grades. Her
life waxes in spring, culminates in summer, and in autumn
wanes again, till her fruits decay and leave only the seed, which
must be buried in death, and lie in hope of resurrection. The
year with its two seasons of light and dark, warmth and cold,
drought and wet, corresponds to the two halves of man’s life-
circle. ‘All mortal things, by necessity of Nature, revolve in
a wheel of changes. . . . When they are born they grow, and
when they are grown they reach their height, and after that
they grow old, and at last perish. At one time Nature causes
them to come to their goal in her region of darkness, and then
again out of the darkness they come back into mortal form,

yevéoeis dmodedwrvias, Soca Hv éxdoTy wpooTaxbév, Tosaira els yiy owépuara
weoovons. Cf. also Timaeus, 42D, where God sows (ésmepe) the souls into
earth, moon, and the other ¢instruments of time.’ Phaedo, 83D: &ore
Taxd wd\r wixrew els o olua xal Gomwep omeipopévn éudlecbau. It is
significant that Anaxagoras calls his primary bodies, as yet unordered by
Nous, ‘seeds’ (rrépuara), and (probably) described the primitive chaos, or
mixture of these, a8 a panspermia (see p. 153), the word used of the pot of
all seeds offered at the spring festival of Souls and Seeds (cf. J. E. Harrison,
Themis, p. 292). Democritus used the same term (Arist. de anim. 404a 4)
to denote ‘the elements of all physis,” the spherical seeds being soul-
atoms.
1 Musaeus, frag. 5 (D.F. V.3, p. 485) :

s &' atrws kal pvANa @be feldwpos Epovpa’

&N\ puév év pelipow dmogblver, &N\a ¢ ¢poe

s 8¢ kal dvlpdmwy yeved xal pihov éNlooet.
Aesch. Choeph. 128 :

xal Datay abriv, § & wdvra rikreras

Opéyaca 1’ abfis Tavde kiua NauBdvet.
Eur. frag. 757N. :

Odwres Te Tékva xdrep’ ad krdral véa

abrés Te Ovjoxes xal T8’ &xfovrar Bporol

els yiv pépovres yiw* dvaykalws & Exe

Blov Oeplier Gore kdpmypoy ordyww . . .
See Dieterich, ‘Mutter Erde,” Arch. f. Relig. viii. 1 ff. for all this
subject.
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by alternation of birth and repayment of death, in the cycle
wherein Nature returns upon herself.’ 1

95. The correspondence of Works and Days

Nor is it Nature alone that urges life along its perennial
round. Man, too, must do his share ; his Works must be fitted
into the cycle of Days. The Works and Days of Hesiod is, signi-
ficantly, both a treatise on agriculture and a hand-book of
morality. The primitive art of agriculture is deeply tinged
with magic : 2 mimetic ritual was, at first, even more important
than digging and sowing. The mere practical operations will
not be effective, unless there is a sympathetic correspondence
between man’s ways and Nature’s course. He must keep
straight upon the path of custom (nmomos) or right (dike), or
else the answering processes of natural life will likewise leave
the track.> We seem to see in this the first interpretation of a
moral maxim that fills a large place in the ethical consciousness .
of later days: Live according to Nature ({fv xata ¢piow). We
understand, also, why’ the Works and Days opens with a long *
discourse on Right (Dike). In the very first lines, too, we
encounter the image of the wheel.\The Muses are to sing of
Zeus, through whom mortal men become illustrious or obscure ;
¢ easily he lifts them up to strength, and then, when they are
strong, he casts them down ; easily he causes the light of one
that shines to wane, and another to wax from obscurity.’ 4

! Hippodamus the Pythagorean, ap. Stob. Flor. 98, 71: wdvra uédv dv 1d
Ovara 8’ dvdykay ¢boios év perafolals kakwdeirar . . . T4 pév Umd pugos els Td
ddnhov abrds Teppatifbueva xal wdlw éx Tob &dHNov és TO Gvardv éxiauvepxbuera,
dpofd yeréaios xkal dvramodboe phopis, xixhov qi¥adras dvawodifolcas. Com-
pare the mystical passage in Plato, Rep. 546 A ff. : o0 wbévov @urois éyyelows
ANNG Kal év ¢meyelots fgois popd kal dpopla Yuxds Te kal oduaros ylyrovras, Sray
wepirporal éxdoTois kKUKAwy wepipopas ouvdwTwor, BpaxvBlios uév Bpaxvmbpovs,
évavrlots 8¢ évavtias, kTN,

2 See J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 423.

3 Porph. de abst. iii. 27 : wunodpeda 16 xpvootyv yévos . . . uef’ Gv uév yap
Aldos xkal Néueais 4 Te Alkn dubhet, 8¢ fproivro 7@ éx vijs kapwe® kapwov ydp
oo Epepev feldwpos dpovpa abroudTn woANy Te xal &pfovov (Hes. Hrga, 117).

4 Erga,3: & e dla Bporol dvdpes ouds dparol Te parol Te . . .

péa pev vap Bpuder, péa 8¢ Bpidovra yakéxrer,
peta & dplnhov puvivlec kal &dnhov défer . . .
Zevs SynBpepérys.

Ar. Lys. 772: 1o & Uméprepa véprepa Ofoes Zeds vyiSpepérns. Horat. Carm. i.
34, 12: ualet ima summis muiare et insignem attenuat deus obscura promens.
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Dike is the Hora, the Season, who brings wealth ; her sisters
are Eunomia (Law-abidingness), and Eirene (Peace), who was
represented in art, carrying the infant Wealth (Ploutos) in her
arms. Their mother is Themis.! Wealth must not be snatched
from another by robbery ; it is much better and more abiding
when it is given of God, and comes in its duly appointed season
(xaTa xacpov) in the circle of the year.?

This primitive correspondence between the ordered process
of the year bringing fruits, and the appointed path of ‘ season-
able works * (@pca &pya) which those fruits reward, helps to ex-

” plain why the wheel of Time is also the wheel of Right. * Time,
in the length of his unnumbered years, gives birth to all things
out of the darkness, and, when they have come into the light,

“hides them again.’ 3~ And so, too, there is a turn of the wheel

1 Hesiod. Theog. 901 ; Pind. Ol. xiii. 6: é& 7@ ydp Eivoula valec xaclyryrai
7e. . . . Alxa xal dubrpowos Eipva, ramlac dvdpdae whovrov. Bgk.? Frag.
Adesp. 140, the Moiras are invoked to conduct Eunomia, Dike, and Eirene
to the city. Cretan ‘Hymn of the Kouretes’ (Brit. Sch. Annual, xv.
p. 357 f1.) :

*Opac 3¢ BpJoov xarijos
xal Bpdrovs Alxa katijpxe
wdvra 7 &ypl duperJe §'
& ¢pl\oABos Eipfva.
For this hymn, see J. E. Harrison, Themis, especially the concluding
chapter on Themis.
2 Hesiod, Erga, 320:
Xxphunara & olx apwaxrd, Oebodora woANdY duelvw.
el ydp 7is kal xepal Blp péyav ENSov ENqrae . . .
peta 8¢ wv pavpoia Geol, wvtbovor 8¢ olkov
dvép T, wadpov 8¢ ' éml xpbvov BNBos éxndel.
Solon, frag. 13 (Bgk.4) 9: whofrov & 8 uév 3Goc Oeol wapayiyrerar dvdpl
fuwedos . . . ob & Hvdpes perlwow ¢’ YBpios, ob kard Kbouor Epxeral.
Theognis, 197 : xpiipa . . . Abfev xal avw Slxy . . . wapubripuov, contrasted with
ddlkws mwapd xawpbv. Bacch. xiv. 50-64, Dike, Eunomia, and Themss give
wealth ; Hybris, which snatches it from another, brings destruction. The
use of xaipbs, to mean ‘due measure,’ and kard xawpév as synonymous with
uerplws, goes back to this association of Right with Time. Iambl. Vi¢. Pyth.
182 (D.F.V.2, p. 284): cuuwapéresfar 79 Tob Kawpol pige Ty Te dvopatouévyy
Gpav xal Td wpéwov kal 0 apubérrov. For Time and Justice see W. Headlam,
Journ. of Philol. xxx. p. 290 ff. Dike is daughter of Chronos (Eur. frag.
223 N.).
% Soph. Ajax, 646 : &mavd’ & paxpds kdvaplBuntos Xpbvos
plec ' &dn\a kal parévra kpiwTeTaL
Cf. évavrés in Plato, Cratylus, 410D: 70 yip 7d puvbueva Kxal T& yiyrbueva
wpodryor els pds Kal avrd & éavry éterdfov . . . ol uév éviavréy, 8r¢ év éavrg,
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that abases pride. Ajax, in the speech which opens with the
above words, goes on to acknowledge this necessity of abase-
ment. ‘Even things dread and powerful yield to dignities
(Tepais): the snowy Winter gives place to fruitful Summer;
Night’s weary round makes room for Day, with her white steeds,
to kindle light. . . . And shall not I also learn to curb my
pride 2’1

In the age of the Sophists, when controversial writings on
the subject of politics began to appear, the disputants were
eager to claim the authority of Nature for the particular form
of government they were upholding. Several traces of one
such treatise survive in Euripides.2 The author bases the rule
of justice, or equality, among men on the equality observed in
Nature’s course. Thus, Jocasta in the Phoenissae 3 argues with
Eteocles :

¢ Equality is what is naturally lawful for mankind : the more

ot 3¢ Eros, 8r érdfec. See my note on ‘Hermes, Pan, Logos,’ Cldssical
Quarterly, iii. p. 282. Nauck?, frag. adesp. 483: dpd vy&p xpbve Sixav wdvr’
dyovoav els ¢pos PBporois. Dieterich, Abraxas, 96 : das ist ein uralt mythischer
Zusammenhang zwischen Schicksal, Recht, und Licht.
! Ajax, 669 : xal yap Ta Sewd xal Td kdpTepdraTa
Tipals vrelxe: ToliTo uév vigooTiPels
Xewudves éxxwpoiow ebxdpmry Oéper
éEloTarar 8¢ vuktds alavhs kiKAos
TP NevkordAg déyyos Huépg PAéyew . . .
Nueis 5¢ wds ob yvwobueola cwporely ;
Note the references to Time in the preceding and following choruses,
especially 1. 711: 6éowa (Themis) elvople céBuwv peylore(xdvd’ 6 péyas Xpbvos
papalved,
2 See F. Diimmler, Prolegomena zu Platons Staat, Basel, 1891.
3 538 1. : 70 ydp loov vbpupov dvlpdros Epu,
7¢ whéore & alel woNémov kabloTarar
Todhacoov, éxOpis 0’ Huépas kardpxerac.
kal yap pérp’ drfpdmoise kal uépn orabudv
lobrns Erate kdpiludy Suwwpioe,
vuktds & dpeyyés BNépapov Hhlov Te Ppds
loov Badlfe Tdv éviatoiov xUKNoy
xobdérepov alrdv pObvov Exet vikduevov.
€10’ HAios uév vOE Te Sovhever BpoTols,
o) &’ ovk dvéfer dwudrwy Exew loov
kal T@d dmwovéuew ;
S0 again in the Suppliants, 406, the principle of democracy is derived from
the heavenly order (Diimmler, op. cit. p. 13):
dfjuos & dvdooes diadoxaiow év pépe
éniavalaiow.
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and the less are in eternal enmity, and herald the day of hatred.
Equality it is, that ordained for man measure, and the divisions
of weight, and the distinctions of number. Equal, on their
yearly course, move the rayless eye of night and the light of the
sun, and neither of them grudges the victory of the other. So
the sunlight and the night are the servants of men; and can
you not bear to hold an equal place with your brother, and
allow him an equal share ?’

96. Heaven-worship

From the seasonal round of summer and winter, it is an easy
step to the worship of the heavenly bodies, whose rhythmical
revolution numbers the circuit of the years. Among many
peoples, this shift has occurred when, first, the monthly waxing
and waning of the moon, and, later, the annual periodicity of,
the sun, came to be regarded as sympathetically linked with
the growth and decay of vegetation. Sunshine was, perhaps, at
first regarded as a casual and capricious meteoric phenomenon,
like the clouds and rain which interrupt it; the one, like the
other, needing to be specially induced by magical ceremonies.
But, with the first occurrence of a vague notion that the fruits
of the earth, on which man’s life depends, were not solely the
offspring of earth herself, fertilised by the rains of heaven, but
mysteriously connected with the periodic phases of the moon
and with the waxing of the sun’s power in summer and its
waning in winter, moon and sun must become religious objects,
and the old divisions of time, the seasons or Hours, will be
worshipped with them as the givers of life and fertility.!

Sophocles compares the turning wheel of human destiny to
the waxing and waning of the Moon, which can never stay in
one form, but grows out of darkness to the full, and then melts
. away and returns to nothingness.? And again, the Women of

1 The seasonal year being probably older than the solar or even the
lunar calendar, the Horai would naturally be prominent before the moon
and the sun were worshipped as the measurers of time and the givers of
life. For the sequence of calendars—seasonal year, moon year, sun year,
see Payne, History of the New World called America, i. 474 ff.

2 Frag. 787 N3: dAXN’ oUpds del wbrpos év xukv feob

Tpox® Kukelrac kal peraN\doge Ppuor*
Qowep aehfvys Syus edppbras dvo
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Trachis sing to Deianeira, how ‘the son of Kronos has not
appointed to mortal men a lot free from pain, but sorrow and
joy come round to all, as the Bear moves in his circling paths.
Nothing abides in one stay for men; not starry night, nor
calamities ; no, nor yet wealth; in a moment it is gone, and
another has his turn of gladness or of loss.”! These images are
not mere poetical comparisons, but look back to the old belief
that the fate of man is sympathetically related to the circling
lights of heaven. Any attentive reader of Pindar’s most Orphic
ode, the second Olympian, will see how the whole movement
of its thought follows the turning wheel of Destiny (Moira) and
Justice (Dike).2 He will notice, too, the recurrence of Time,
the Father of all things—Xpovos ¢ mdvTwy marip (1. 19). If he
is also alive to Pindar’s cryptic methods—one of those en-
lightened ones, to whom the poet’s words are to have a voice 3—
he will observe that Zeus is addressed as the ‘son of Kronos
and Rhea,’ and detect that these names signify Tvme and Flow.*
The wheel of Time, in which all things flow and nothing abides,
is the same as the wheel of Right (Duke).

orivas Stvarr’ By ofmwor’ év popdy mugd,

AN’ é£ ddfhov mplTov EpxeTar véa

wpbowra kaA\\ivovoa kal wAnpovuévy*

x@ravxep advrijs evwperesrdrn pavy,

wakw Siappel kdwi undév Epxerar.
[Hippocr.] de Victu, i. 5 (after Heracleitus): xwpet 8¢ wdvra xal fela kal
dvfporwa &vw kal xdrw duefbueva, Nuépn kal ebgpbrm éxl T wiKieTOov Kal
é\dxtoTov, ws ceNfyn éml 1O phKioTor Kal éNdxuoTov, <olrws> Hhios dml TO
paxpbrarov kal Bpaxvrarov. wdvra rabra kal o) ravrd, pdos Zmvl, oxéros ’Aldy,
pdos ’Aldy, oxbros Zywl. ¢pord xeiva Hde kal Tdde keice, wdgav Lpyy, micay
Xdpnv. . . . Selene is addressed as’Avdyxn, Moipa, and Alxy, Orph. Hymn,
Abel, p. 292, 1. 49,

1 Trach. 125: dvd\ynra ~yip o008’ 6 wdwvra xpalvwy Bacikels éwéBale Ovarols
Kpovidas: | @\N’ éxl wijpa xal xapd wdot kvkhobow, olov &pkrov aTpodddes kéhevbot.
wévew yap ofr’ albha | vik Bporoiow ofre Kijpes | obre mhobiTos, dAN’ dap | BéBaxe,
T¢ & éwépxerar | xalpew Te kal orépecfac. Herod. i. 207: pdfe, bs xvxhos Td¥
dvlpwmnlwy éotl wprryudrwy, Tepipepbuevos 5¢ olx ¢ alel Tovs adrols elruxéew
(wheel of Toxn).

? Note e.g. the recurrence of Dske in all the Epodes: 1. 18, év dikg xal
wapa dlkav ; 41, wheel of Moira ; 65, dixdfe:; 83, Rhadamanthys; 106, dlxg
ouvarrdueros.

3 pwrdevra gureroio (1. 93).

4 1. 13, & Kpbrie xal ‘Péas, an odd form of address, obviously used for the
sake of introducing both names. That Kronos=Chronos is rendered prac-
tically certain by the tautometric responsion, 1. 19, Xpévos ¢ wdrrwy wathp=
85, réois 6 wévrwy ‘Péas (=Kronos). The equation Chronos=Kronos is at

Sy
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97. Tao, Rta, and Asha

Dike means “ Way.”! In a passage of the Medea of Euripides,
the word means the ‘ course of Nature.” After Medea’s threat
of woman’s vengeance upon man, the chorus opens:? ‘ The
sacred river-founts flow upwards to their source, and Dike and
all the world are turned backwards.’” There is probably an
allusion to the reversal of the revolution of the sky, which
ancient legend connected with the strife of Atreus and Thyestes,
and which Plato curiously turns to account in the myth of his
Politicus.t In the Laws, the solemn address to the citizens

least as old as Pherekydes (D.F.V.3, ii. p. 507), whose principles were Zén,
Chthonie, and Kronos : Zijra uév 1ov albépa, XOoviny 3¢ T iy, Kpbvor 5¢ Tov
xpbvor . . . & § 1d yryvéueva. For the Orphic Time-God and his antiquity
see below, p. 178, note 1, and Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. chap. iv. especially
p. 378. For Rhea= Flow, Plato, Krat. 402 A : 7d» ‘Hpdx\esrév pov doxd kabopdv
walal’ &r7a gogd Néyorra, drexrds Td éxl Kpbvov kal ' Péas . . . §riwdrra xwpel kal
o0d¢w péved (cf. Soph. Trach.,loc. cit. péverydpobre . . .) kal moTauod pog drewkd{wy
Ta 8vra Néyew s dls és TOv adrdv woraudy ovk Bv éufalns, followed by reference to
the Orphic Okeanos and Tethys. InOlympian ii. the Emmenidaiare ebdvvpo
(1. 8), because their name means abiding (éupuévewv), though they dwell by a
river (10), and mortals cannot reckon on unfailing happiness, but divers streams
(poal) of joy and pain flow upon men at different times (d\\ére), and reverse
of sorrow follows upon prosperity at another time (8\\g xpévy). Cf. Isth.
iii. 18: alow 8¢ xuhwvdouévais duépais AN’ &NNor’ éfdNhatev. OL. vii. 94 : & 3¢
g polpg xpbvov &Nor’ &NNoiac Siarfvoooiowy adpar. [Eur.] frag. 594 N (Kritias,
frag. 18, D.F.V.% p. 618): dxduas Te Xpbvos wepl v’ devdy pevuar:. wNhpns
poird TixTwy abrds éavréy, Sldunol 7’ dpxtor, kA, Time, as he moves forward,
/brings truth to light: o 7’ éfeNéyxwr pbvos dNdBeiav érfrupov Xpbvos. 78 d¢
‘oagips liv wbpow xarégpacer, Ol. x. (xi.) 53. There are other cryptic
and etymological meanings in OL. ii. ; for instance, the strange word dyporépa
(#épuva), 1. 60, is used because Ofpwr is the ‘hunter’ after dpers and fame;
cf. Arist. frag. 625 : *Aperd Ofpapa kd\AwTov . . . odv dypevorTes divamy.

1 This sense is still common in Homer, e.g. Od. 11, 218, alry dixy éorl
Bpordv, ‘this is the way of mortals.” Plato, Laws, 904E, brings together
this old use and the later, quoting airn Toi 8lxn éorl Gedw ot "ONvpror Exovow
in connection with the Justice which assures that the soul shall be rewarded
according to its deeds, dlkny . . . A wacdv Sy SiagepbvTws Eratav ol TdfavTes.

2 410: &vw morapdv iepdy xwpoboe wayal,

kal Alxa xai wdvra wd\w oTpépeTac.
Verrall, ad. loc., says, ‘dlxa, the custom or order of nature,’ and compares
Parmenides, frag. 6, mdvrwy 8¢ xakwrporés éori kéhevbos.

3 Eur. Electra, 726. The chorus doubt whether the sun could be turned
backwards, Ovards &vex’ ddixlas. Cf. also Electra’s words in the following
scene, 771: & Qeol, Alxn Te wdv0’ dpdc’, HNOés mwore. woly Tpbwe 8¢ kal Tiv
PvOu@ Pbvov krelver Ovéorov waida, Bothouar pabelv, where the words Ouvéorov
waida point the reference to the preceding chorus.

4 268m fl.: 70 ydp wir T6de TéTe pév adrds & Oeds oupwodyyel wopevbuevoy
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opens with the words: ‘ God, as the ancient doctrine also has
it, containing the beginning and end and middle of all things
that are, moves straight upon his revolving journey in the
course of Nature. And always attendant upon him is Dike, the
avenger of all negligence of the divine law, after whom follows
closely, in orderly and humble fashion, whosoever desires that
it shall be well with him.”! The next paragraph opens thus :
‘ What, then, is that conduct which is pleasing to God and
follows after him ?’ And the answer is: the conduct which
observes measure, and therefore is like God, who is to us the
Measure of all things.

In these passages, the notion of Dike seems to come very

xal ovykvkhei, Tére 8¢ dvijker, rav al weplodo. Tol wposiixovros avre uérpov
el\fpwaw #dn xpbvov, 0 §¢ wdAw avrbuarov els Tévavria mwepidyerar. In the
former age of Kronos, men lived justly, without war or strife, or devouring
one another (271 E, from Hesiod, Erga, 276 : Zeus gave men 3ixn, that they
should not eat each other like beasts), and ¢ the seasons were tempered to
do them no hurt’ (70 7év &pdwv avrols &Avwov éxéxparo, 2724). The period is
the Great Year, which puts a term to the cycle of reincarnations of souls.
Note also the mention of the Seasons’ names in the parallel passage describ-
ing the rule of the daemons in the Golden Age of Justice, Laws, 713 E, 6 feds
.« . Yévos dpewov udv éploTn TO TEY dawubrwy . . . elphyyy Te kal aldd xal
evvoulav xal Gpoviav ks wapexduevor. For the reversal of the rotation
of the universe see J. Adam, Republic of Plato, 1902, vol. ii. p. 295 ff.

1 715E (included by Diels, F. V.2 p. 474, among the older Orphic frag-
ments): o uév &) Oebs, Homwep kal 6 walawds Abyos, dpxiv Te xal Tehevriw kal
péoa Tdv Svtwy dmdyvTwy Exwr, elfelg mwepalver katd ¢low wepuwopevbuevos T
& del owweméras Alxy TGv dwoletwouévwy Tob felov véuov Tipwplbs, Hs 6 pev eddai-
povhoew wéN\wv éxbuevos cuvéwerar Tamewds kal Kexooumuévos. . . . Tl6cC:
Tis otv &% wpitis PiAp xal dxbhovfos fep; Compare Euripides, Troades,
886 :

ZeUs, elr’ dvdykn pioeos elre vobs Bpordv,
Y

wposnuEduny ae* wdvra yip 8’ dydpov
Balvwy kehevbov katd Slkny Td Ovir’ dyets.

Cf. [Archytas] Mullach, Frag. Phil. Gr. i. 599 : the philosopher dwards
éooeiTas Tov Bedv karoyeiclac kal wdvra & év 7@ cvoToixelg kal Tdfe Td ékelvw
xarakexwpiouéva, xai tabrav Tdv dpparn\drav 68dv éxmopisduevos TY véy Kkar
etfeciav dpualdiuev xal Teheodpoudoar Tds dpxds Tols mépagt cuvdyas Te kal émiyvols
870 8 Beds dpxd Te xal Téhos kal péoov éorl wdvTwy TWY kaTd dlkav Te Kal TNV
8p0dy Noyov wepawwopévwr. The language refers to the Laws, above quoted,
and to Phaedrus, 246 E, where Zeds, é\atvwy xrwdv dppa, wopeberar Siakoopuldv
wdvra Kxal émpuelotuevos, followed by the host of Gods and daemons. The
immortals emerge on to the back of the odpavés, and are carried round by its
wepupopd.  Ps.-Archytas uses xard Slxav (wepalvesfai) as synonymous with
Plato’s xard ¢vow (wepalver). Soph. frag. 226 N%: dAN’ els febv o’ dpavra,
k8 &w Slxns | xwpelv keevy, Keia® 6doiwopely xpedv,
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near to the Chinese Tao,! a term which, as we saw, also means
‘ Way "—the daily and yearly revolution of the heavens, and
of the two powers of light and darkness, day and night, summer
and winter, heat and cold. ‘It is heaven’s Tao or way to give
felicity to the good, and bring misfortune upon the bad.” 2 * The
Tao, or order of the world, represents all that is correct, normal,
or right (ching or twan) in the universe ; it does, indeed, never
deviate from its course. It consequently includes all correct
and righteous dealings of men and spirits, which alone promote
universal happiness and life. All other acts, as they oppose the
Tao, are incorrect, abnormal, unnatural.’3 As in Hesiod’s
Works and Days we traced a correspondence between the ordered
course of man’s ways and the seasons called Dike, Eunomsa, and
Eirene, so among the Chinese, ‘ T"ai-sus is the great year, the
planet Jupiter, whose path in the heavens governs the arrange-
ments of the almanack which is annually published by imperial
authority, and gives the various days suitable for the transactions
of the various business of life. This god thus rules the Tao, or
revolution of the universe, and, as a consequence, the Tao of
human life, which, in order to bestow happiness and prosperity,
- must fit in with the universal Tao.” ¢

When Buddhism was transplanted to China, the Chinese
unhesitatingly identified with their own Tao the Dharma of
Mahayanism. ‘ Dharma, the universal law, embraces the world
in its entirety. It exists for the benefit of all beings, for does not
its chief manifestation, the light of the world, shine for blessing on
all men and all things ? Salvation, which means conformity of life
to the dharma, consequently means in thefirst place manifestation
of universal love, both for men and animals. Indeed, as men and
animals equally are formed of the elements which constitute the

1 See above, § 57. 2 De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p. 18.

3 De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p. 45. The Greek would be
wapd Slxnp. Pind. Ol ii. 17: 7dv wempayuévwr év Slkg Te xal mwapd dlkav
dmolyrov o0’ &y Xpbvos 6 wdvTwy waryp dvvairo Géuey Epywr Téhos. The original
sense of dlky remains clear in the compound &diwkes. Cf. Solon, frag. 36
(Bgk.4) ap. Ar. Ath. Pol. 12: cvupaprupoly Tabr’ &v év 8lkp xpbvov whryp
peylorn . . . TjkrA.

4 Ibid. p.114. Cf. Iambl. Vit. Pyth. 137 (6 Ivfa~ybpetos) Blos dxas cvwréraxrar
wpds T dkolovfely TY Oe, xal & Néyos obros Tabrys éorl THs Pihocoglas, 8
yeholov wowoloww Avfpwror dANofév wobey {nroivres 1O €0 9 wapd TGY Oedw
(D.F.V.2 p. 283).
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universe itself, animals may become men, and through the human
state be converted into arhats, boddhisattwas and buddhas.’ !
Buddhism takes us to India, where a similar conception was
dominant in religion long before the time of Buddha. It goes
back, indeed, in all probability to a time before the separation
of the Indian and Iranian stocks, for it is found both in the
Veda and in the Persian Avesta.? The Vedic name for it is
,Rta; the Persian equivalent is Asha. ‘The processes, whose
perpetual sameness or regular recurrence give rise to the repre-
sentation of Order, obey Rta, or their occurrence ts Rta. “ The '
rivers flow Rta.” “‘ According to Rta the light of the heaven-
born morning has come.” . . . The year is the path of Rta.’3
The Gods themselves are born of the Rta or in the Rta; they
show by their acts that they know, observe and love the Ria.
In man’s activity, the Rta manifests itself as the moral law.
The sun is called the wheel of Rta ; the ritual and symbolism
of the wheel are closely associated with this conception. The
so-called praying-wheel of Buddhist religion is really an instru-
ment of sympathetic magic, a wheel turned, the way of the
sun, for the purpose of keeping the rotation of the heaven or

of the sun going upon the path of the cosmic order.* The wheel = °

of Fortune, familiar to us, does not symbolise chance or accident,
but the very reverse. The wheel is essentially a symbol of
regular recurrence. It is the wheel of Order and Right, on the
observance of which all prosperity or fortune depends.

When we have traced this conception across Asia from the
furthest east to Persia, we have reached a point at which the
possibility of contact with Greek thought cannot be ruled out
a8 impossible. . Herodotus ® remarks that the Persians above

1 De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p. 166. Cf. below, p. 182.

2 Maurice Bloomfield, The Religion of the Veda, 1908, p. 125 ff. It is held
that the Tel-el-Amarna tablets guarantee for this notion an antiquity of at
least 1600 years B.0.

3 Oldenberg, Veda, p. 196.

¢ W. Simpson, The Buddhist Praying Wheel, 1910. Theopompus, ap.
Diog. L. proem. 13, reports that the Magians said that they ‘ maintained
the order of the world by their invocations,’” 7d 8vra 7als aiTdy émikNoest
Scapévew.

i. 139. Herodotus says (ibid.) that the Persian names correspond (in
their meaning) to the nobleness of the individuals who bear them, and tells
us (vi, 98) that Arta-xerxes means uéya(s) dpfos. Did he know that Arta-
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all things hate lies, and in the next place debts, because they
bring with them lying and fraud, which are punished by the
God of Light with leprosy. The Avesta confirms the truth of
this statement. Lying and Ahriman are so closely allied that
not only are the demons always treated as liars, because they
try to deceive the world with false doctrine, but falsity itself
18 a work of the devil. Further, ‘ the practical side of veracity
i8 Justice, whose celestial representative is the Asha. Justice
is the rule of the world’s life, as Asha is the principle of all well-
ordered existence, and the establishment or accomplishment

- of justice is the end of the evolution of the universe.’ !

Ve

Whether or not we accept the hypothesis of direct influence
from Persia on the Ionian Greeks in the sixth century, any
student of Orphic and Pythagorean thought cannot fail to see
that the similarities between it and Persian religion are so close
as to warrant our regarding them as expressions of the same
view of life, and using the one system to interpret the other.
The characteristic preoccupation of Pythagoreanism with
astronomy and the contemplation (fewpia) of the heavens,
becomes transparently clear, when we see it in the light of
notions like Tao, ta, and Asha.

We cannot here follow further the various developments of
the wheel of Time, Fate, and Justice in Greek religious repre-
sentation ; 2 but we may note that in philosophy this notion of
periodicity has an important consequence. It excludes the
possibility of conceiving the process of change and evolution
a8 a progress in a straight line, a history which never repeats
itself. Onwards from Anaximander, who declares that all that
comes into being must pay the penalty of injustice by perishing
again, according to the order of time (katd THv Tob xpovov TdEw)
and the ordinance of destiny, Greek philosophers are haunted

is the same as Asha=1ta? It seems possible that, if he could discuss the
derivation of names, his informants might have explained the idea.

! Chantepie de la Saussaye, Manuel d’histoire des religions, Paris, 1904,
p- 467. Porph. Vit. Pyth. 41: towabra mapjver (Ilvbaybpas) pdhora ¢
dA\nfevev TobTo Ydp mbvov Stvachar Tods dvfpumous woiely fe wapamhnolovs,
&xel xal 700 Oeol, &s wapd Ty Mdywy éwwwldvero, 8v *Qpoudimy xalobow éxeivor,
éowkévar TO pév odua gwri, Thy 3¢ Yuxhw d\nbelg. Plut. Is. et Os. 370, renders
Asha-Arta by d\ffea.

2 See Lobeck: Aglaoph. 798 ff. ; Dieterich, Nekyia, 88.
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by the idea of the periodic growth, culmination, and destruction
of the world and all that it contains. They thought of the life
of the universe as following the same curve as the life of an
animal—birth, growth, maturity, decay, and death, to be
followed by rebirth, and the same repeated round.

98. Orphic revival of Heaven-worship

The Orphic reformation of Dionysiac religion seems to have
meant, among other things, the revival of the primitive worship
of the heavenly bodies, and especially of the Sun. Orpheus
is said to have honoured Helios instead of Dionysus, ‘ and rising
early in the morning he climbed the mountain called Pangaion,
and waited for the rising of the Sun.’! That the worship of the
heavenly measurers of time had belonged to an early phase of
religion in Greece is probable, and Plato seems to preserve the
tradition of it. Socrates in the Kratylus (397 c) suspects that
‘ the first men in Hellas recognised only those Gods who are
now recognised by many other nations—sun, moon, earth, stars,
and sky.’2 ‘The Persians,” says Herodotus (i. 131), ‘do not
erect images, temples, or altars ; indeed, they charge those who
do so with folly, because, I suppose, they do not, like the Greeks,
think that the Gods are of human shape. Their custom is to
go up on to the mountain-tops and sacrifice, and they give the
name of Zeus to the whole circle of the sky.” When Xeno-
phanes, the satirist, took that step, which we have described in
a previous chapter, of deliberately wiping out the figures of the
anthropomorphic Gods, he too went back to an earlier phase of
religion which had preceded those too clear-cut human figures.
We are told of him that ‘ he looked at the whole sky, and de-
clared that the One is, namely God.’3 He disinterred, as it
were, that older nature-worship, in which the circle of the sky

1 Eratosth. Catast. xxiv. Cf. J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena, p. 461 ;
Themss, p. 465 ; Roscher, Lex. s.v. ¢ Orpheus.’

2 Cf, also Laws, 885k, where the first Gods whose existence is asserted
are i xal f\wos doTpa Te T4 olumavra kal T4 TV Gpdv Siakexosunuéva Kakds
obrws, énavrols Te xal unol diequuéva ; and it is implied that all nations
recognise these as divine.

3 Arist. Met. Av. 986 : els Tov Shov ovpavdy dmofhéyas Td & elval ¢mor To¥
Oeby.

M



178 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

and the heavenly bodies had ruled the destinies of man. The
Orphics seem to have stood for a similar revival of heaven-
worship. The ‘ Rhapsodic Theogony,” which our best authorities
now agree to date from before the Persian wars,! starts, like
Pherekydes, from the divinity of Endless Time. :

99. The heavenly origin and fall of the Soul

Whether or not this revival was occasioned by Oriental
influence, it is easy to see how well it agrees with the doctrines
characteristic of Orphism.2 The wheel of birth or becoming
is now governed by the circling of the starry heaven. From
the stars the soul of man is believed to have fallen into the prison
of this earthy body, sinking from the upper region of fire and
light into the misty darkness of this ‘ roofed-in cave.’® The
fall is ascribed to some original sin, which entailed expulsion
from the purity and perfection of divine existence, and has to
be expiated by life on earth and by purgation in the underworld.
Caught in the wheel of birth, the soul passes through the forms .
of man and beast and plant. But the cycle, instead of going
on for ever, is terminated by the limit of the Great Year of
ten thousand solar years; at the end of this period, the soul
may escape and fly aloft to the fiery heaven whence it came,
regaining perfection and divinity. Then a new Great Year
begins (for the cycle of Time is endless), and a new world is
born, to pass away in its season, and give place to another.

When we analyse this conception, it becomes clear that the
cycle of the Great Year, which must have an astral origin,® has

! This date for this Orphic Theogony (Abel, frag. 48 ff. D.F. V.3, p. 476)
was held by Lobeck, and is now accepted by Diels, Gomperz, Kern, Gruppe,
and Eisler; see Eisler, Orpheus, the Fisher (Third Internat. Congress for
the History of Religions, Oxford), who discusses its affinities to Iranian
Zrvanism, especially the similarity of xpévos dyfparos to Zrvin akarana
(endless time). For the detailed statement of the theory of Persian
influence, see his Weltenmantel, vol. ii.

2 For references see Gruppe, Griech. Myth. u. Relig. pp. 1028 ff.

3 Emped. frag. 120; Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 618.

¢ Eudem. Phys. 51 (Simpl. Phys. 732, 26) : 4 8¢ avrds xpbvos wérepov yiyve-
Ta . o o f) of, dwopfoeiey &v Tis . . . el 3¢ Tis mwoTeboeie Tols Iubayopelots,
dore wdMv T& altd dpibug, kdyd uvbohoyhow Td pafdloy Exwy Vuiv kabnuévous
olrw, xal 7& &\\a wdrra duolws e, kal TOv Xpbrov ethoyby éori Tdv adrdy elvau.

® Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 502.
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been superimposed upon the old cycle of reincarnation. That
primitive belief belonged to earth, not to heaven: it taught
the revolution of all life or soul in man and nature, passing in
an endless round from the underworld into the light of day, and
back again. There was no hope or possibility of any release ;
indeed, such an idea would have no meaning, since the individual
soul did not persist after death, but was reabsorbed in the one
life of all things. No part or fragment of this life had any
separate persistence. It had not come from the aether, and
could not fly off thither ; it came from earth, and returned to
earth again. In the later doctrine, a series of such periods is
fitted into a larger period or Great Year, based upon astro-
nomical theories, probably of Babylonian origin, of the length
of time required for all the heavenly bodies, in their various
revolutions, to come back to the same relative positions.! The
focus is thus shifted from the annual recurrence of earthly life
to the periodicity of the stars; and with this change goes the
doctrine that, while the body is of earth, the soul comes from
the starry sky and claims to be of heavenly descent.?

This contrast brings out what seems to be the essential differ-
ence between the ‘ Dionysiac ’ view of immortality (as we may
call it) and the Orphic. Orphism is focused on the individual
soul, its heavenly origin and immutable nature, and its persis-
tence, as an individual, throughout the round of incarnations.
It is “an exile from God and a wanderer’;3 and it is reunited
with God, and with other souls, only after its final escape at the
end of the Great Year. Hence, the Orphic is preoccupied with
the salvation, by purifying rites, of his individual soul.

This insistence on the individual soul, perhaps, gives us the

1 See W. Schultz, Pythagoras u. Heraklit, 1905, p. 68. Plato, Timaeus,
39D : & ye Téheios dpifuds xpbvov Td¥ TéNewov éviavtdy wAnpoi Tére, dTav dwacdy
TGp 8kTw wepibdwr T& wpds ANApNa Evpmepav@évra TdxXn OXT Kepaiy T Tob Tai-
700 kal duolws dvauerpnfévra xlxhg. .

¢ Orphic tablet from Petelia, D.F.V.? ii. p. 480, J. E. Harrison, Prole-

gomena, 661 ff. :
viis mwals elue kal obpavol dorepbevros®

alrdp éudv yévos olpdyior.

3 Emped. frag, 115: ¢vyds Océ0ev xal dNfrns. Plotinus, Enn. iv. 8. 1:
*Euwedok\fs Te elwby duapravoboais vbuov elvar rais Yuxals weoer évraifa xal
abrds Quyds Ocbler yevbuevos . . . Togoirov wapeyiuvov doov xal Ivfaybpas,
oluat, xal ol &’ éxelvov yvirTovro,
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. psychological key to the phenomena of Orphism. The cosmic
" dualism, with its contrast of the principles of light and darkness,
identified with good and evil, reflects outwards upon the universe
that inner sense of the double nature of man and the war in our
members, which is called the ‘ sense of sin.” It is also the sense
of separatlon from ‘ God,” which goes with the intense desire for
reunion. We may, perhaps, see the psychological cause of all
this in the development of self-conscious individuality, which
necessarily entails a feeling of isolation from the common life,
and at the same time an increasing conflict between self-assertive
instincts and that part of the common consciousness which
resides in each of us, and is called  conscience.” If this is so,
it is slgmﬁcant that the conflict is represented as between  body ’
and ‘soul.” To ‘body’ are assigned those senses and lust.s‘
whose insurrection destroys the inward harmony. ‘Soul” still
: covers the field of the common consciousness, or ¢ conscience ’ ;
but it has shrunk from being the pervasive soul of the whole
group to being one among an aggregate of individual selves,
weakened by their novel isolation, and always longing for the
old undivided communion. )
In the terms of religious representation, this is expressed as
‘ geparation from God,” the loneliness of exile. As the barriers
of individuality close in upon the soul, the old Dionysiac faith,
" with its sense of a communion easily and perpetually renewed,
grows fainter, and calls for ever greater efforts, if it is to be
recovered. The Orphic could no longer find a complete satis-
faction in the immediate union with his God in orgiastic ecstasy ;
his Way of Righteousness was a long and painful round of ritual
forms, which easily degenerated into external observances, the
preservation of ceremonial purity, and all the vacant futilities
of ecclesiasticism. We know, too, that the baser sort of
Orphics, in the decline of the movement, believed that the
mere fact of initiation would secure to the believer the some-
what gross enjoyments of Elysium. Such debasements are
common in this type of religion ; but, on the other hand, the
conception of life which lies behind it is full of inspiration to
the mystical temperament, and the old forms may at any time
be reanimated, when a new prophet arises to rekindle faith, by
means of what seems a profounder and more spiritual inter-
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pretation. Such a prophet was Pythagoras ; the ‘ Pythagorean
Life’ was a new Way of Righteousness, which followed the old
tracks, but made it possible for the intellectually enlightened to
travel along them, by substituting a purification by * musm ;
(philosophy) for the mere ritual washing away of sin.!

L L /

100. Mystical morality

Long and painful as this Way of Righteousness may be, at
least it is a way, and it leads, at the end, to God. It is here
that the morality of the mystic is in sharp contrast with Olym-
pianism. Olympian morality, as we have seen, rested on the
idea of Moira. The type of all offences was going beyond your
allotted province, overstepping its limits (mepBacia), trying
to have more than your due share (m\eove£ia). Eros and Elpis
are the two fatal passions; Hybris, the cardinal sin. The whole
conception is static and geometrical ; everything has its limited
field, with bounds that must not be passed. Mystical morality
is totally different ; its fundamental idea is the Way of Righteous-
ness. The cycle of life is, indeed, divided into grades or phases,
but these are not impermeable compartments ; on the contrary,
all life must pass through every phase ; there is a rightful way
that leads through the whole round of existence, and, along
it, life moves from the lowest forms to the highest.

It is easy to see how a philosophy, starting from this stand-
point, must take a different course from a philosophy dominated
by Moira. The properties of the original datum to which it
must cling, will be precisely those which Science progressively
and triumphantly eliminated—unity and continuity, Life (soul),
and God.

The mystic conception of Nomos shows a corresponding
contrast with that notion of a dispensation of rigidly exclusive
provinces which we analysed in the first chapter. Aristotle,
when he draws the distinction between the law peculiar to any
given state and that ‘ common law’ (kowos vouos) which is
‘ according to nature ’ and embodies what is naturally right and
wrong, cites Empedocles’ declaration that the killing and eating

1 Aristoxenus (D.F. V.2, p. 282): ol Ivfayopixol xabBdpoer éxpdvro Tob pév
odparos Sud Tis larpikds, Tis 8¢ Yuxds dud THs povaukis.
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of things that have souls, is not right for some and wrong for
others, but is forbidden by that universal law which pervades
the whole universe.! This passage significantly connects the
idea of a Law of Nature with the unity of all Life. Sextus,?
again, observes that ‘ the schools of Pythagoras and Empedocles
and the Italian philosophy in general teach that we have com-
munity and fellowship (xowwvia) not only with one another and
with the Gods, but also with irrational animals; for there is
one spirit, which, like a soul, pervades the whole cosmos and
unites us to them. To kill them is therefore an act of impiety.’
To the mystic, the whole of Nature is bound together in one
society (kotvwvia), of which human communities are microcosmic
parts.® All living things are under the universal sway of Dike.
In contrast with this view, the Olympian tradition draws its
fast line, not only between men and Gods, but between human
society and the rest of Nature. As a consequence of this
separation, the rule of Dike is confined to the ordered structure
of the human state. Hesiod tells us that fishes, beasts, and
birds prey upon one another because they have no Dike;
but the son of Kronos gave Dike to man, that he might
not follow their example.# The same notion is repeated in
the myth which Plato puts into the mouth of Protagoras.®
There, Aid6s and Dike are the final gift of God to mankind,
who up to that time had lived, scattered and without cities,
at the mercy of the beasts of prey. Two characteristic

! Arist. Rhet. a 13,2 : &o7e ydp, 8 pavreborral ¢ wdvres, pioes kowdv Slxaiov kal
&3ikor, KAy pndepla Kowwwvla wpds dANHAovs f undé cuvbhkn . . . bs ‘Buwedoxhis
Néyew wepl Tob uh xrelvew 1O Euuxor® Tobro ydp ob Tiol uév dlkawor Tigl & o
Slxacor

’ d\N& 7O uév wdvrwr voupor 8id T’ ebpuuédovtos
alOépos frexéws Tératar 8iud 7’ dwhérov ad yis (Frag. 135).

2 The text is quoted below, p. 202, note 1. Compare also Pythagoras’
doctrine of Themsis, Dike, and Nomos, and the rule of Law in every part
of the universe, above, p. 54, note 1; and Heracleitus’ universul Law
identified with the Logos, which is the Life of the world, below, p. 191.

3 Cf. Heracleitus, frag. 91b: rpéporrac ydp wdvres ol dvOpdmeior vbuor Uxd
évds Tol Belov: kpartel ydp TogolTor Sxooor é0éNet kal éEapkel wdot kal weprylverar.
Hippocrates, de Victu, 11 (D.F.V.2, p. 83).

¢ Erga 276 : Tévde yap dvlpdmoiae véuov Siérate Kpoviwy, Ix0ba: uév xal Onpat
xal olwyols werenvols oféuer dANHous, éxel ob 3ixn éarly év adrols” dvbpdwoiae &
&wke Slkny . . .

¢ Plato, Protag. 320D ff.
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opinions are contained in this representation. In the first
place, Law and Right are held to be peculiar to man, who
lives within his ring-fence of custom and convention, while the
rest of Nature is given over to a lawless struggle for existence.
Second, Right, or Justice, dates only from the formation of
civil communities. In the hands of other sophists, this theory
became a weapon in a general attack upon the validity of all
human morality. °Justice’ was assailed as a mere arbitrary
convention, under which men, originally independent and free
from any restraint, surrendered their natural right of getting
the better of one another (mAeovefia)! The Social Contract
theory marks an age of individualism. This view, moreover,
that Society is an aggregate, arbitrarily formed by the coming
together of independent individuals, is nothing but the equiva-
lent, in political theory, of the physical doctrine of Atomism,
according to which all things are casual aggregates of distinct
atoms, temporarily cohering. The two theories make their
appearance at the same time, and both belong to the scientific
tradition. Plato, who condemned both alike as atheistical and
immoral, devoted the argument of the Republic to the refutation
of political Atomism and the proof that the State is natural,
and, if reconstructed on ideal lines, might embody the same

principle of Justice that rules through every part of the
COSIMOS.

Before we consider Pythagoreanism, we have first to deal
with Heracleitus. His system of thought is dominated by the
twin conceptions of Time and Flow, Chronos and Rhea. But the
type of his philosophy is distinct from the Pythagorean. It is
not Orphic, but Dionysiac.” It is not inspired by any doctrine
of individual immortality, or of the persistence, through all
transformations, of a plurality of soul-atoms, fallen from the
heavenly fires. Rather, he goes back to the older notion of the
one continuous and homogeneous Soul, or Life, in all things—
a perennial stream, on whose surface individual forms are mere

1 Callicles in Plato’s Qorgias, 483; Thrasymachus in the Republic,
Book i.; and the restatement of his argument by Glaucon, Rep. ii. 358 & ff.,
especially 359 C: 8:d Thv wheovetlav, 8 wdoa ¢bais Suokew wépukey ws dyabby,
voup 8¢ Blg wapdyeras éxl Ty Tob loov Ty,
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momentary bubbles, bursting and leaving no trace of their
transient existence.!

101. HERACLEITUS

In Heracleitus we see the mystic temperament in violent
reaction against Ionian rationalism and the mechanical tend-
encies of Science. His exalted contempt for polymathy ’
includes all the characteristic manifestations of the Ionian
spirit—the popular polytheism of Homer, and, equally, the -
rationalising critic of that polytheism, Xenophanes; the ‘re-
search ’ (ioropin) of travellers like Hekataeus; and physical
science. It has been pointed out that in cosmology and astro-
nomy Heracleitus was, from the scientific standpoint, actually

. behind the Milesians ; manifestly, the science of nature, as they

K

understood it, was a thing he rejected and despised as radically
on false lines.2 Any attempt to represent Heracleitus as con-
tinuing the work of the Milesian School is utterly mistaken.
He is pre-eminently an exponent of the opposed, mystical
tendency; which we have just described; the older doctrines
characteristic of it are affirmed by him, in undisguised revolt
against rationalising science.

The frame of his cosmological scheme is temporal—the cycle
of existence, that circle ‘ whose beginning and end are the same’
(frag. 70) ; ® indeed, he appears to have actually identified Time
with his one primary substance.* The movement round this
circle is not the mechanical motion of body, but the movement
of Life itself—of the one, living and divine, soul-substance,
embodied in Fire, which perpetually dies into all other trans-
formations and is reborn again. It will soon appear how this
fundamental conception leads him to contradict all those

! None of Heracleitus’ obscure utterances about the fate of the soul seem
to me to point to a belief in personal immortality. Frag. 68 (Byw.) Wxﬁm
Odvaros Bdwp yevéofai seems expressly to deny it. See Rohde, Psyche 3, ii. 150.

2 Pfleiderer, Heraklit von Ephesus (1886), p. 19 ff. ; Dlels, Hemklst von
Ephesos (1901), p. vi.

3 For the fragments of Heracleitus I give Bywater’s numbering, which
Professor Burnet also follows in his Early Greek Philosophy.

4 Sext. adv. Math. x. 216: cdua pév ody ENetev elvar TOv xpbvov Alvyaldnuos
xard 7ov “Hpdxherrov* uh diagépew yap airdv Tod Bvros kal Tob wpérov cduaros.
Cf. Q. Gilbert, Griech. Religionsphilosophie, Leipzig (1911), p. 60.
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principles of mechanical and materialistic explanation which
were already implicit in Anaximander.

We have seen how, in Anaximander’s Olympian cosmology,* fm‘
the important fact about the order of the world was the separa- ; Y ;
tion of the elements in rigidly defined, spatial provinces; so & gt \
that the mutual i invasion of one another’s spheres was an act_
of unjust aggression. Heracleitus, on the contrary, insists
‘that they form a permeable cycle of transformations, which,
so far from being rigidly distinct, are perpetually passing one’
into another. ‘ Fire lives the death of air, and air lives the
death of fire; water lives the death of earth, earth that of
water ’ (frag. 25).1

As this fragment, and others like it, show, the movement of

becoming or change is the movement of Life. The Dionysiac -
'mystlc holds to the truth that life is not stationary, and that
there is no such thing as that fixed and changeless immortal-
ity which Olympian theology ascribed to its Gods. Life and
Death, Dionysus and Hades, are the same (frag. 127). Whereas
Milesian science interprets the becoming of the elements as
a mere process of mechanical separation (dmoxpiaes), Heracleitus
will have it that all becoming is the becoming of life, namely
birth ; and, as in the wheel of reincarnation, every birth is, also
and equally, a death. ‘ Mortals are immortals, and immortals
are mortals, the one living the other’s death, and dying the
other’s life* (frag. 67).2 Fire is not ‘ deathless’ (afdvarov), but
‘ever-living * (d¢ifwov); and it lives by death and rebirth into
all other forms.

'[‘hus. ‘it n ra nnanfaca that all thivc cimis iciis * Tdman 14

we encounter uc : /

;hat the One can

Ytain 1ts oneness. The secret seemed to Heracleitus to lie im

The notion that the continuity of life is not broken by death,

but rather renewed. Death, in fact, is not ‘perishing’; it

is neither an end nor a dissolution; the One Life revolves in

1 Cf. Arist. de GQen. et Corr. 337Ta 1: & xal T8\\a 80a peraBdAhe: els EAAAG

. olov Td dwAG odpara, mueirar THy KUkA@ ¢opdv® Srav ydp éf Udaros dhp

yérnras xal é§ dépos wip kal wdAiv éx wupds Bowp kikN@ Ppduev mepieAyAvhévac Ty

Yéveow Siad 7O wdAw dvakduwrew.
3 This is the only occurrence of the word dfdvaros in the fragments.
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an endless circle, and its unity is such that it cannot be dis-
solved, or broken up into parts, like Anaximander’s ‘ Limitless.’
Its unity is not that of a mixture, out of which the elemental
forms could come by separation ; it is continuous in substance,
as in time. Heracleitus insists on the unity and continuity of
- the one real Being, just as emphatically as Parmenides ; and,
- from this point of view, the histories of philosophy are misleading,
‘when they set the two systems in polar antagonism.
From the unity of th mlicﬂhm_ﬂm_memalﬂe_mndam
: natlon of the many to comparative unre or_‘seeming.’
" This is the true ground _of Heracleitus’” contempt_for Iopian
2 science E—n'a" rationalism. He calls it * polymathy,” a ‘learning
~+of many th.mgs, which ‘ does not teach mmght (frag. 16). Of
what use, he seems to argue, are their various explanations of
natural phenomena ? By what do they explain them ? By
other phenomena of the same order of unreality. Why run
about the world, like Hekataeus, picking up scraps of infor-
mation, and call that ‘ research’ (or ‘science,’ (cTopin) ? You
will come back no wiser than you started. There is only one
truth, and that truth is within you, and in all things around
you. There is one logos, one reason for everything, through-
out ‘ the one cosmos, which is the same for all ’ (frag. 20). Of this
one meaning all particular things are merely symbols ; no one
of them is a complete and independent expression of it ; taken
as such, they are as false as the idols which polytheism mistakes
for individual Gods,  for they know not what Gods and Heroes
are’ (frag. 126). ‘ Wisdom is one only; it is willing and un-
willing to be called by the name of Zén’ 1 (Life, which is God,
Zeus, frag. 65). ‘I searched myself’ (frag. 80)2; for ‘it is open
" to all men to know themselves and to be wise ’ (frag. 106). But
they will not find wisdom by running to the ends of the earth,
and trusting to their ‘ eyes and ears, which are bad witnesses
to men, if they have not souls that understand their language ’
(frag. 4).® ‘ Nature loves to hide herself’ (frag. 10) ; she hints her

1 Zywés. The nominative Z#v was used by Pherekydes (frag. 1), and pro-
bably by Empedocles (=£éois, D.F.V.% p. 159, 1. 17). See Eisler, Welten-
mantel, ii. p. 357.

2 Plot. Enn. iv. 8. 1: ¢ "Hpdxhetros . . . duehijoas cagh Huiy wofigar v
Noyow, bs déow lows wap® adTois Pyretv, Horep kal adrds {prijoas edpev.

3 I understand frag. 49, xph ydp €0 udAa woAAGy loTopas @ihocbeovs dvdpas
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one meaning under many forms, which delude the senses of the
fool ; she is like * the lord at Delphi, who neither declares plainly,
nor yet conceals, his meaning, but shows it by a sign,’! To the
_mysticism of all ages, the visible world is a myth, a tale half
\E'lle and half false, embodying a logos, the truth which is

102. Soul and Logos /L/}L/) _\i—-'

What, then, is the one truth, the one reality which runs through
all these manifold transformations ? It is, as before, the divine
soul-substance, physis, only with all the emphasis thrown, not
upon its nature as material filling space, but upon its life, one
and continuous in the round of death and rebirth, which is like
the cycle of ‘ the seasons that bear all things.’ 3 It is God, who
is ‘day and night, winter and summer, war and peace, surfeit
and hunger ; only, he takes various shapes, just as fire, when it
is mingled with spices, is named according to the savour of
each’ (frag. 36). It is also Soul (Yvy7), the principle of life.

- Heracleitus takes soul for his first principle, as he identifies
. it with the vapour from which he derives all other things, and
further says that it is the least corporeal of things and in cease-

N\

elvat, ‘Lovers of Wisdom must know a great many things indeed,’ as an
ironical sneer at ¢ polymaths,” perhaps especially directed at Pythagoras,
whose humility led him to call himself not ‘ wise,’ but a ¢lover of wisdom.’
To Heracleitus, convinced that ‘wisdom is one’ (frag. 19), and that he
possessed it, such humility seemed mawkish and hypocritical. woXA&w
Yoropes in his language is a term of contempt; cf. frag. 35: dcddokahos ¢
whelorwy ‘Halodos* Toirov érloravras wheiora eldévac, Soris Huépmy xal edppbyny
odk éytvwokev* Eate yap Ev.

! Frag. 11: 6 dvaf, oS 70 pavretdy dore 70 év Aehgols, odre Néyer ofre kpimres
dA\\& onualvee.  Cf. p. 218, note 1, for meaning of sfjua (enuatvew).

2 Sallustius, de Diis e¢ Mundo, 3: &eore ydp xal Tov xbopov uifov elweiv,
cwpdrwy uév kal xpnudrwy & ality Pawouévwy, Yuxoy 8¢ kal vbwy kpuwTouévwy.
See Plato, Krat. 4084, on derivations of Hermes, Pan, Logos, especially
o Noyos mdv onualver xal xvkhet xal wohel del, xal éore Suwhois, &AnO%s Te
xal Yevdis . . . 7O uév d\nbeés adrod . . . Ociov xal dvw olkodv év Tols Oeols,
70 8¢ yeldos xdTw év Tols woANois 7dv dvfpdmwwr. For the antiquity of this
Hermes-Logos doctrine, see Zielinski, ¢ Hermes und die Hermetik,’ Arch. f.
Relig. ix. The equation Hermes=Logos goes back to Theagenes of Rhegium
in the sixth century ; see D.F. V.3, ii. p. 511.

3 Frag. 34: dpac at wdvra pépovor.  pépew, like  bear,’ has a double sense :
(1) ‘keep all things moving’ in the yearly round, (2) ‘bring all things to
birth.’
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less flow ; and that it is by something in motion that what is
in motion is known; for he, like the majority, conceived all
that exists to be in motion.” !

Heracleitus, like the rest, could not conceive the divine Soul
as immaterial ; it is only ‘ the least corporeal of things’; and
its appropriate vehicle is Fire, the element which is ‘ ever-living
and ever-moving. Here again, the argument we put forward
about the ‘ Air’ of Anaximenes (p. 149) holds of the Fire of
Heracleitus. Visible flame—fire as a natural object—is only one
of many forms in the sense world, and, as such, is on a level
with water, air, and earth ; fire dies into air, just as air dies into
water, or water into earth. It is only one embodiment of a
substance which must, in some way, be other than it, since that

ubstance persists the same through all embodiments and
/:ransformaﬁons. Fire is considered primary, only because its
mobile nature seems nearest to the moving force of life, and to
be its most transparent medium. The soul-substance itself is
a sort of metaphysical Fire, composed of the supernatural,
daemonic mana of fire, the least corporeal or most ‘ spiritual ’
form of matter, which can be identified with the force of life.
__What.is really constant, throughout ¢
, Logos, which, in one of its senses, means
' ¢ lenc yvery transformation is an ex
" an exchange for Fire, and Fire for all -
gold, and gold for wares ’ (frag. 22). The
or value remains constant, though the form assumea 1s aimerent.
When earth becomes liquid sea, ‘it is measured by the same
tale as before it became earth’ (frag. 23). The ever-living Fire
is described as ‘ with measures kindling and with measures
going out ’ (frag. 20).

103. The Way of Justice

This maintenance of measure, or constancy of proportion,
is the principle of Justice, and it is important as bringing out
another contrast between Heracleitus and Anaximander. To
Anaximander, as we have seen, Justice meant the keeping of
bounds : Drke, for him, is not the * Way,” but the barrier, or the

1 Arist. de anim. a 2, 405 a 25.
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avenging power who guards the frontiers of Moira. Hera-
cleitus takes the opposite view : he identifies Justice precisely
with the living power which owns no barriers between the
elemental regions, but passes, on its ordered course, through
every phase and form. The doctrine is preserved for us in the
Kratylus of Plato (412 ¢). Discussing the derivation of dixasov
(just), Socrates says that the school of thinkers who hold that
all things are in motion, say that there is something which
passes through the whole universe, and causes all things to come
into existence. It is the swiftest and subtlest of things:
nothing can keep it out, and it treats other things as if they
were stationary. Since, then, it governs all things, passing
through (8uaiov) them, it is rightly called ‘ just * (8i(«)asov).

Socrates complains that, to further questioning as to the nature
of Justice, he could only get conflicting answers. One would
reply that Justice is the Sun ; for he alone ‘ passing through and
burning’ (Saidvta kai xdovra, t.e. Sia-xa-tov) governs all
things. Another says, it is Fire; another, the Heat that is in
Fire.l Another laughs at this, and says, with Anaxagoras, that
Justice is Mind ; for Mind has absolute mastery, and mixes with
nothing, and orders all things, and passes through all things.

It is evident that the successors of Heracleitus were puzzled
by their master’s famous obscurity, and caught at various ex-
planations. In so doing, they introduced new distinctions
which were becoming obvious to them, but were foreign to the
mystical thought of Heracleitus. To him,+theliving Fire, which,
through all the cycle of its transformations, preserved its
measures, actually was Reason (another meaning of Logos) and
}M@,gple—@lﬂce Its chief embodiment was the Sun,
who ‘ will not overstep his measures, or the Spirits of Vengeance,
the ministers of Justice, would find him out’ (frag. 29). Later
writers, as we should expect, identify this Justice with Destiny.
‘ The all is finite, and the world is one. It arises from fire, and is
consumed again by fire, alternately, through all eternity, in certain
cycles. This happens according to Fate (ka8 eipapuévnv).’ 2

1 A material way of expressing what I have called the mana or daemon
of the fire. It shows that this fieriness, or spirit of the fire, was half
distinguished from visible flame.

2 L. Diog. ix. 8.
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Theophrastus adds, ‘ He lays down a certain order (tdéws) and
determined time for the changing of the world, according to
certain fated necessity.’! But, in Heracleitus’ own time, the

principle of Dike, as he understood it, was in opposition to the

principle of Moira or Destiny, as understood by Ionian science.

His divine Fire is the Way, as well as the Truth and the Life.

104. The Harmony of Opposites

\/ When once we understand that Justice is the Way of Life,
and also the force that moves along that way and owns no
barriers, the doctrine of the harmony of. opposxtes falls into
line, as another contradiction of Anaximander’s view. Anaxi-
mander held that all individual existence is unjust, because it
results from the mixing of the elements which ought to be
distinct, and can only combine by invading each other’s pro-
vinces. The penalty is paid, and the reign of Moira restored,
by death or dissolution. Heracleitus convicts him out of his
own mouth. You admit, he seems to say, that ‘ War (IToheuos).
is the father of all things ’ (frag. 44), and yet you condemn the
parent of all life as unjust. The end of warfare would be the
end of life itself. ‘ Homer was wrong when he said : “ Would -
that Strife might perish from among Gods and men!” He did-
not see that he was praying for the destruction of everything ;
for, if his prayer were heard, all things would pass away ’ (frag. 43). -
Death is not dissolution, but rebirth ; so, war is not destruction,
but regeneration. ‘ War is common to all, and Strifeis Justice,

“and all things come into being through Strife.” 2 Strife is Justice ;

would not have known the name of Justice.® _Justice is not

/f it were not for these acts of ‘ injustice,” as you call them, men

the separation of opposites, but their meeting in attunement
“of ~Harmony._ Without -opposition thiere were ho agreement.
What is at variance agrees with itself. It is the attunement

1 Theophr. ap. Simpl. Phys. 6 24, 4 D: mowel ¢ xal rdéw Twd xal xpbvor
wpiouévor Tiis Tob kdouov petaBolis kard Twa eluapuéyvny dvdykmy.

2 Frag. 62: eldévai 8¢ xph Tov wbhepov ébvra fuvby, kal Alkny "Epwv, kal yiyvé-
pueva wévra kar’ Epw. . . .

8 Frag. 60: Alkys 8voua oix dv fidegar, el Tadra uh fv. I agree with Burnet
(E.Q.P.2%, p. 151, note 5) that rafra means ‘all kinds of injustice’; but I
think he especially meant what Anaximander called ¢injustice,’ as Burnet
seems to recognise (pp. 158, 160).



THE MYSTICAL TRADITION 191

of opposite tensions, like that of the bow and the lyre ’ (frag. 45).
The give and take between the elements, then, without which
nothing can come into being, is an ‘injustice ’ that is also the
very essence of justice, a war that is peace—not the peace of
changeless, ‘ immortal ’ stagnation, but the peace of ¢ harmony,’
that hidden attunement of opposite tensions, which is better
than any that appears to the senses (frag. 47).

105. The Common Reason

This Justice or Harmony, again, is the Logos, the Spirit of
Life, observing measure, but passing all barriers. It is the
divine soul-substance, whose life consists in movement and
change. It isalso the one divine Law, the law of Nature (physis),
which is the Will of God. ‘It is Law (nomos) to obey the will
of One’ (frag. 110). This is true for the universe, no less than for
human society ; it is common (fvvos) to all things. ‘ Those
who speak with understanding must hold fast to what is common
to all, as a city holds fast to its law, and even more strongly.
For all human laws are fed by the one divine law. It prevails
as much as it will, and suffices for all things with something to
spare ’ (frag. 91 b). ‘So we must follow what is common ; yet
the many live as if they had a wisdom of their own ’ (frag. 92).
¢ It is not meet to act and speak like men asleep. The waking
have one common world, but the sleeping turn aside each into
a world of his own ’ (frag. 94, 95).

When we take these sayings in conjunction, we are tempted
to say that (strange as it may seem) Heracleitus had all but
divined what this book is intended to prove—that physzs is,

ultimately and in origin, a representation of the social co Consciots-

ness._At any rate, our theory could hardly have a stronger
confirmation than a system which identifies the one continuous
soul-substance, or nature of things, not only with Justice and
Law, but with that ‘ common world’ or ‘common reason’

/

A\ I
Vo
.

which is accessible to all and present in all, if only their eyes /" |/’

are open to perceive it, and they do not turn aside, as the many
do, to slumber each in his individual world of private opinion
or ‘seeming.’ Heracleitus comes as near to describing the
soga_l_c_@ggmmness, a8 was possible ,for a man whose intellectual

l/f«(/'/—‘ /4 ,.-'».,.,1-‘

.
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apparatus was not yet refined enough to enable him to dis-
tinguish it from a material continuum, and who still thought,
as theologians have thought before and since, that the social
consciousness, as the source of morality, was the will of God.

Further, it was Heracleitus’ respect for the common con-
ciousness that led him to seek true wisdom in the most marvel-
ous product of its collective activity, language. He and his
followers, as we may see from Plato’s Kratylus, constantly
appealed to words as embodying the nature of things, because
he saw in language an expression of that common wisdom
which is in all men, and thought that, as a collective product,
it might be free from, or at least only partly obscured by, the
false private opinions of individuals. The Logos is revealed in
speech.! The structure of man’s speech reflects the structure
of the world ; more, it is an embodiment or representation of
it. The Logos is contained and immanent in it, as one meaning
may be contained in many outwardly different symbols. When
Heracleitus says that the Wise, which is One only, ‘is willing
apd unwilling to be called by the name of Zén’ (Zeus, Life),

e are to understand that it is willing to be so called, because
that name reveals some of the truth about it ; unwilling, because
it is only some of the truth that is revealed, and more is con-
cealed. Language, like the visible world, is a manifold, and
so half unreal and false; 2 yet, for those who have ears, the
one truth lives through all its varied forms.

We have dealt with Heracleitus at some length, because he
has been so frequently misunderstood by interpreters who did

1 The modern interpreters of the Kratylus who imagine that these
mystical interpretations of names are simply bad attempts at philological
derivation of one word from another, are utterly at fault. Taken as such,
they are too obviously false and ridiculous for any sane person, however
innocent of philology, to mistake them for derivations. The point that
matters in mystical philology is what significant elements the name
contains ; the historical question, how they came to be there, ig irrelevant
and never considered. To the mystic the ¢derivation’ of the name Nero is
not of the smallest account, nor does he inquire into it ; what matters is
that the number value of the letters (no matter how they came there) adds
up to the number of the Beast. For the number-mysticism of Heracleitus’
logos-doctrine see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 694 ff.

2 Plato, Krat. 408c: ole6’ 87 6 Abyos 70 Ilav onualver kal kvkhet kal wolel
dely xal éore durhols, dAndis Te kal Yevdrys.
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not know that the mystical representation of physis is the key

to his famous obscurities, and supposed that he was working

on the same lines as the Milesians. One further point remains.

His insistence, in the truly mystical spirit, on the unity and
continuity of all Life seems, at first sight, inconsistent with his

personal attitude of solitary disdain towards his fellow-men.

Are we justified in classing him with Pythagoras, the founder /
of & community and preacher of the common life ?

After what has been said of Heracleitus’ respect for the
common consciousness, we need not be misled by his contempt
for the mass of mankind, whom he condemned precisely because
they slumbered, and could not wake to the wisdom that was in
them. All mystics have fled from the world to find their own
souls, as Jesus went into the wilderness, and Buddha into the
jungle.! Some, when they have found themselves, can stand
alone, in fiery freedom of spirit, and despise their followers far
more than their opponents. Such were Heracleitus and Fried-
rich Nietzsche ; for the author of Beyond Good and Ewl, more
than any other modern man, could understand the philosopher
who said that  Good and Ill are one,” and know the temper in
which, instead of founding & church or publishing his book,
Heracleitus dedicated the single copy of his Logos in the temple
of Ephesian Artemis, careless whether the ‘asses who prefer
straw to gold,” went there to drink its wisdom, or quenched
their thirst elsewhere.2 Pythagoras, to whom we turn next,
was a preacher as well as a prophet, and, like Jesus and Buddha,
must needs have disciples, and cannot leave the world to go
its own way unenlightened. These, when they have discovered
the truth by searching themselves, will not find peace in a
hermitage, but are driven to externalise the common life in a
monastic church.

1 Porph. de abst. i. 36: olrws ydp xal 7@y wpbolev drovouer kNéa dvdplv,
Tvayopelwr Te kal gopdv, &v ol uév Ta éppuérara xwpla kargrovy, ol 6¢ (e.g.
Apollonius of Tyana) xal 7&v wéhewy 74 lepd xal Td dAa7.

3 The successors of Heracleitus, satirised by Plato (Theaet. 179x ff.),
refused to be taught by one another, but ‘sprang up like mushrooms,’ each
claiming a private inspiration, and denying that any of the others knew
anything at all,
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106. PYTHAGORAS

The School of Pythagoras, in our opinion, represents the
main current of that mystical tradition which we have set in
contrast with the scientific tendency. The terms ‘ mystical’
and ‘scientific,” which have been chosen in default of better,
are, of course, not to be understood as if we supposed that all
the philosophers we class as mystic were unscientific. The fact
that we regard Parmenides, the discoverer of Logic, as an off-
shoot of Pythagoreanism, and Plato himself as finding in the
Italian philosophy the chief source of his inspiration, will be
enough to refute such a misunderstanding. Moreover, the
Pythagorean School itself developed a scientific doctrine closely
resembling the Milesian Atomism; and Empedocles, again,
attempted to combine the two types of philosophy.

What we do hope to establish is that the philosophy of the
western Greek colonies, however much its individual thinkers
may be influenced by the Milesians and their followers in the
East, however far they may severally go to join hands with
‘ science,” has at its root a different and opposed view of life,
a different type of religion, and, consequently, a different con-
ceptual scheme of the nature of things, which lies behind all its
manifestations, and is the point of departure which they all
have in common. What this was, we have already tried at some
length to describe. It was that type of religion, centred in Greece
round the figure of Dionysus, which has some claim to be called
the only form of religion that possesses the secret of vitality, just
because it is, at bottom, the religion of the Life of earth and man,
the life which, though it dies, is perpetually reborn. As if because
its faith has been rooted in this life, mystical religion has itself
been reborn a thousand times. Its history is a series of revivals ;
and every such revival is heralded by the doctrine of regeneration :

‘ Ye must be born again.” But he that would save his life must
loseit ; this religion is also the religion of death and renunciation :

Hades and Dionysus are the same. Herein lies its almost irre-
sistible attraction for a certain type of emotional ascetic—the
man whose nature demands intensity of passion, and who yet

- rejects ‘ bodily ’ passions as impure.
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107. The Orphic Revival

Behind the School of Pythagoras, we can discern, in the so-
called Orphic revival, one of these reformations of Dionysiac
religion. It is important for us to grasp its nature, because the
reforming principle, represented in the figure of Orpheus, is
Apolline in character, and therefore drawn partly within the
circle of Olympian theology. Orpheus, the ideal of the Orphic,
is a Dionysus tamed, and clothed, and in his right mind—in a
word, Apollinised.! When we come to the Pythagorean School,
which carries on this representation into philosophy, the same
combination of Dionysiac with Apolline elements will reappear ;
and we shall see, moreover, that (as we should expect) there is,
between the two ideals, a deep-lying contradiction, which defies
reconciliation. Dionysus may become Orpheus,"without losing
all his life and mystery ; but, if he takes the further step (which -
perhaps, in a sense, he actually did take at Delphi 2).and becomes
Apollo, then he ceases to be Dionysus.” He has léft the earth
and her cycle of life, which dies and is born again, and ascended
to his seat among the ‘deathless’ ones, above the reach of
mortality. He is no longer a daemon in communion with his
church, but a God beyond the great fixed gulf of Moira. This
fatal sequence, from the group-daemon to the personal God,
is reflected in a curious way in the Pythagorean philosophy,
which is always passing from mysticism to science, as its religion

. had passed from Dionysus to Apollo. Yet, philosophy and
religion alike do not cease to be mystical at the root ; and the
attempt to hold the two ends together involves religion in certain
contradictions, and leads philosophy to corresponding dilemmas,
which it will be our business to bring to light.

It is important to observe that the Orphic movement was a
revival, as well as a reformation ; that is to say, it was a return
to a type of religion more primitive than the prevailing Olym-
pianism. It must have been caused by one of those outbursts
of mystic fervour which, from time to time, upheave and shatter
the crystallised forms of theology and ecclesiasticism, when the

1 For Orpheus as son, or épwuevos, or érawos of Apollo, see Roscher Lex.
8.v. ‘Orpheus’; Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 681.
| 2 See J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 443.

i
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life that created them has died out of them, and they have drifted
away from all touch with genuine emotion. The rule in such
cases is that, with much clearing away of lumber, there is a
return to the simple, primitive type of organisation shaped by
the first impulse of the same spirit, which now resurges and
seeks once more to clothe itself in the bare essential form. The
Orphic movement was thus, in some degree, a return to Dionysus
and his thiasos—the daemon and his church, held in one by the
unique, mystical relation. It is the organisation of the magical
secret society, adapted once more to a reviving human need.

But history never repeats itself. The Dionysus to whom the
Orphics return, is not the old Dionysus of a group of satyrs,
but the Orpheus who was more at home with the Muses than
with the Maenads. It was the Maenads, indeed, that tore him,
the Muse’s enchanting son, to pieces. Thus, Dionysus, though
revived, is also reformed ; the more savage parts of his ritual
are expurgated, or toned down to a decent symbolism.'

Above all, what had formerly been the religion of earth and
of the life and death of her trees and plants in the circling
seasons, becomes now a religion of the heavenly bodies, and
especially of the Sun. The Sun also moves through the circle
of the year, waxing in summer and waning in winter ; but he
too easily comes to be conceived as an immutable and deathless
God.! The Olympian notion of immortality (athanasia), as a
life that negates change and death, intrudes itself. ~With
the doctrine of the fall of the soul from the stars, went, as we
have seen, the belief in an indestructible individual soul, per-
sisting throughout its round of reincarnation.

After what has been said above of Heracleitus, it will be clear
that this Orphic notion of individual immortality is in contra-
diction with the other mystic representation, to which Hera-
cleitus remains true, that there is no life without death, and
that there is only one life, which dies and is reborn in every
shape of existence. This representation is the older, for it goes”
back to days when only the group had a soul, and the atomic
individual soul was not yet invented. The soul of Hera-
cleitus’ world is like the soul of the tribe which passes from the

1 Heracleitus characteristically protested against this, declaring that the
Sun, like everything else, changes, and is ‘new every day’ (frag. 32).
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‘living state to the dead, and round again. This was no ‘ sorrow-

ful weary wheel,” from which any escape was either possible or
to be desired. The cyclic movement simply was the movement
of life, and life could take no other course, no upward flight to a
mansion in the stars. Thus, the Orphic religion already contains
two contradictory notions of the nature and destiny of the soul,
one Dionysiac, the other Ouranian. Modern writers have failed
to see this contradiction, because they have been blinded by
the compromise in which Orphism attempts to ‘ reconcile ’ the
incompatible.

Further, throughout the mystical systems inspired by Orplnsm
we shall find the fundamental contrast between the two prin-
ciples of nght and Darkness, identified with Good and Evil.-
This cosmic dualism is the counterpart of the dualism in the
nature of the soul ; for, as always, physis and soul correspond,
and are, indeed, identical in substance. The soul in its pure
state consists of fire, like the divine stars from which it falls ;
in its impure state, throughout the period of reincarnation, its
substance is infected with the baser elements, and weighed down
by the gross admixture of the flesh.! In the cosmologies inspired
by this conception, we may expect to find, first, that the element
of fire will be set in contrast with the other three, and second,
that the manifold world of sense will be viewed as a degradation
from the purity oftreal ben;g; Such systems will tend to be
other-worldly, putting all value in the unseen unity of God, and
condemning the visible world as false and illusive, a turbid
medium in which the rays of heavenly light are broken and
obscured in mist and darkness. These characteristics are
common to all the systems which came out of the Pythagorean
movement—Pythagoreanism proper, and the philosophies of
Parmenides, Empedocles, and Plato.

1 All this is very clearly brought out by Socrutes in Plato’s Phaedo ; see
below, p. 246.

2 It must be remembered, too, that Fire is the element of which the
Measurers of Time (the heavenly bodies) consist. Diog. Laert. viii. 1, 27
(Pythagoras): #\ibv e xal seNfvny kal Tods dNhovs dorépas elva Oeovs® émikparew
Ydo 70 Oepudv év alrols, wep éorl wijs alreov . . . kal dvfpdmros elvar wpds Oeods
ovyyévewar, katd T8 peréxew dvOpwmov Oepuod 5id xal wpovoeiohal TOV Gedy Huwy.
So, in aboriginal America, the Fire-God was especially associated with the

lapse of time,” and his vital force, enfeebled by use, was periodically re-
newed by the kindling of new fire. Payne, History of the New World, ii. 330.
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108. The Pythagorean reformdtion of Orphism

As Orphism was a reformation of Dionysiac religion, so Pytha-
goreanism may be regarded as a further reformation of Orphism,?!
which takes yet another step, away from Dionysus, away even
from Orpheus, towards Apollo. It is a further movement from
emotion towards intellect and reason, from religion towards
philosophy. Orphism was still a cult, in which the initiate, as
Aristotle 2 says, ‘ was not expected to learn or understand any-
thing, but to feel a certain emotion and get into a certain state
of mind, after first becoming fit to experience it.” The means
to that emotional state of mind had formerly been ‘ orgiastic ’
ritual, and especially those dramatic representations of the
passion and resurrection of the life-daemon, which point back
to the old mimetic dances of magic, and forward to the tragic
drama. The state of mind is that of passionate sympathetic
contemplation (fewpia), in which the spectator is identified
with the suffering.God, dies in his death, and rises again in his
new birth. By these and other ritual means—the eating of
flesh or the drinking of wine—the old sense of mystical one-
ness and participation can be renewed, and the daemon-soul of
the group re-created in collective emotion. The only doctrine
is the myth, the verbal counterpart of the action of the rite,
the life-history of the God, which is also the life-history of
the soul.

The doctrines of mysticism are secret, because they are not
cold, abstract beliefs, or articles in a creed, which can be taught
and explained by intellectual processes ; such beliefs no one has
ever desired to conceal, except from fear of persecution. The
‘ truth > which mysticism guards is a thing which can only be
learnt by being experienced (mafeiv pabeiv); it is, fundamentally,
not an intellectual, but an emotional experience—that invasive,
flooding sense of oneness, of reunion and communion with the

1 For Pythagoras’ relation to the Orphic communities in Western Greece
see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 679.

? Arist. frag. 45, 1483a 19: xafdwep Apiororé\ns ol Tods Tehovuévous od
nalely 71 Seiv, dANG mwalely xal diaredfvar dnhovért yevouévouvs émirndeiovs. Cf.
Burnet, £.GQ.P.2, p. 91, who, however, ignores the importance of the emo-
tional state of mind. This, surely, not the ritual action, is the essential
thing.
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life of the world, which the mystical temperaments of all ages
seem to have in common, no matter in what theological terms
they may happen to construe it afterwards. Being an emotional,
non-rational state, it is indescribable, and incommunicable save
by suggestion. To induce that state, by the stimulus of collec-
tive excitement and all the pageantry of dramatic ceremonial,
is the aim of mystic ritual. The ‘ truth ’ can only come to those
who submit themselves to these influences, because it is a thing
to be immediately felt, not conveyed by dogmatic instruction.
For that reason only—a very sufficient one—° mysteries ’ are
reserved to the initiate, who have undergone ‘ purification,” and
8o put themselves into a state of mind which fits them for the
consummate experience.

Pythagoreanism presents itself as an attempt to intellectualise
the content of Orphism, while preserving its social form, and as
much as possible of the spirit which that form had originally
clothed. Like Orphism itself, it is both a reformation and a
revival. Like all reformations, it means that much of the
ceremonial overgrowth is shaken off : Orphism ceases to be a
cult, and becomes a Way of life. As a revival, Pythagoreanism
means a return to an earlier simplicity, a disinterring of the
éssential form, whose outline is simple enough to adapt itself
to a new movement of the spirit. Pythagoreanism is thus, from
the very first, a complex phenomenon, containing the germs of
several tendencies, which, when we come to the philosophies
that emerged from the school, we shall find separating towards
divergent issues, or intertwined in ingenious reconciliations.
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to the emotional experience of reunion and the ritual that in-
diiced it, and, in particular, to the passionate spectacle (theoria)
" of the suffering God. Pythagoras gave a new meaning to theorwa ;

he reinterpreted 1t as the passionless contemplation of rational,
unchanging truth, and converted the way of life iniaa—pussuis
of wisdam ’ (phalasophia),. The way of life is still also a way
of death ;1 but now it means death to the emotions and lusts of

~this wile . elease O e mtellect to soar into the

untroubled empyrean of theory¥ This 1s now the only avenue .
by which the soul can ‘ follow God’ (émecfai feg), who has
ascended beyond the stars.® Orgiastic ritual, which plays upon the
emotions, only drives a new nail into the coffin of the soul, and
binds it by a new chain to its earthly prison-house. All that
must go ; only certain ascetic prescriptions of the Orphic askesis
are retained, to symbolise a turning away from lower desires,
that might enthral the reason.

Such, in our opinion, is the trend of this new movement, called
Pythagoreanism. But, though it moves further from Dionysus
towards Apollo, it remains Dionysiac at the root, and keeps
ahve‘ﬁﬁéﬁﬁ?g_omn'dehmed‘wmmﬂ
ticism. Hence, in the analysis to which we now turn, we shall
try to distinguish what Pythagoreanism preserves from each

! Plato, Phaedo, 64A: xwdvvebovot ydp door Tvyxdvovow 8p0&s amréuevor
Pihocoplas Nehnfévar Tods &NNous, 8T ovdev ENNo adrol émirndedovaw 9 dwobviokey
7€ kal Tefvdvac,

2 Not to be confounded with the fewpla of Ionian science, which char-
acteristically means curiosity, such as led Hekataeus or Solon to travel about
the world as spectators of its marvels, The fewpia of Pythagoras meant
especially contemplation of the heavens. Cf. his sermon on the Three Lives,
Heracl. Pont. ap. Cic. Tusc. v. 3; Iambl. Vit. Pyth. 58 : ei\kpwéorarov 5¢
elvai Tobrov dvfpdmov Tpbwov, TOv dwodeEduevor Ty Tdv kaXNloTwy Oewplay, v Kal
wpogovoudfew ¢Nbaopov. kaliw uév olv elvar Thy Tol oUumwarros ovpavol Oéav
kal T@v év alrg Popovuévwy darépwy, el Tis kabopn Thv Tdéw . . . Plato,
though impatient of this star-gazing (Re¢p. 5294), and of those who study
the ¢ proportion (suuuerpla) of day to night, and of day and night to month,
and of month to year, and of the other stars to sun and moon’ (530 4), still
speaks of the philosopher as the ¢ spectator of all time.’

3 For the escape of the soul from the wheel of birth, as Pythagorean
doctrine, see Rohde, Psyche,® ii. 165. Plato, Theaet. 1764 : 8id xal wepdoas
xph év0évie éxeioe pedryew 8ri TdxioTa.  Puyd) 8¢ duolwais Oep katd 7O SvvaTov.

4 Plato’s rejection of the drama and of the orgiastic kinds of music is
partly motived by a similar condemnation of violent states of non-rational
emotion.
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of the two strata—Dionysiac and Orphic—that lie below it.
In the actual history of the school, all the elements are, of course,
present from the outset and blended together ; but, in analysis,
it is worth while to isolate them, with a view to following out
their shifting combinations in the systems which derive from
the Pythagorean tradition.

109. Pythagoras as Daemon of his School

Dikaiarchos,! after describing the founding of the community
at Kroton, says that it is hard to get any certain knowledge of
what Pythagoras taught his disciples; but his best known
doctrines were, ‘ first, that soul is an immortal thing, and that
it is transformed into other kinds of living things; further, that
whatever comes into existence is born again in the revolutions
of a certain cycle, nothing being absolutely new; and that all
things that are born with life in them ought to be treated as
kindred ’ (ouoyevs).

We have already dwelt at length on the significance of these
doctrines, of the unity and kinship of all life or soul, and its
continuous rebirth in periodic revolutions. Later legend told
how Pythagoras, like Francis of Assisi and the Spanish Car-
melites, preached to animals ;2 and, when we remember that
Orpheus before him had made the wild things gather to his
music, there is no reason to doubt the substantial truth of the
tradition. What specially concerns us is to note that, for any-
thing Dikaiarchos says, the Master himself, like Heracleitus,

1 Ap. Porph. Vit. Pyth. 18, 19: wparov pév is d8dvarov elval ¢not Thy Yuxiiv,
elra perafdA\\ovoay els &A\ha yévn {wv, wpds 8¢ TovTois 8T Kard wepibdovs Tivds
70, yevbuevd mwore wd\w vylyverar, véov 8¢ oUdev aw\is éori, kal 87¢ wdvra T4
ywbueva Eupuxa duoyevs det voulfew.

2 Jambl. Vit. Pyth. xiii. ; Porph. Vit. Pyth. 24 ; G. Cunninghame Graham,
Santa Teresa (1907), p. 51. Compare also' the Golden race of the Age of
Kronos in the Politicus of Plato (272 B), who ¢ have the power to converse not
only with men but with beasts,” and use their opportunity eis ¢osogiar,
‘inquiring from all nature’ (wapd wdons @ioews), in case any part of nature
may have some peculiar faculty, so as to perceive, better than any other,
what might contribute to the ingathering of wisdom. In the Meno, 8lc,
where the Orphic doctrine of palingenesia is stated, it is the ¢ kinship of all
nature’ (dre is pboews awdons cvyyevols odons) that makes it possible for the
soul, which has learnt all things in the other world, to recover its knowledge
here by reminiscence (anamnesis).
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may have held, more closely than his later followers, to the primi-
tive Dionysiac belief in one all-pervading Soul, the substratum
of kinship which unites all forms of life into ‘ one clan ’ (ouoyers).!
It seems probable that he dwelt upon this unity, rather than
upon the inconsistent idea of a plurality of indestructible, atomic
souls, which always asserts itself in the popular mind as soon
as the sense of individuality has grown strong enough to insist
upon a personal immortality. Not that we are convinced that
Pythagoras himself saw the inconsistency or tried to avoid it ;
only, the very form which he gave to his community embodied
the value he set on unity and his attempt to keep in check the
self-assertion of individualism.

To this society men and women were admitted without dis-
tinction ; they had all possessions in common, and a ‘ common
fellowship and mode of life.”# In particular, no individual
member of the school was allowed to claim the credit of any
discovery he might make. The significance of this rule has not
been fully understood. It was vulgarly supposed that the
school must have wished to keep its knowledge to itself as a
‘ mysterious * doctrine, as if there were any conceivable reason

! Sextus Emp. Math. ix. 127: ol ueév odv wepl rdv Ilvfaybpav xal Tdv
’ Buredoxhéa kal Tév 'Trakdy wh7ifos pact uh uwbvov fudv wpds dAN#Novs kal wpds Tods
Geods elval Twa Kowwvlav, GANG kal wpds 7d &hoya TGV {Ywr. & ydp Vwdpxew
wvelpa 18 dud wavrds Tob kbouov Siikov Yuxds Tpbmwov, 7O xal évolv Huls wpos
éxeiva. Iamblichus (Vit. Pyth. 108) well expresses the dootrine in the
following words: Pythagoras ¢taught them to abstain from things that
had life (soul) in them (éuyvxwr); for, if they wished to reach the height of
just behaviour, they must of course do no wrong to any of the living things
that were their kindred (cvyyevdv $diwr). How could they induce others to
behave justly if they themselves were convicted of aggression (w\eovela),
although bound in the participation of kinship (cvyyevixfic meroxic) with
living things, which are linked to us, as it were, in brotherhood by fellowship
(xowwwrlar) in the same life and elements and the same mixture composed
of them.” If Aristoxenus (see Burnet, £.Q.P.2% p. 102) is right in stating
that Pythagoras only prohibited, among animals, the ploughing ox and the
ram, he probably did so because the ram stood for the male fertilising
principle of animal life, and the ox which ploughs the earth for the same
principle in vegetation, which springs from the ploughed earth. The two
animals would be symbols of all life. Compare the doubtful fragment of
Empedocles 154 b (D. F. V.2) which says that the first miserable men who ate
flesh Bodwv éwdoavr’ dporfpwy.

3 xowd gvvovala kal larra, Iambl, Vit. Pyth. 246. The admission of women
was ‘Dionysiao’ (the Maenads) rather than Orphic. Orphism was anti-
feminine.
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for hiding a theorem in geometry or harmonics. The truth
comes out in the story of Hippasos of Metapontion, who ‘ was of
the Pythagoreans, but, because he published a treatise on the
sphere of the twelve pentagons, was cast away at sea, as having
committed an impiety and taken glory to himself for his dis-
covery, whereas all discoveries belonged to “ Him ’ (écelvov Tod
avdpos), for so they call Pythagoras. They say that a super-
natural vengeance overtook (70 Satpdviov vepeoficar) those
who published what belonged to Pythagoras.’! This super-
natural or daemonic anger was the wrath of Pythagoras himself,
who after his death remained what he had been in life—the
daemon in whom all the life of his church was centred and
incarnated. That Pythagoras worked miracles and was con-
scious of supernatural power, there is no reason whatever to
doubt; he was probably the author of the doctrine: ‘There
are Gods, and men, and beings like Pythagoras ‘—beings who
are half-divine, daemons in human shape.? What is to be
gathered from the story of Hippasos is that the pious Pytha-
goreans believed that the Master’s spirit dwelt continually
within his church, and was the source of all its inspiration.® The
impiety lay, not in divulging a discovery in mathematics, but
in claiming to have invented what could only have come from
‘ Him.’

Thus Pythagoras seems to have held to the conception of a
group-soul, incarnate in himself, but living on after his death
as the Logos of his disciples. Heracleides, who preserves the
famous story of his previous incarnations, reports him as saying
that Hermes had offered him anything he wished for, except
deathlessness (athanasia) ; and that he chose to preserve, through
life and death, the memory of what happened to him.* The
legend may enshrine the truth that the ‘ immortality * Pytha-
goras desired and claimed was not the deathless continuation

! Tambl. Vit. Pyth. 88=D.F.V.2 s. tit. ‘ Hippasos,’ 4.

3 D.F.V.2 p. 24. Cf. the Introd. to the Hindu Tales of Somadeva : ¢ The
Gods have perpetual hgppiness, men are in constant unhappiness ; the actions
of those who are between men and Gods are, by the diversity of their lot,
agreeable. Therefore I will recount to you the life of the Vidyadhdras,’
i.e. demons and magicians (Kdtha-Sdra-Sdrit-Sagara, 1. i. 47).

3 Cf. Procl. in Bud. i. p, 419: &1 pév dpxaia, paclv ol mwepl Tdv Eddnuov,

xal riis 7év Mvbayopelwy Mobons epiuara.
4 Heracl. Pont. ap, Diog. viii. 4 (D.F.V.% p. 24).
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of individual personality, but the older Dionysiac continuity
of the one life that is born again in every generation of the
group.! But, as usual, his followers could not be content to live
in communion with a spirit of like passions with themselves,
but must needs exalt their daemon to the highest grade of
divinity. Pythagoras soon becomes the son of Apollo by a
virgin birth,2 and even an incarnate God, Apollo Hyberoreios
himself.2 But, through all the overgrowth of decadent super-
stition in the later legend, enough remains of the older faith
to warrant us in refusing to attribute these frigid inventions
to the Master himself. Apotheosis and athanasia are precisely
the fatal steps in the career of a ‘ being like Pythagoras,” because
they put an end to the reality of that communion in which
the originators of such churches find the very meaning of the
common life.

If our view, then, be correct, the society of Pythagoras, so
long as the influence of his own ideal survived, realised once
more the primitive type of religious group, and that peculiar
relation, best called  participation’ (methexis), in which such
a group stands to its immanent collective soul. The passage
from the divine plane to the human, and from the human to
the divine, remains permeable, and is perpetually traversed.
The One can go out into the many; the many can lose them-
selves in reunion with the One. This essential conception is
the key to the understanding of the number doctrine, on which
rests Pythagoras’ claim to be a philosopher, as well as a founder
of mathematics.

110. The Tetractys 4

The misguided followers who reckoned Pythagoras among
the Gods, were accustomed, Porphyry tells us,® to swear by

1 It will be remembered how Diotima in Plato’s Symposium (207 p)
explains this immortality of perpetual renewal. Plato, too, thought of his
logot as living on in the souls of his school and perpetually giving birth to
new thoughts in each generation that arose and passed away.

2 His mother is called Parthenis, in legend. See Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii.
p. 679 fi.; W. Schultz, Altionische Mystik, p. 97.

8 Arist. frag. 186; Porph. Vit. Pyth. 20: uerd rdw Oeiv dv IIvfaybpav
karnplOuovw.

4 For the tetractys see W. Schultz, ATTOZ, Memnon, 1910; Eisler,
Weltenmantel, ii. p. 684. 5 Vit. Pyth. 20.
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him, as the God who had left with them a symbol applicable to
the solution of many problems in nature—the tetractys.

¢ The so-called Pythagoreans,’ says Aristotle,! ‘ attached them-
selves to the mathematics, and were the first to advance that
science by, their education, in which they were led to suppose
that THE principles of mathematics are the principles of all
things. So, as numbers are logically first among these prin-
ciples, and they fancied they could perceive in numbers many
analogies of what is and what comes into being, much more
readily than in fire and earth and water . . . and since they
further observed that the properties and determining ratios of
harmonies depend on numbers—since, in fact, everything else
manifestly appeared to be modelled in its entire character
(¢vo ) on numbers, and numbers to be the ultimate things in
the whole universe, they became convinced that the elements
of numbers are the elements of everything, and that the whole
‘“ Heaven ” is harmony and number.” Aristotle adds that the
decad was held to be perfect, and to embrace the whole ‘ nature
of number.2 We may therefore look for the ‘nature’ of all
things in the decad,as expressed in the symbol called the tetractys,
which, we have every reason to believe, goes back to Pythagoras
himself.

The original tetractys appears to have been the *tetractys of
the decad,” obtained by the addition, 14-2+4-3+4-4=10:

‘ This tetractys,’ says Theon of Smyrna,® ‘is of great im-
portance in music, because all the consonances are to be found

1 Met. o5, trans. A. E. Taylor.

2 Met. A5, 986 a: émeidh TéNeov %) dexds elvas Soket kal wagav wepienpévar Ty
TGV dplOudy ¢ua-w Cf. Philolaus, fra,g 11: Oewpeiv det 7, é‘p‘ya. xal Tiw ololay
T& 4plud KxarTdy dtvamw dris éorilv év TG Sexddi® peydha ydp kal wavrehys xal
wavréepyos xal Oelw xal oﬁpavlw Blw xal dvbpwrivw dpxd xal dyeuav xowwvoica.
Lévy-Bruhl (Fonct. ment. p. 237) has an interesting discussion of the
mystic properties of numbers. He remarks that the numbers so enveloped
with a mystical atmosphere rarely go above 10. The higher numbers have
not, together with their names, passed into collective representations, but
have generally been mere arithmetical numbers from the first.

3 wepl Terpaxtvos, p. 154, Dupuis (1892).
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contained in it. But it is not only on this account that it has
been held in the highest honour by all Pythagoreans ; but also
because it is held to contain the nature of the universe. Hence
it was an oath by which they swore :

‘ By him who gave to our soul the tetractys, which hath the
fountain and root of ever-springing ‘‘ nature >’ (physis).’

Theon proceeds to enumerate other forms of the tetractys.
The second is that used by Plato in the Twmaeus to symbolise
the harmonic constitution of the world-soul :

8 27

These two tetractyes ‘contain the musical, geometrical, and
arithmetical ratios, of which the harmony of the whole universe
is composed.’

The later Pythagoreans delighted in using this symbol as
the master-key to the interpretation of the world. The third
tetractys is point, line, surface, solid ; the fourth is fire, air, water,
earth ; the fifth is pyramid, octahedron, eikosahedron, cube ;
the sixth is ‘ of things that grow’ (rév ¢vouévwr): the seed,
growth into length, into width, into height;? the seventh is
that of societies: the individual, the family, the village, the

1 ol pd Tov dperépg Yuxd (yevéq, al.) mapadbvra TeTpaxtiv,
waydv devdov pioios plwud T Exovoar.

Diels, Arch. f. Qesch. d. Phil. iii. 457, conjectures that these lines were
the opening of the poem often cited as the'Iepds Aéyos or Ilepl fedv, in which,
according to Theol. Arith. p. 17, the might of the number 4 was celebrated,
and Metaphysics connected with it. ’

Cf. Payne, History of the New World, ii. 283, 410: ¢ Nauh-, the Mexican
particle for this number (4), in the abstract form ¢ Nahui” probably embodies
some conception analogous to ‘‘ Nahua,” the Command or Rule of Life, and
suggesting wholeness, perfection, or indefeasibility ; these austere and
orderly barbarians recall the Pythagorean philosophers, who held the
number 4 to be the root or source of all things.” Nahuatlaci is a general
name used by the Mexicans to denote ¢tribes living mainly by agriculture
in accordance with a settled Nahua or Rule of Life, dictated by a custom
administered by hereditary chiefs.’

2 Note this as the primitive form of the three ‘dimensions’ (adfa:,
¢ growths’).
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state ; the eighth is the four cognitive faculties : reason, know-
ledge, opinion, sense ;! the ninth is the rational, spirited, and
appetitive parts of soul, and the body; the tenth is spring,
summer, autumn, winter—the seasons by which all things come
into being; the eleventh is the four ages of man: infancy,
youth, manhood, old age.

‘The cosmos composed of these tetractyes is geometrically,
harmonically, and arithmetically adjusted, potentially contain-
ing every nature of number, and every magnitude and every
body, whether simple or composite. It is perfect because all
things are parts of it, and itself is not a part of anything. That
is the reason why the Pythagoreans swore by it, and said “all
things are like number.” ’

The details of some of these interpretations of the tetractys are,
of course, late ; they are expressed partly in Platonic terms.?
But they are in a line with the earliest traditions of Pytha-
goreanism, and are typical of the whole tendency of the school.
They satisfy the mystic’s passion for unity, his desire to find
the meaning and nature of the whole in every part.

111. The Procession of Numbers

The real significance of the tetractys comes out in_ the second
hmmwmwwmmm
and root of ever-springing nature (physis),” No words could
better express what we take to be the genuine Pythagorean
conception of the process by which the One goes out into the
manifold world. The tetractys is not only a symbol of static
relations linking the various parts of the cosmos; it contains
also the cosmogonical movement of life, evolving out of primal
unity the harmonised structure of the whole. It is a fountain
of ever-flowing life.

The tetractys of the decad is a numerical series, the sum of
which is the perfect number, ten, which we are told that Pytha-
goras regarded as ‘the nature of number, because all men,

1 Arist. de Anim. a2, 404b 21.

3 Cf. Arist. de Anim. a2,404518. °It was explained in (Plato’s) lectures on
philosophy that the self-animal (universe) is composed of the form of One,
and the first length (Two), breadth (Three), and depth (Four),’ etc.
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whether Hellenes or not, count up to ten, and, when they reach
it, revert again to unity.’! The word ‘revert’ (dvamodow)
recalls the fragment, already quoted, of the Pythagorean Hippo-
damus, which tells us that this reversion is to be conceived as the
revolution of a wheel.  All mortal things under constraint of
Nature revolve in a wheel of changes. . . . When they are born
they grow, and when grown they reach their height, and after
that they grow old, and at last perish. At one time, Nature
causes them to come to their goal in her region of darkness, and
then back again out of the darkmess they come round into
mortal form, by alternation of birth and repayment of death, in
the cycle wherein Nature reverts upon herself’ (dvamodifovaas).2

We have seen that the whole nature of things, all the essential
properties of physis, were believed by the Pythagoreans to be
contained in the tetractys of the decad; and it now appears
that, just as we should expect, this ‘fountain of ever-flowing
nature ’ contains the periodic movement of life, evolving out
of unity and reverting to unity again, in the recurrent revolution
of a wheel of birth. It embodies the fundamental Dionysiac
representation of palingenesia.

But there is something more in it than this. Pythagoras
inherited the music of Orpheus, as well as the reincarnation
doctrine of Dionysus. E‘;om the Orphics he inherited also the
doctrine of the fall of the soul from its first perfect state of
union with the divine, its degradation into the darkness of this
life and of the underworld, and its final restoration to peace
and unity. Now, on the model of this doctrine of the fall of
the soul, the Pythagorean philosophy must hold that all exist-
ence proceeds out of the One and returns to it again; and
that the One alone is perfect, while the manifold world of visible
body is a turbid medium of appearance, in which the one truth
is half-revealed and half-concealed, as the divine soul is manifest
in the flesh and yet obscured by it and degraded.

There is thus, inherent in the representation handed down

1 Aetius, i. 3. 8: elvat 8¢ Thv @bow 710D dpifuod déxa* uéxpt ydp TOV déka
wdvres "EN\ypves, wdvres BdpBapor dpibuolow, é¢’ & éNOéyres md\wv dvamodobow
éwl Thw povdda. Professor Burnet (E.G.P.2, p. 114) thinks we are probably
justified in referring this to Pythagoras himself. For wpomodiocuds (‘ proces-

sion’), the opposite of dvamodiocubs, see below, p. 209, note 1.
2 Hippodamus, ap. Stob. Flor. 98, 71, see above, p. 167, note 1.
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from Orphism to Pythagoras, not only the primitive wheel of
birth, but another aspect of the movement of life, which is best
descnbed asa pmwsswml movement (’rrpovroSw',uow___l

. htdx g his movement, also,
must be revealed in the nature of numbers ,'and contained in the
tetracty¥. Pythagoras found it in the procession of numerical
series, the study of which he originated, thereby founding the
science of number. It is practically certain, also, that in music
he discovered the ratios of the octave, the fifth, and the fourth,
contained in the harmonic proportion 12:8:6.2 Now a pro-
gression/ like those contained in the tetractys of Plato’s world-
soul (p. 206)}—the series, 1:2:4:8, 1:3:9:27—is what the
Pythagoreans called an karmonia ; it is a continuous entity knit
together by a principle of unity running through it, namely the
logos or ratio (} or §) which links every term to its predecessor
by the same bond.? Both series, moreover, radiate from the One,
which in Pythagorean arithmetic was not itself a number, but
the source in which the whole nature of all numbers was gathered
up and implicit. When we note, further, that every number is
not only a many, but also one number, we can see how Pytha-
goras would find the whole movement of cosmic evolution con-
tained in the procession of series, in which the One passes out of
itself into a manifold, yet without losing all its unity, and a
return from the many to the One is secured by that bond of
proportion which runs, backwards and forwards, through the
whole series and links it into a ‘ harmony.” It is thus that we
must understand the doctrine that ‘ the whole Heaven is har-
mony and number.” The processional movement of physis is
modelled upon that of soul, which falls from its first state of
union with the divine, but yet remains linked to the One life

1 Theon Smyrn. p. 29 (Dupuis) : dpifuds éori gvormua povddwy (the atomic
view discussed below, p. 212) 4 mpomwodiguds whfjfouvs dmwd wovddos dpxduevos xal
dvamodiopds els povdda xataliywy.

2 See Burnet, £.G.P.2, p. 118.

3 Aetius, i. 3. 8: IIvfaydpas . . . dpxds Tods dpifuods xal Tds cuuuerplas Tds
év TobTous, &s kal dpuovias xahei., Compare the logos of Heracleitus, as con-
stancy of ‘measures’ preserved throughout transformation, above, p. 188.
Plato, Tim. 81 0, on the ‘ bond’ of proportion: decudv 5¢ kd\\isros 8s &v airéy
Te kal & ocurdobueva 7. udhiwora & oy Tobro 8¢ wépukey dvaloyla xdA\\irTa
dmoreNeiy,

o
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by mysterious bonds of harmony, and can return to it again,
purified by music..

Indiscussing the segregation of opposites and its possible origin,
as reflecting the exogamous segmentation of the undifferentiated
human herd, we have already pointed out that the Pythagorean
One, or Monad, splits into two principles, male and female, the
Even and the Odd, which are the elements of all numbers and
so of the universe.2 The analogy reminds us that the One is
not simply a numerical unit, which gives rise to other numbers
by a process of addition. That conception belongs to the later
atomistic number-doctrine, presently to be considered.? In
the earlier Pythagoreanism, we must think of the One (which is
not itself a number at all) as analogous to Anaximander’s
lc’iﬂ'etpov. It is the primary, undifferentiated group-soul, or
physts, of the universe, and numbers must arise from it by a
process of differentiation or ‘separating out’ (amoxpiois).

imilarly, each of these numbers is not a collection of units,

uilt up by addition, but itself a sort of minor group-soul—a

istinct ‘ nature,” with various mystical properties. In the

\ 4ame way, it is by dividing up the whole interval of the octave
that the harmonic proportions are determined.*

1 8ee Theon Smyrn. p. 18 ff. (Dupuis) for philosophy as purification and
initiation ; Procl. Mé\woa, Anec. Gr. et Lat. ii. p. 26: % uév ye pvpids, iris
éorlv apuovla xpelrrwy, ék Tis Tpiwdovpéyns yevouévn povddos émiotpagelans els
éavry (i.e. 100x 100), dwoxaracrariky tis éore xal Teheowovpyds Ths Yuxis,
éravdyovoa meogoboay els THy olknow wd\w 80ev fjket deipo, kabdwep ¢malv 6 év
Paldpy Zwkpdrys. The reference is to Phaedrus, 248 E, els uév ydip T aird
80ev Hkew ) Yuxh éxdarn odk deukvetrar érdv puplwy, and, since this agrees with
Empedocles’ doctrine that the fallen soul is exiled for 30,000 &pa¢=10,000
years (see below, p. 228), it is probable that Proclus’ connection of the
return of the soul with the return to the monad is of old Pythagorean
origin, as indeed the character of the doctrine would lead us to expect.

2 Above, p. 70. Also Theon Smyrn. p. 34 (Dupuis): ’Apwsroré\ys & ¢
IvBayopike 76 & pnow duporépwy (dprlov xal weplrTov) ueréxew Tis pooews.

3 The methods of Eurytos described by Burnet (Z.G.P.%, p. 110) belong,
as he points out, to the fourth century. By that time the atomistic doctrine
was developed.

4 Cf. the division of the soul in Plato’s T¥maeus, 35 B, and the distribution
of the whole mass of soul-substance, first into a number of portions, one for
each star, and secondly into individual souls (ibid. 41 D).
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112. Pythagorean Ethics 3

The Pythagorean conception of goodness (¢pers), including
both moral virtue and the physical excellences of health and
strength, is based entirely on the notion of ‘arrangement’
(td&is) and ‘ order’ (cosmos). The best expression of it is to
be found in Plato’s Gorgias. Socrates there argues that the
good artist will not work at random, but always with reference
to an ideal or pattern. Guided by this model, he will put his
material into a certain arrangement, making one part suitable
and fitting to another, until he has marshalled the whole into
‘an arranged and ordered thing.’! Trainers of the body and
physicians order and systematise the body («oouoiot 16 cdpa
xal cvyrdrrovas), and this cosmos is health and strength. The
similar cosmos that is introduced into the soul, is Law, which
makes men law-abiding and orderly ; and this is Justice and
Temperance.2 The source from which this conception is de-
rived is acknowledged later, where Socrates says that ‘ the wise
say that heaven and earth and Gods and men are held together
by fellowship, and friendship, and orderliness, and Temperance,
and Justice, and, for that reason, call this universe Cosmos.’
Their knowledge of geometry has taught them the great power,
among Gods and men, of Proportion; whereas the ignorant
believe in grasping more than one’s due share.?

1 GQorg. 503E: els Tdfw Twva &aoros Tifnow 8 &v Ti0, kal mposavayxdfer Td
Erepov T érépy mpéwov Te elvar kal dpubrrew, Ews &v 10 dwav ovoThonrar Te-
Tayuévov Te kal xekoounuévov wpiyua. Iambl. V.P, 182, after Aristoxenus
(D.F.V.2, p. 284) : ovurapémweafai T Tob Kaipol ¢pbael Ty Te dvouagouévyy dpav
kal 70 wpémwov Kxal 7o dpporTov.

2 504D : Tals 8¢ 7Hs Yuxds Tdfeoe kal koouhoeas véupov kal véuos, 80ev kal
vbpipor ylyvovrar kal xboueor Tabra 8 éori dikatooivy Te Kal cwpposivy. Cf.
Rep. 432, where Temperance is the concord (dpuovia), compared to the
harmony of the octave (5’ 8\ys drexyds Térarar, did wacdv wapexouévy auvddov-
Tas), an dubvowa, cuupwria. See also Phaedo, 93 ¢, for virtue as harmonia.

3 507E: ¢asl & ol gopol (Pythagoreans and Empedocles, Olympiod.) xal
olpardy kal yijv kal Beods kal dvfpdmous Tiw kowwrlay cuvéxew kal ¢eNav xal
kooubTyTa Kal cwppostyyy kal dikawbryra, xal T8 S\ov TolTo &id Tabra Kbomov
kaXofow . . . Né\n0é oe 8rv 7 lobrns 4 yewuerpieh kal év Oeols xal év dvfpd-
mwos péya Svvararr ob 0¢ mwheoveflav oler detv doxelv* yewuerplas ydp dueleis.
Plutarch, Symp. Q. viii. 2. 2, says that this principle of proportion is called
Alxn and Néueos (Aristotle’s ¢ distributive justice,’ Z.N. v. 8. 13). Alex. in
Arist. Met. A5, 985b 26: Tis uév yap dixacocivys ldiov VwohauBdvovres elvar Td
avrimemovfos Te kal loov (oi ITvbavybpeior), év Tols dpifuois Tobro edplokovres bv,
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113. Pythagorean Science

The earliest ‘ science ’ of the Pythagoreans is simply a tran-
script of the procession of numbers into terms of space and
space-filling matter ; or, rather, we should say that they were
at first unable to conceive number and its behaviour except
under the forms of space and motion, and hence did not
distinguish at all between the procession of numbers out of
the Monad and the process which generates the visible world
in space. This process presented itself in the only possible
way—as the progressive conquest of a formless and unlimited
field (x@pa) of darkmess (the dark and cold air) by the light
and warmth radiating from a central nuclear unit.! We may
note, by the way, that this led to the displacement of earth
from the central position in the universe, which must be
occupied by the nuclear Fire, Hestia. The first great step away
from geocentric astronomy was thus due to the bold acceptance
of the consequences of an a priori theory, which simply restated
a purely mythical representation. Its importance for us is the
way it illustrates once more the truth of our hypothesis, that
the nature and behaviour of physis reproduce mythical and
religious beliefs about the nature and behaviour of Soul.

'114. Number Atomism

Guided by the same hypothesis, we can predict the final stage
of Pythagorean science. It will inevitably reproduce the later
and inconsistent conception of the atomic, indestructible, in-
dividual soul. This, as we saw, was already present in Orphic
religion, fallen from its first Dionysiac faith in the one continuous
life in all things, towards the Olympian conception of athanasia.
The later Pythagoreans of the fifth century  construct the whole
world out of numbers, but they suppose the units to have magni-
tude. As to how the first unit with magnitude arose, they

88 Tobro xal Tdv loaxis loov dpibuby (either 4 or 9) wplror ENeyov elvar dixato-
otvpr. The mathematical education in Rep. vii. (530 A) culminates in the
conceptions of suugwria in harmonics and cvuperpla in astronomy, and these
provide a bridge to dialectics and the study of beauty and goodness (531¢).

1 See Burnet, E.Q.P.2 p. 120.
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appear to be at a loss.”! They might well be at a loss, because
they could not realise that this physical doctrine was nothing
but a reflection of the belief in a plurality of immortal souls,
which contradicted their older faith that Soul was a Harmony
—a bond linking all things in one.2 This Soul had formerly been
the One God manifest in the logos ; now it is broken up into a
multitude of individual atoms, each claiming an immortal and
separate persistence. And the material world suffers a corre-
sponding change. In place of the doctrine of procession from the
Monad, bodies are built up out of numbers, now conceived as
collections of ultimate units, having position and magnitude.
Thus, Pythagoreanism is led on from a temporal monism to a
spatial pluralism—a doctrine of number-atoms hardly distin-
guishable from the atoms of Leukippus and Democritus, who,
as Aristotle says,® like these Pythagoreans, ‘in a sense make
all things to be numbers and to consist of numbers.” But the
development of this number-atomism was predestined by
religious representations of the nature of soul older than Pytha-
goreanism itself, and already contained in the blend of Dionysiac
and Olympian conceptions inherited by Pythagoras from
Orphism.

The tendency which impelled Pythagorean science towards a
materialistic atomism is only the recoil of that same tendency
which exalted Pythagoras, from his position as the indwelling
daemon of his church, to the distant heaven of the immortals.
It is the tendency to dualism. When God ceases to be the
immanent Soul of the world, living and dying in its ceaseless
round of change, and ascends to the region of immutable per-

1 Arist. Met. u6, 10805 18 ff. See Burnet, £.G.P.2, p. 336 ff.

2 Burnet (E.G.P.3, p. 343) says that the view that the soul is a harmony
cannot have belonged to the earliest form of Pythagoreanism, ¢ for, as shown
in Plato’s Phaedo, it is quite inconsistent with the idea that the soul can
exist independently of the body.’ The inference would hold, if it were
impossible for religious, or even philosophic, representation to be inconsis-
tent. I doubt, however, if it is even inconsistent ; see below on Empedocles’
logos-soul, p. 235. The doctrine that the soul is a harmony is attributed
to Pythagoras by Macrobius, Somn. Scip. i. 14, 19. Cf. Rohde, Psyche?, ii.
169.

3 De Caelo, y4, 303a 8. Cf. de Anim. a5, 4095 7, on the monads of
. Xenocrates and their likeness to atoms.
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M:t’ is because man has acquired a soul of his own, a little
ctible atom of immortality, a self-subsistent individual.
‘ Nature ’ likewise loses her unity, continuity, and indwelling
life, and is remodelled as an aggregate of little indestructible
atoms of matter. But note the consequence : she, too, is now
self-subsistent. The world of matter becomes the undisputed
dominion of Destiny,or Chance, or Necessity—of Motra, Lachesis,
Ananke. There is no place in it for the God who has vanished
beyond the stars. We shall watch, in the sequel, the mystic
philosophers, who cannot dispense with God, exhausting their
ingenuity in devices to get him back into touch with Nature, to
restore to him the raison d’étre which he lost from the moment
that he ceased to animate the world from within, to be the
‘nature of things’ itself. All such attempts seem now to us
like efforts to draw down Apollo from the skies, and change him
back into Dionysus ; or, if that is impossible, to find a mediator
between God and Nature, some daemonic power, half-natural,
half-divine, an Eros who will fill up the chasm, and bind all
things again into one. But the time for these efforts is not yet. -
We have first to consider two systems that emerged from the
Pythagorean tradition, before that tradition went all the way
to join hands with scientific Atomism, and so became fatally
Olympianised. These are the systems of Parmenides and
Empedocles.

115. PARMENIDES

Parmenides wrote what he had to say ‘ about the Nature of
Things ’ (mepi ¢pvoews) in hexameter verse, which combines a
certain oracular dignity and earnestness with the closely knit
sequence of logical argument. He is the first philosopher, so far
as we know, who cast his theory of Nature into the form of a
deduction, in this respect justifying the historians who throw
him into the sharpest contrast with the cryptic and interjectional
Heracleitus. But it is characteristic of him, too, that his theory
is stated as a revelation, accorded to him by the Goddess who
governs all things in person. Certain features of the proem
call for our attention.

Like Orpheus, Parmenides seeks wisdom by a descent, through
the western gate of the sunset, into the darkness of the under-
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world.! He travels thither on the chariot of the Sun, attended
by the sun-maidens. In the nether darkness he remains with
the Goddess Dike, after she has opened the gates of sunrise for
the chariot to pass up again to the region of light. She tells
him, in words which now have for us a new significance, that
he has been ‘ conducted on his journey, not by an evil Moira
(for the way lies far apart from the path which mankind tread),
but by Themis and Dike.” The Goddess tells him that he must
learn ‘both the unshaken heart of rounded Truth, and the
opinions of mortals, in which there is no true belief.’2 Accord-
ingly, the poem is divided into two parts—the Way of Truth and
the Way of Opinion. These are ‘ the only two ways of search
that can be thought of ’ (frag. 4). The one is a ‘ much disputed
proof,” which Parmenides is told to judge by reasoning (Adye) ;
the other is at the mercy of the senses, ‘ the objectless eye, the
droning ear, and the tongue ’ (which fashions ‘ names ’ without
meaning). From this second path he is warned to turn away his
thought, and not to let ‘ custom force him ’ along its misleading
track.?

The Way of Truth is excellently described as a proof which
must be judged by reasoning, in abstraction from, and in de-
fiance of, the witness of the senses.* The nature of things is a

1 Parmenides’ journey is generally regarded as a Heaven Journey ; see
Diels, Parmenides Lekrgedicht ; but O. Gilbert, Arch. f. Gesch. d. Philos.
xx. p. 25 ff., has argued that it is a journey to the Underworld. See,
however, below, note 3 on p. 222. Epimenides, during his initiatory sleep
in the Dictaean Cave, communed with Aletheia and Dike, Max. Tyr. p. 286
(D.F.V.3, ii. 494). In the Ps.-Platonic Axiochus (3718) the wédiov *ANnOelas
it in the Underworld.

2 Frag. 1. 28: xpew 8¢ o wdvra wileca

Hhuév’ ANnOelns edkuxéos drpeuds frop
$5¢ Bpordv dbtas, Tals ovk Evi wloTis dAndis.

3 Frag. 1. 33: dA\\d o0 7§08’ dg’ 0800 difrhaos elpye vénpa
undé o’ &os woNvmewpoy d00v Kard T1ivde Bidobiw,
vwudyv doxomov Supa kal fxhesoav drovijy
xal YA@ocoav, kpivar 8¢ Noyw moXbdnpw ENeyxov
&k éuéfev pmbévra.

I interpret dokxowor as meaning ‘having no (real) object,” guided by
Parmenides’ identification of the object of thought with ¢ that for the sake
of which the thought exists’ (frag. 8. 34). He does not distinguish ¢object’
from ‘aim’ or ¢ mark.’

4 Cf. Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 325 a 13 (of the Eleatics): imwepBdvres v
alofnow xal wapidbvres abriw, ds T Noyy déov drxoNovfeiv,
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rounded sphere of logical consistency, which threatens to leave
the world as known to the senses an inexplicable tissue of

delusion.
116. The Way of Truth

In the Thing which s (70 éov), as Parmenides called it, we
recognise, transparently enough, the primitive datum of philo-
sophy—physis conceived as a material continuum, and, above
all, as divine. The ancients recognised the parent of Eleaticism
in Xenophanes,! who ‘looked at the whole sky and declared
that the One is, namely God’; and this view expresses the

les’ ultims

dne. It i

. _Whal

- the attril

onstrued 1

de and ne

ment_of ]

) . the earli .. )

in their various ways attempted to combine the two sets of
predicates, and to get the One to evolve somehow into the many.
Parmenides declares that no such evolution is posmible. His

cosmology faces, and accepts as upanswerable, an objection that
besets pantheism, and some other theisms, in all ages. If God
is one and perfect in himself, why should he ever leave that
state and go forth into unreality and ir 1mperfectlon ? Yet, if
he does not do 8o, he ceases to be the pervasive lifeand moving
soul of the world ; he crystallises into a being that cannot be-
come, or move, or change ; and, since life is change, he is lifeless
—a complete, immovable, continuous, homogeneous substance,
unbegotten and imperishable. Necessity in all her forms,
moral, physical, fatal (and, we must now add,.logical), deprives
him of the creative force of life. ‘ Dike does not loose her
fetters and let anything come into being or pass away, but holds
it fast.’? ‘ Mastering Ananke holds it in the bonds of the

1 8ee above, p. 177.

2 Parm. frag. 8. 13: obre yevéobac
o’ 8\\vofas dviike Alkn xaNdoaoca médnew
AN’ Exet.



THE MYSTICAL TRADITION 217

limit that fences it on every side.’! ‘ Mosra has fettered it so
as to_be whole and immowable.’ 2 Thus all the original life of ,
the ultimate physis is frozen out of it ; the World Egg is har-
dened to adamant, and cannot hatch. That it should become
and perish, both be and not be, change its place, or vary its
colour—all these are mere ‘ names,” which mortals have agreed
to use, believing them to be true.® Thus, Parmenides absolutely
jects the Heraclei rmony of opposites.

The One Being of Parmenides’ vision is the Monad of the
Pythagoreans, but it is no longer a ‘ fountain of ever-flowing
nature.” The whole doctrine of the procession of numbers out
of th_gdgx_lg_l_g__sllgnmmmMWt One can no longer contailr
‘Within itself the of the mamfold d ; since 1t 18 absolutel— ,
and strictly One, the oppomtes and the many are not lmphclt
‘within its nature, and therefore cannot come out of it. It is
also the ‘ Limitless’ of A.naxxmander ; bup Moira, instead of < ‘.
portlomqg it out into provinces, has now ‘ fettered it 8o as to be
“whole.” There can be no division or * separating out ’ (dméxpias)
of opposites or elements. ‘ Thou canst not cut off what ¢s from
holding fast to what 4s, neither scattering itself abroad in an
order (cosmos) nor coming together.’* Aristotle® called Par- 5
menides an ‘ unphysicist ’ (dpvakds), because he did away with |
the principle of motion, which is physts.

The disappearance of the doctrine of the procession of numbers ,
out of the One, which is cut off at one blow of Parmenides’ logic,
has disguised from critics, ancient and modern, the fact that
the Way of Truth starts from Pythagoreanism ; but the Pytha-
gorean character of the Way of Opinion is recognised. In con-
sidering this second way of search, we will put aside for the

! Frag. 8. 30: xpateph yap 'Avdyxn
welparos v deopolow Exet, T6 puv dugls éépyes,
2 Frag. 8. 37: émel 76 ye Moip’ éwédnoev
odhov dxlvnréy 7’ Euevar
3 Frag. 8. 38: T¢ wdvr’ Gvop’ EoTan
Soaa Bporol karéfevro wewodbres elvar Ay, -
~ylyveoOai e xal 8\\vobat, elval Te kal olxf,
kal Témov &NNdooew diud Te xpdba Ppavdy duelBew.
4 Frag. 2: o yap dworphte. 10 v Tob bvros Exeabar
obre oxidvduevov wdvry wdvrws xarTd Kbopov
obre cuvioTdpuevo.

5 Ap. Sext. Adv. Math. x, 46,
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moment the disputed question, what a philosopher can mean

>by propounding a cosmology (the details of which, so far as we
know, were his own, and have been taken as such by most, if
not all, of his readers), and yet declaring that ‘ there is no true
belief ’ in them. Our first business must be to establish the type
of this physical system, and determine from what part of the
Pythagorean scheme of thought it is derived.

117. The Way of Opinion

This second part of the poem begins as follows (frag. 8. 50) :
‘ Here do I close my trustworthy speech and thought about the
truth. Opinions (8ofas), mortal opinions, thou must hence-
forward learn, hearkening to the deceptive ordering of my words.

‘Two forms (uopdds) there are, which mortals have made
up their minds to name (évoudlewv), one of which they
ought not to name, and that is where they have gone astray.
They have distinguished them as opposite in body (8éuas), and
assigned them visible tokens?! distinct from one another—to
the one the Fire of heaven, a gentle thing, very light, in every
direction the same as itself, but not the same as the other. The
other is just the opposite to it, indiscernible Night, a dense
and heavy body (8éuas). Of these I declare to thee the whole
disposition, as it seems likely ; for so no mortal judgment shall
outstrip thee.’

Two other fragments give us little more light : * Now that all
things have been named (évdpacra:) Light and Night, and
the names which belong to their several powers have been
assigned to these things and to those, everything is full at once

! gfuara. The word seems to mean ‘visible signs,’ ‘tokens,’ almost
‘symbols.” Fire, for instance, may be regarded as a visible embodiment
(3éuas) of one ‘form,’ rather than completely identical with it. It stands
for it, represents it visibly. That body is & mark or visible sign, is one of
the meanings of the Orphic dictum, ¢&ua cfua, for sfjua means ¢ tomb’ only
because it meant a mark or sign of a place which is taboo, or ‘impure,’
and 80 a gravestone or pillar. Plato (Phaedr. 250c) avails himself of both
senses : kafapol Svres Kxal dofuavror TobTov 8 viv cdua wepipépovres vopdSouev,
where dofuarror means that we are not marked by this gravestone called a
body. Cf. Heracleitus’ use of onualvewv above, p. 187. See also J. Adam,
Relsgious Teachers of Greece (1908), p. 96.
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of Light and unapparent Night, both equal, since neither has
any part in the other.’ 1

At the end of the poem (frag. 19): °Thus, according to
Opinion, did these things come into being (é¢v), and thus they
are now, and after this shall grow and come to their end. Men
have stamped them each with a name to know them by.’ 2

The two fundamental  forms ’ in this scheme are Light and
Dark, and the other pairs of contrary attributes may be regarded
as attaching to these two substances (if substances they be):

That which Is and That which Is Not
Light and Dark
Warm and Cold (Aristotle)
Light and Heavy
(Rare) and Dense
Fire (Heaven) and Earth
“Male and Female.?

Now, we know that the Orphic said of himself : ‘I am the child
of Earth and of the starry Heaven,’ 4 believing that the divine
and immortal soul came down from the heavenly fires, and was
imprisoned in the darkness of the earthy body. The same truth
is symbolised in the descent of Orpheus and Parmenides into the
dark underworld and their resurrection into the light of day.
Aristotle speaks of the ¢ theologians * (Orphic) who made all things
come into being out of Night, and contrasts with the ancient
poets who said that Zeus was king of all, others who held that
the eldest Gods were Night and Heaven.® In the Way of Opinion
we are on Orphic ground, and the fundamental scheme is the
fall and descent from the region of heavenly light, reality, and
truth, to the darkness, unreality, and falseness of bodily existence.

! Frag. 9: abTap émedi) wdvra ¢dos xal vE dvduasrar
kal 78 katd operépas duvdpes érl roiol e xal Tols,
wav whéov éorlv duol pdeos kal vukrds dpdyTov,
lowy duporépwr, érel odderépy uéra undév.

2 7ots & Svou’ &vbpwmwor karéfevr’ émlomuov ékdory. A ‘name’ also is &
oiipa, embodying or entombing a thing or meaning, which it oqualver.

8 See 0. Kern, Arch. f. Gesch. d. Phil. iii. p. 174, for the male and female
character of the two principles and the bisexed Eros in Parmenides,

4 Orphic tablets, D.F. V.2 ii. 480; above, p. 179.

S Met. N6, 10710 26; v 4, 109010 4. D.F. V.3 ii, 475.
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What Parmenides does in the Way of Opinion is to take this
> purely Orphic conception of a descent from light to darkness, and
expurgate that other, Dionysiac, view of life and death as a
perpetual process of change revolving in a cycle, which Hera-
cleitus had championed against the Orphic and Olympian
notions of the destiny of the soul. Both views, we have seen,
were inherent in the religious tradition of mysticism, before philo-
sophy appeared ; they are now separated out, as their incon-
sistency becomes apparent, by Heracleitus and Parmenides. If
we start from this point, we can deduce the other characteristics
of the Way of Opinion, and perhaps gain new light upon them.
Let us note, in the first place, that Parmenides says that mortals
have decided to name two ‘ forms ’; and that where they have
gone wrong is in naming the second. He does not say they
were wrong to name the first. Aristotle, moreover, says that

‘ he ranks the Warm under the head of That which Is, its opposite

under the head of That which Is Not.’! The natural conclusion
? is that Parmenides meant that Fire, the principle of light and
warmth, is the embodiment (8éuas), or visible token (ofjua), of
the real, as it were an effluence from that inward omnipresent
God who alone Is, into the world of ‘seeming’ (86fa). Par-
menides must have had in his mind some distinction between
‘reality ’ and ‘ appearance.” Probably he did not distinguish
‘ appearance ’ from ‘opinion’: both are what ‘seem’ to
mortals, and d6£a probably covers both meanings. The con-
fusion makes Parmenides speak as if mortals were responsible
for the appearance of the world. He cannot have really thought
this, in any sense that we should put upon it; his difficulties
arise largely because he cannot get his thought clear about the
meaning of d¢fa.

If mortals were not wrong when they named the first ‘ form ’
fire, they did go astray when they named the second, and they
ought not to have named it at all. Why not ¢ Because there
is no thing (6v) to correspond to these names in the second
column of contraries. As Aristotle says, they come ‘under
the head of That which Is Not.” These opposites, or antagonists,
of the principle of Light simply are not ; they are names which

1 Met. A5, 9861 35: Totrwr 3¢ Kxatd uév 7O dv 7O Oepudv TdTTer, OdTepoy §¢
Kard 70 uy O,
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denote nothing, or a ‘mnot-thing’ (u7 édv), words that stand
for no positive existing things whatever.!

It is here that Parmenides joins issue with Ionian science
and with Heracleitus. Both these types of system had ex-
plained ‘becoming’ by the separation and conflict, or har-
mony and reconciliation, of opposites, regarded as equal and
balancing powers, each with a domain, or a force, of its own.
Parmenides sweeps this whole conception away. In these pairs
of antagonists which ‘ men have agreed to name,” one member
is a not-thing, a mere word ; only the other stands for anything
real. The War of Opposites, and all those views of life and
death which hang with it, are banished, by the same uncom-
promising logic that banished life from the real being of God.

If this is so, we can explain frag. 9, quoted above (p. 218), as
follows : When these names, Light and Night, have once been
given, and all the other pairs of contrary names that go with
them, then we have all things ‘ full at once of Light and Night,’
and these are equal, and independent of one another. The two
antagonists are set up, and they can go about their wars and
reconciliations. But the whole process is illegitimate: one
set of names denotes no positive things.

What, then, can Parmenides mean by declaring that cold,
heavy, dark, etc., are mere names, without things to correspond ?
Only one explanation seems possible ; it is simple, and surely it
would easily occur to the father of Logic. It is that cold only
means not-hot, dark means not-light, and so on.2 Heat and | {
light exist (or represent something that exists); cold and dark- |
ness are absences of them. This explanation has the authority }
of Aristotle;3 and we cannot see what other conclusion

1 I do not think Parmenides meant by 7 u# 8v the absolutely non-existent as
we conceive it ; rather it was, as it were, a subject with no predicates, only <
to be described negatively, like Anaximander’s dxeipov, or Aristotle’s formless
matter. The distinction between negative existential propositions (x does
not exist) and negative Subject-Predicate propositions (x is not 4) was not
yet drawn. Parmenides’ s} 8 is an  which is not 4, not B, etec., for all
positive predicates.

2 Cf. the ‘not-things’ (uy 6vra) which the Eleatic Stranger in Plato’s
Sophist allows himself, with due respect to Parmenides, to reinstate from ~
being nothing to being other things.

8 De Gen, et Corr. 318b, 3 ff.: olov 70 uév Oepudv xarnyopla Tis xal eldos, % ¢
yuxpdrys orépnais.  O. Gilbert, Griech. Religionsphilosophie, p. 49, note 1.
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Parmenides could have reached from his rigidly monistic
premisses, or what difficulty there was, that could arrest a mind
so powerful as his before he reached it.

We hold, then, that to Parmenides the process of becoming
which brought the visible world into existence was like the fall
of the Orphic soul—a declension or degradation of light, till it
fails and dies out in darkness and nonentity. The fact that
the earth itself, which to the ordinary materialist seems so
solid and real, is at the lower end of this scale, did not stagger
Parmenides : in the language of any mystic, ‘ earthy ’ means
dark, unreal, false. When he calls dark Night ‘ a compact and
heavy body,” he evidently means the earth ;! the more com-

- pact and heavy it is, the further is it from being a true embodi-
ment of the substance of God. But even the earth, though
low in the scale, has still some fire and heat and light in it.

If we sink still further, what do we reach at the nadir ? The
power of darkmess, Moira, Lachesis, Ananke. Modern critics
apparently think of this figure, as of a lady whom it is not quite
decorous to accommodate with a seat in the centre of the earth,
presumably because they do not realise that the earth is verging
on non-existence.? She is Necessity, on whose knees is the
spindle with its turning whorls, in the vision of Er. But she
is also Aphrodite, who contrived Eros, first of the Gods,
and the axis of her spindle passes through the midst of the
‘ crowns ’ up to the limits of the world. It is the path of souls,
who ascend upwards and fall downwards.® Light is also Soul ;

1 Cf. O. Gilbert, Arch. Gesch. Phil. xx. p. 42.

® Professor Burnet, who feels this impropriety (£.G.P.% p. 219), now
politely hands her to a place in the Milky Way, good-humouredly abandon-
ing his former effort to make & hole through the earth for her and turn it
from a sphere into a ring. .

3 Simpl. Phys. 39, 18 : ratryw ("Appodlryy) kal ey alrlav elval ¢not Néywr
(frag. 13), ‘“‘wpdrioror pév “Epwra fewv pyricaro mwdvrow,” xal 7ds yuxds
wéumrew mworé uév éx Tob éxavois els T deidés, woré 5¢ dvdmwaNly ¢mow. Plato,
Rep. 6168 ff., describes a straight pillar of light, stretched all through
the heaven and the earth,” which is apparently the axis of the cosmos
and the shaft of the spindle of Necessity (see J. Adam, ad loc.). The
souls journey to the centre of this light, ¢.e. the centre of the earth and
of the universe. I believe that Parmenides’ path of souls is similar, and
that his Dike is at the centre. The difficulties of interpretation which
beset both Parmenides’ and Plato’s descriptions are ultimately due to the
attempt to combine the Dionysiac’ and ‘Orphic’ conceptions, whose in-
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hence we are told that men were first born from the sun,! and
that the dead body cannot perceive light and warmth and
sound, because the fire has failed out of it.2 Fire, or Light, is
thus the soul-substance, and nearest akin to the substance of
God.
But, finally, let us observe that the life which has gone out of
God, has come back into Nature. The Goddess, throned in the
“ventre, is the Queen of Life, Aphrodite; and of her, Eros,”
"bamslie&’ﬁrﬂl?fﬁ'ﬁémsm“mom agamf ‘The downwara' fall’

whlch sends the souls back from the seen to the unseen.” We
have here a hint of the movement of life interpreted as desire for

pe;fgc»t;on, which leads to important developments In Tater con=
ceptions of PSS, The Tast resource of Nature, deserted by
God, is to aspire towards that perfection which lies above and
beyond her reach, and in that aspiration she regains the life

which God has lost.

We would not leave the impression that Parmenides was
satisfied with this physical system, obtained by developing the
Orphic view to its logical conclusion and expurgating the
Dionysiac. He was too much in earnest with his monism to be
content, and too penetrating and sincere to hide from himself
or others that he had not really reduced the power of darkness
to an empty name. So he calls the Way of Opinion misleading.

consistency we have pointed out. The ¢ Dionysiac’ path of souls is a circle,
from the upper region of light above the earth to the dark region below and
back again. Parmenides adopts this for his own journey to the underworld.
But according to that view Dike ought to be in Tartarus, under the earth,
not in the centre. The Orphic path of souls is from heaven down to earth,
and the lowest point is the centre of earth, where the Pythagorean central
fire and Dike ought to be. Cf. Theol. Arith. p. 6 ff. ed. Ast, which states
that the Pythagoreans place a évadikds didmupos k¥Bos wepl 70 péoov TGv Teo-
adpwy ororxelwy, and ol wepl 'BumwedoxNéa kal Iapuevidny follow them in so far
as they maintain mhy povaduchy ¢vow ‘Eorlas rpbwov év péoy i8piabar xal did 76
lobpporov puNdocew Thy avriw &dpav (see O. Gilbert, loc. cit. p. 42; and
Griech. Religionsphilosophie (1911), pp. 185, 189ff.). Plato (Rep. 616)
attempts to combine both by making the pillar of light at its two poles
spread out into a belt which runs all round the heavenly sphere (if Adam,
ad loc., is right). The very fact that scholars are divided on the question
whether Parmenides’ journey is to heaven or the underworld points to
Parmenides not being clear in his own mind.
1 Diog. ix. 22. 2 Theophr. de Sensu, 3.
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e take his position to be this. If God is really and absolutely
One and perfect, then there is nothing to be made of the world
we see, with its plurality and changing life. The Way of Opinion
is the best that can be made of it ; but still it will not do. God,
with his unity and immutable perfection, has gone out of the
world, and animates it no longer. One or the other must be
given up : either such a God is not, or the world infected with
darkness and evil cannot come from him. It is Parmenides’
glory to have formulated this dilemma with unfaltering courage,
and made his choice—the choice of the ‘ unphysicist,” the Mystic.

118. EMPEDOCLES

We have considerable fragments of two long poems by Em-
pedocles, called Purifications and About Nature. The current
opinion is that the religious views contained in the Purifications
are inconsistent with the physical theory of the other poem ;
and Professor Burnet adds that  this is just what we should
expect to find. All through this period, there seems to have
been a gulf between men’s religious beliefs, if they had any, and
their cosmological views. The few points of contact (between
the two poems) which we have mentioned may have been
sufficient to hide this from Empedocles himself.” !

This is a hard saying; and the following account of Em-
pedocles will, we hope, make it clear that it is not a true one.
In our view, there is no more inconsistency in Empedocles’
system of things—religious and scientific—than that which we
have pointed out as already inherent in the Orphic and Pytha-
gorean doctrines of immortality. Empedocles seems to us to
make a herbic and amazingly ingenious effort to reconcile these
views of the nature and destiny of the soul with Ionian physical

! £.G.P.2 p. 289. Cf. Zeller, Phil. d. Griech.b, i. p. 806 : Anders verhilt
es sich mit gewissen religiosen Lehren und Vorschriften, welche . . . mit
den wissenschaftlichen Grundsitzen unseres Physikers in keiner sichtbaren
Verbindung stehen. In diesen Sitzen konnen wir nur Glaubensartikel
sehen. . . . Rohde, Psyche®, ii. 175: Zumeist aber stehen in seiner Vor-
stellungswelt Theologie und Naturwissenschaft unverbunden neben ein-
ander. In spite of these authorities, the entertaining of religious beliefs
which will not square with the same person’s philosophical opinions, seems
to me characteristic rather of modern orthodoxy than of the Greek
philosophers.
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science, and he comes within an ace of succeeding. We regard
his physical system as modelled on his religious beliefs and
dictated by them. We shall, therefore, reverse the usual practice
of discussing first the poem About Nature.and explaining its
conclusions as reached by purely rational processes of reasoning,
mainly in reaction against Parmenides. There is, of course,
truth in that point of view ; but what we are concerned to dis-
cover is the innermost convictions of Empedocles, the view of
life and of the world, which made him dissent from Parmenides
in some points and agree with him in others. The driving power,
the cause of Empedocles’ system, is not only, or chiefly, intel-
lectual dissatisfaction with Parmenides’ theories, but a pro-
found belief that a somewhat different interpretation of the
mystic view of the soul and God provides a scheme which, when
we use it to interpret nature, leads to conclusions not so para-
doxically at variance with sense-data and with Ionian science
as those of Parmenides. We shall, accordingly, begin with the
religious poem, in which that interpretation is plainly set forth.
It states in mythical form the very doctrine which the poem
About Nature attempts to throw into more scientific language.
We learn from Aristotle! that Empedocles’ poems were
‘ esoteric,” in the sense explained by Professor Margoliouth in
his recent edition of the Poetics.2 They were, that is to say,
first learnt by heart, without being understood, because it ‘ took
time for them to be assimilated.” When the whole text had
thus got into the mind, one part of it would throw light upon
another, and so the hidden meaning would gradually come out.
If Empedocles’ writings were of this character, we should beware
of charging him with inconsistency, and rather look out for
cross-references, characteristic of this method of writing, of
which, in fact, we shall encounter some instances.?> Probably
it will be found that Parmenides’ poems are similarly esoteric.
This would explain the metrical form used by both philosophers ;

1 Eth. Nic. 15, 1147a 18: kal ydp ol év wdOeot TovTos (states of drunken-
ness, etc.) Svres dmwodeltes kal &rn Néyovow "Eumedoxhéous, kal of wpdrov pabbvres
ouvelpovar uév Tods Nbyous, loace ¢ ofmw: el ydp ouupvivar, TolTo 8¢ xpbrvov
detraw.  Schol. ad loc. : cuuguivar® olovel pvow yevéoOar Thy Ew év avrols.

2 D. 8. Margoliouth, The Poetics of Aristotle, p. 22. London, 1911.

® I had already observed these cross-references before I learned from
Professor Margoliouth the nature of esoteric composition.

P
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for it is convenient that such writings should be both compact
and easily committed to memory.!

119. The PUBRIFICATIONS

Parts of the introductions to both poems are fortunately
preserved ; and the impression we get by comparing them is
that Empedocles regarded the Purifications as containing a fuller
revelation of truth than the other. Addressing Pausanias at
the beginning of the physical poem, he dwells on the difficulty
and darkness that beset men in this mortal life ; how hard it is
for their mind to grasp truth through their eyes and ears. Pau-
sanias i8 not to distrust his senses altogether ; they leave some
‘opening for understanding’ (frag. 4). But it is only an imperfect
comprehension that can come that way. °Thou, then, since
thou hast found thy way hither, shalt learn no more than mortal
mind hath power.’ 3

He calls upon the Muse to allow him to hear what is lawful for
the children of a day, and tells her that no garlands of honour
offered by mortals shall force her to lift them from the ground,
at the cost of her speaking more than is religiously permissible
(0ains whéov), or taking a seat upon the heights of wisdom
(trog. 4). |

Contrast with this the opening of the Purifications. Em-
pedocles there says that he goes about among men ‘an im-

1 Our view of Empedocles agrees with that taken by Aristotle (Met.
B4, 1001 a 5ff.), who discusses him under the head of ¢the school of
Hesiod and all theologians’ (feo\éyoi), who only think of what convinces
themselves and take no trouble about persuading us. He singles out
Empedocles as ‘the one whose statements might be expected to be most
consistent’ (Svwep olnbely Néyeww dv Tis pdMora Spoloyoupévws adrg), and says
that ‘even he’ makes the principle of destruction (Neskos) also that which
produces everything, except the One, that is God. This is not the incon-
sistency which modern writers discover between the two poems, but
belongs to both equally, and in itself it is no more an inconsistency than
Heracleitus’ corresponding doctrine that ‘Strife is Justice,” explained
above, p. 190.

2 Frag. 2: ad & odw, éwel $O° éNdabys,

weboear ob whedv H¢ Bporeln ufiris Spwper.
I take this as meaning that Pausanias’ soul, having ‘found its way’ into this
mortal body, must be content to look out through the senses and so gain
what imperfect knowledge can come to it through them,
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mortal God, no mortal now, honoured among all as is meet,
wreathed with fillets and flowery crowns.” He seems to have
no fear that ‘ garlands of honour’ will uplift him too high ;!
he has attained the heights of wisdom, and now does not scruple
to declare it. ‘ Why should I harp on these things, as if it were
any great matter that I should surpass mortal, perishable men?’
(frag. 113). ¢ Friends, I know indeed that truth is in the words I
shall utter ; but it is hard for men, and jealous are they of the
assault of belief in their souls ’ (frag. 114). Empedocles does not
now invoke the Muse, or pray that his lips may be pure and not
go beyond what is lawful. He speaks as an immortal God,
uttering truth from the heights of wisdom. It is strange that
his modern interpreters should not seek in this poem the real
convictions of Empedocles, but should treat it as so much mere
‘ religious belief,” which we may expect to be inconsistent with
his theory of nature. On the contrary, his violent disapproval
of Parmenides—to whom the words, ‘ O ye Gods, turn aside my
tongue from the madness of those men !’ 2 are supposed to refer
—may well have been due to the very fact, so creditable to Par-
menides’ logic and candour, that he had not been able to
construct a physical theory that would harmonise with the Way

of Opinin, SEoh T o oMo e T T
of Opinion, which will no religion he passionately
“pioclaims. He almost says as much when, in open contrast
with Parmenides, he bids Pausanias ‘ listen to the course of his

argument which is not deceptive.’® True, no theory of the sense
world can be free from that element of falsity and darkness which

1 Compare Ilepl Pioews, frag. 4. 6 (above paraphrased) :
undé oé ' evdboo Buificerar dvbea Tipds
wpds OynTdv dveNéobas, ép’ D 0’ bolns whéov elmely
Odpoet kal Tére 5 coplns éw’ dxpoot Bodfew
and Kafappol, frag. 112:
éyi & Ouiv eds &uBporos, obrére BynTés,
rwhebual uerd waow reryuévos, bomrep Eowka,
Tawlus re weploTewros arépeawy Te falelows.
I take tlnl for an esoteric cross-reference.
2 Frag
3 Fug 17 206: od & dxove Noyov oréhov odx drd-rn)\ov, contrasted with
Parm. 8, 52: pdvlave xbouov éudv éméwv dmary\dv dxovwv. Note that
Empedocles uses A\éyos where Parmenides has ¢xéwy. Parmenides’ physical
system is (partly) a cosmos of words, names ; Empedocles’ system is a Aéyos,
with a rational and consistent meaning.
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infects its object ; but Empedocles is determined that it shall
not be in open conflict with the Truth.

120. The Exile of the Soul

The basis of Empedocles’ position is disclosed in the famous
fragment describing the exile of the soul and its wanderings
round the wheel of rebirth : 1

‘ There is an oracle of Necessity, a decree of the Gods from
of old, everlasting, with broad oaths fast sealed, that, whensoever
one of the daemons, whose portion is length of days, has sinfully
stained his hands with blood, or followed Strife 2 and sworn
a false oath, he must wander thrice ten thousand seasons 3
away from the Blessed, being born throughout the time in all
manner of mortal forms, passing from one to another of the
painful paths of life.

‘For the power of the Air drives him seaward ; and the Sea
spews him out on the dry land ; Earth hurls him into the rays
of the blazing Sun, and Sun into the eddies of Air. One from
another receives him, and he is loathed of all.

‘ Of these now am I also one, an exile from God and a wanderer,
having put my trust in raging Strife.’

That the doctrine contained in these lines was not invented
by Empedocles is certain from the fact that the essential features
of it are to be found in Pindar’s second Olympian,* written for

1 Frag. 116 : &orw’Avdyrns xpiipa, Oedv Pigioua wakaby,

dtdiov, whatéeoa. kareo ppnyiwouévor Spxois*
ebré Tis dumhaxipoe pove piha yvia wrjvy,
<Neixet > 8s &’ émiopxov duapricas éroudoay,
daluoves olre uaxpalwvos NeNdyaat Sloto,
7pls wv pvplas Gpas dwd paxdpwy dAdAnobat,
puouévous wavrola 8id xpbvov eldea OyyTav
dpyaléas Bibroio peraXNdooovTa kehevbous.

alOépiov pév yhp ope pévos wbvrovde didket,
wbyros & és xOovds oddas dmwéxTuce, yala & és adyds
Hellov paéforros, 6 8 alBépos EuSaNe dlvais
A&N\Nos 8’ ¢E AN\Nov déxetas, aruyéova 8¢ wdyTes.

T@v Kal &yd viv elue, pvyds Geblev xal dNjTys,
Nelket pawouévy riouvos.

2 I accept Diels’ Nelxei as a certain restoration of the word lost at the
beginning of this line. Its appropriateness will appear later.

3 4.e. 10,000 years. Cf. Dieterich, Nekyia, 119,

4 The fragments of Pindar’s T'hrenoi supply further details. Rohde,
Psyche?, ii. 216.
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Theron of Acragas, where Empedocles was born, at a date when
Empedocles was a boy. Throughout the course of that majestic
Ode revolves, as we have seen, the wheel of Time, Destiny, and
Judgment.! The doctrine can be classed unhesitatingly as
‘ Orphic.” The soul is conceived as falling from the region of
light down into the ‘ roofed-in Cave,” the ‘ dark meadow of Ate’
(frag. 119, 120,121). This fall is a penalty for sin—flesh-eating or
oath-breaking.2 Caught in the wheel of Time, the soul, preserv-
ing its individual identity, passes through all shapes of life.
This implies that man’s soul is not ‘human’: human life
(0 avOpdmwos Bios) is only one of the shapes it passes
through.® Its substance is divine and immutable, and it is
the same substance as all other soul in the world. In this sense,
the unity of all life is maintained ; but, on the other hand, each

. soul is an atomic individual, which persists throughout its ten
thousand years’ cycle of reincarnations. The soul travels the
round of the four elements : ¢ For I have been, ere now, a boy
and a girl, a bush (earth), a bird (air), and a dumb fish in the
sea ’ (frag. 117). These four elements compose the bodies which
it successively inhabits.

The soul is further called ‘ an exile from God (fedfev) and
a wanderer,” and its offence, which entailed this exile, is de-
scribed as ‘ following Strife,” ‘ putting trust in Strife.” At the
end of the cycle of births, men may hope to ‘ appear among
mortals as prophets, song-writers, physicians, and princes;*
and thence they rise up, as Gods exalted in honour, sharing the
hearth of the other immortals and the same table, free from
human woes, delivered from destiny (dmdxAnpoc ?) and harm’
(frag. 146, 147). Thus the course of the soul begins with separa-
tion from God, and ends in reunion with him, after passing
through all the moiras of the elements.

1 Xpbvos, Moipa, Alxn are the keywords throughout. See above, p. 171.

2 That ¢ defiling the hands (or limbs, yvia) with blood’ means flesh-eating
and animal sacrifice is clear from frag. 128, 136, 137, 139; cf. Hippol. Ref.
viii. 29 (D.F. V.3, p. 206). Oath-breaking is taken from Hesiod, T'heog. 793.

3'Cf. Xen, Cyrop. viii. 7. 17 ff. and A. E. Taylor’s remarks on the affinity
of this passage with Plato’s Phaedo (Varia Socr. i. 33). The flesh is a ‘strange
garment’ (frag. 126), not native to the soul.

¢ Compare Pindar’s list (Threnos, frag. 133, Christ) : kings, athletes, poets

(copla uéyorot), who are called ¢ pure heroes’ (fpwes dyvol) ; and Plato’s nine
stages (Phaedrus, 248 ).
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Now it is chiefly, if not solely, on the ground of this doctrine
of immortality, that the Purifications have been condemned as
inconsistent with the poem On Nature, where it is generally held
that ‘ there can be no question of an immortal soul.”! We hope
to show that there is no inconsistency at all ; but before we can
do s0, we must turn to the analysis of the physical system. The
remaining doctrines contained in the Purifications will most
conveniently be taken in connection with their counterparts in
the theory of nature.

121. The World Period

The course of the world, as we expect, is modelled on the
cyclic movement of the soul above described. It begins in a
state of unity, with all the elements mixed in the ‘ Sphere’ by
Love. Then, as Love streams out of the mass, and Strife pours
in from outside, there is a process of separation which terminates,
at the lowest point of the circle, in complete segregation of the
elements into four regions. The process is then reversed.
Love begins to prevail and draws the elements into fusion again,
ending in the complete reunion of the Sphere.

The factors in this scheme have already been discussed
(p. 63), and we have followed ancient authority 2 in distin-
guishing the four elements as ‘ bodily,” while Love and Strife
are of that attenuated and fluid consistency which belongs to
soul-substance, with the least conceivable degree of corporeality.
Empedocles, says Aristotle, identifies Love with the Good ; and
Love is both a moving principle, since it draws together, and
a material, since it is a part of the mixture.? To move is the
function of Soul, or God ; but Soul and God can still only be
thought of as the finest forms of matter..

The two new elements are invoked to cause motion, which
Parmenides had excluded from the real. Love and Strife are,
as it were, the two life-forces which once animated matter, but
now, as matter solidifies into impenetrable atoms, are squeezed
out of it and conceived as subtle and mobile fluids. Strife is

1 Burnet, E.G.P.%, p. 283.

3 E.g. Simpl. Phys. 25,21 : 7& pdv cwparikd oroxeia woiel Térrapa, Tds 3¢

xuplws dpxds . . . $Mav xal Neixos. Cf. Arist. Met. A5; Aet. i. 3. 20.
3 Met. A 10, 1075 2.
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spoken of as ‘ running out ’ of the members of the universe, and,
in proportion as it does so, ‘ a soft, immortal stream of blameless
Love’ pours in to take its place. We need not be surprised at
Aristotle’s statement 2 that Empedocles” Love is the substrate
of the One, in the same sense as the Water of Thales, the Fire of
Heracleitus, the Air of Anaximenes. For those earliest philo-
sophers, the primary element was still alive, and consequently
self-moving. Empedocles’ fluids of Love and Strife are half-
way between this conception of an internal life spontaneously
moving matter from within, and the purely external and de-
materialised motion, by which, in developed Atomism, one piece
of matter moves another entirely by a mechanical shock from
without. It is as living and self-moving soul-substances that
Love and Strife are like the physis of the Ionians.

Empedocles’ scheme of the cycle of existence, in which worlds
pass into being and perish again, is an adaptation of Anaxi-
mander’s stages of existence, which we have analysed above
(p. 8).2 If we start from the ‘ Sphere’ or Reign of Love, in
which all the elements are fused in one mass, it is easy to recog-
nise Anaximander’s Limitless Thing, in its primal state, before
the distinction of opposites has broken out. At the opposite
pole, we have what he called the Reign of Justice—all four
elements completely separated. In Empedocles, Strife plays
the part of Moira or Lachesis ; * only Strife is now no longer a
dim, mythical personality, like the moral power inherent in
Anaximander’s Limitless, but a divine fluid substance doing its
work mechanically.

At this point, there is a significant difference between the two
systems. Empedocles interpolates the whole of the period of
our world’s existence between the Reign of Love and the Reign

1 Frag. 35. 12: 8acov &’ alév Umwexmpobéor, Téoov alév émfue

hribppwy PiNbryros dueudéos dupporos dpurh.

2 Met. g1, 996a 7.

3 Thus Aristotle brings Anaximander’s system and Empedocles’ together :
Phys. a4, 187a 20, ol &' éx Toi évds évoloas Tas évavrbryras éxxplveclat, Gaxep
’Avatipuardpbs pnoe xal §ooi & & xal woANd ¢aow elvai, Gomep 'Euredorxis xab
’Avataybpas® éx 1ol pelyumaros ydp xal odrou éxxplvovse Td3NAa. duagépovae &
d\\HAwy 7 TOv pév (Emp.) weplodor woiely TobTwy, TOv 8’ (Anaxag.) dwaf, . . .

4 So, in religious representation, the division of the world among the Gods
was regarded sometimes a8 fated and determined by drawing of lots, some-
times as the result of strife between the Gods (¥ps).
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of Strife. It occupies one half of the circle, in which we pass
from zenith to nadir; and it is balanced by the opposite half,
in which the movement is upwards from the Reign of Strife back
to the Sphere, causing by the way the existence of another
world, as Love regains the mastery. In Anaximander’s scheme
the Reign of Justice came next after the primal state of fusion
and before the existence of individual things. The motive of
Empedocles’ rearrangement is clear. To him Strife is an evil
principle ; it causes separation, and, to the mystic, separation
is evil, union is good. Hence, the state of the world in which
Strife triumphs is the lowest depth of evil, not, as it was for
Anaximander, a Reign of Justice. When it is fitted into the
frame of the wheel,! it must occupy the lowest point, and the
existence of worlds must fall in the two hemicycles, between the
best state and the worst.

122. The Hemispheres of Day and Night

If we form a visual image of this world period, we see a circle
divided by a horizontal diameter into two regions. The upper
one is filled with light radiating from its pole, the lower with
darkness which deepens into utter night at the bottom. Now
this is precisely the picture which, in another connection, gives
us the physical doctrine of the two hemispheres of Day and
Night, which move round the earth in a circle. The diurnal
hemisphere consists of fire; the nocturnal, of air (the dark
principle) mixed with a little fire.2 Day and Night are caused
by, or rather consist of, these two hemispheres ; the Sun is only
a reflection of the diurnal fire, focused on the crystalline vault,
and so it travels round with the daylight which causes it. This
physical theory is manifestly a counterpart in actual space of
the wheel of light and darkness, which in the world period is
the wheel of birth and death. As the scattered rays of fire or
light are gathered up into one focus, called the Sun, and then
spread abroad again in the ‘ backward reflection,” ® and mixed

1 Cf. the last words of the quotation from Aristotle in note 3, p. 231.
2 Ps.-Plut. Strom. (D.F. V.2, p. 158. 30).
3 gvratyewa is the technical word.
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with darkness, so, in the cosmos, the soft stream of Love is
gathered up into the unity of the Sphere, and then, as it is mixed
with Strife, diffused and scattered in the opposite hemicycle
of the wheel of existence.

When we study the parts played by Fire and Air in the for-
mation of our world, it becomes clear that, of the ‘ bodily’
elements, Fire is the nearest akin to Love, Air to Strife. Thus,
as Love draws things together, so Fire, in defiance of the common
representation,! is credited with a power of solidifying. The
firmament (odpavds) is solid, consisting of air compacted after
the fashion of ice by fire.2 The astonishing doctrine that fire
freezes, can only be explained by this element’s close kinship
with the attracting force of Love; and this also accounts for
Aristotle’s repeated statement that, though Empedocles has
four elements, he reduces them to two, opposing fire to all the
rest, and treating earth, water, and air as one physis.® That
Air, similarly, is nearest to Strife, follows from the analogy
between the two hemispheres of Day (Fire) and Night (Air with a
little fire) and the two halves of the world cycle dominated by
Love and Strife. There is nothing in the doctrine of the equality
of the elements to prevent us from ranging them in a series :
Love, Fire, Water and Earth, Air, Strife.

123. The Sphere and the Reign of Love .

Can we now form a clear picture of the process which is going
on at this moment, as our world passes from the Reign of Love
to the Reign of Strife ? 4

1 Arist. de Qen. et Corr. 336a 3: éwedy ydp mwépukev, &s paoww, T uév
Oeppdv duakplvew, T 8¢ Yuxpdv suviordyac.

2 Aet. ii. 11, 2: orepéuviov elvar 1dv olpardy € depds ouuwayévros vmd mupds
xpvoraXhoedds. Cf. Aet. ii, 25. 16: E. dépa ovvesrpauuévor . . . mwemyybra
vmwd wupds (T gefunr). ‘ Fire in general had & solidifying power’ (Burnet,
E.G.P.2 p. 273). Plutarch’s identification of fire with Neikos, and water
with Philia (de prim. frig. 952B) appears to be mistaken. The firmament is
the shell of the egg (Aet. ii. 31. 4), whose shape Empedocles, following
Orphic tradition, attributed to the cosmos.

3 De Gen. et Corr. 83, 3305 19 (D.F. V.3, p. 159); Met. A 4, 985a 31.

4 That our world does fall in this hemicycle, not in the other, I regard as
certain. See Burnet, E£.G. P.2, p. 270.
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The point of departure is the Sphere. We are to conceive the
four bodily elements in complete fusion. Outside them is
Strife, forming an envelope ‘at the outermost limits of the
round,” and completely separated from the elements.! Where
is Love ? It is evidently diffused in equal distribution through-
out the whole.? If Empedocles had been a complete Atomist,
he would have conceived the Sphere as consisting of molecules,
each composed of five atoms—of Love, Fire, Water, Earth, Air
—Strife alone being absent. But, as it is, we must think of
portions, rather than atoms ; and we must remember that Love
i8 not a bodily element, but a soul-substance, and can therefore
be conceived as comtinuously diffused throughout the whole
mass, not broken up into discontinuous portions like the four
primary bodies. If we suppose for a moment the molecular
structure, then Love would not be a fifth atom, but the soul
pervading and unifying the four bodily portions. Love is also
called Harmonia ; it is of the same order of things as Hera-
cleitus’ Fire-Logos; that is to say, it is both a fluid and a
unifying principle which pervades the elements, as the soul
pervades the body and holds it together. The Sphere is the
body of God, and Love is the soul which pervades it, and binds
it together in the bonds of harmony, as Justice bound the Sphere
of Parmenides into indissoluble unity. ‘There is no discord or
unseemly strife in his limbs’ (frag. 27). ‘He was equal on
every side and quite limitless (dmeipwv), a rounded Sphere,
rejoicing in his circular solitude ’ (frag. 28).

Love in the Sphere is, thus, a thing of the same kind as the
harmony-soul of the Pythagoreans, which was both a ratio and
a spiritual substance—a combination of notions which Plato

1 Frag. 36. 9, states this very clearly.

2 T believe this to be the sense of frag. 17. 19:

Neikos T’ o0Nouevov Slxa Tdv, drd\avror dwdvry,
xal PN\éTys &v Tolow, lon ufikos Te wAdTos Te.

The contrasted words dlxa r&» and év roisw are pointless unless these lines
describe the Sphere; and if they do, the description of Love as ‘equal in
length and breadth’ may mean ‘diffused over the whole extent of the
Sphere’ ; while drd\avrov amdvry (der iiberall gleich wuchtige, Diels) I take
to mean that Strife envelops the whole mass in a covering that is ¢ equally
balanced all round,’ not thicker at any one point than at another. So
Parmenides says of his Sphere: 78 yap ofire 7« ueifov ofire ¢ Baibrepor mwehévar
xpedv dore Tt 4 rije (frag. 8. 44).
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showed to be inconsistent, and which puzzled Aristotle. After
' dismissing the view that the soul can be a ‘ harmony ’ in either
of two senses—the combining (cvvfea:s) or fitting together of
separate parts, and the proportion (Adyos) of the components
of a mixture—Aristotle goes on to say that ‘it is equally absurd
to regard the soul ! as the ¢ proportion of the mixture * (Aéyos T7js
peifews). For the elements are not mixed in the same pro-
portion in flesh as in bone; so that it will follow that there are
many souls, and that too all over the body, if we assume that
all the members consist of the elements variously commingled,
and that the proportion (Adyos) determining the mixture is a
harmony, that is, soul. This is a question we might ask Em-
pedocles, who says that each of the parts is determined by a
certain proportion (Adyg).2 Is the soul, then, this proportion,
or is it rather something distinct which comes to be in the
members ? And further, is the mixture caused by Love a
random mixture, or a mixture in the right proportion; and if
the latter, 18 Love the proportion iself or something distinct from
the proportion ?’ 3

The answer, not given by Aristotle, to the last question, is
that it is both the proportion or harmony, and also something
which Aristotle, but not Empedocles, would regard as  distinct,’
namely, a substance. It is once more the group-soul, the soli-
darity of a group still conceived, as it had been by primitive
man, as & material medium.

In the Purifications, God (that is, Love) is further described -

as ‘a sacred mind (¢phv leprj), unutterable, flashing through
all the order of things with swift thoughts’ (frag. 134)—words
which show that this God is, in this respect, identical with the
Nous of Anaxagoras. He is also, like the Logos of Heracleitus,
the Law for all (to wdvTwy véuiuov) which °stretches every-
where through the wide-ruling air and the infinite light of
heaven ’ (frag. 135).

This primary state of the world has its mythical counterpart

1 Arigtotle is of course discussing the individual soul.

3 Arist. de Anim. a5, 410a 1, gives Empedocles’ formula for bone, which
consists of 2 parts Earth, 2 Water, 4 Fire, dpuovins xéA\\now dpnpbra. At
de Part. Anim. al, 642a 17, he says that this proportion (Aéyos) is the
essence (ovola) or nature (¢pvais) of bone.

3 De Anim. a4, 408a 13.
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in the Purifications, which describe the earliest age of man
as the Reign of Aphrodite, the Queen of Love. In that age
Strife was not : ‘ they had no Ares for a God, nor Kydoimos, no,
nor King Zeus, nor Kronos, nor Poseidon, but Kypris the
Queen ’ (frag. 128). Her alone they worshipped with rites pure
from the taint of bloodshed, and ‘all things were tame and
gentle to man, both beasts and birds, and the flame of loving-
kindness burned ’ (¢p«Aoppoaivy 8é Sedrje:, frag. 130).

124. The breaking up of the Sphere and the Fall of the Soul

How was this state of bliss broken up ? Here again, we shall
find the religious doctrine coincide with the physical system.
The wheel of Time and Justice cannot stand still; and, as it
turns, ‘ in the fulness of the alternate time set by the broad oath,
Strife leapt to claim his prerogatives, and waxed mighty in the
limbs of the God, and they all trembled in turn.’! As Strife
poured in on all sides into the mass, Love rushed out to meet it.
The bodily elements, too, are swept towards their proper regions,
and from the meeting and mixing of all these streams arise all
the individual things in the world. The elements ‘ prevail in
turn, as the circle comes round, and pass into one another, waxing
small and great in their appointed turn; for they alone really
are (éo7i), but as they run through one another they become
(yeyvovrac) men and all the tribes of beasts’ (frag. 26). They
can only be said to ‘ become,” and not to have an ‘ abiding life,”
in the sense that ¢ they grow from many into one, and again are
divided and become many ’ ; but in so far as, in this perpetual
change, they never cease, in that respect they are for ever im-
mutable in the circle * (¢bid.).

Can this doctrine of the becoming of individual things, as a
mixing and separation of portions of the elements, be reconciled
with the religious belief in an immortal, migrating soul ? If not,
we must accept the common view that Empedocles’ physical

1 Frag. 30:  abrdp émel uéyd Neikos évippeNéecow é0pédptn
és Tiuds T’ dvbpovoe Teherouévoo Xpbroto,
8s apuv dpoiBalos mharéos wap’ ENfharac Spkov. . .
Frag. 31: whvra yap éfelns weheulfero yvia Geoto.
So Plato, Rep. 545D, describing the fall from the perfect form of govern-
ment to Timarchy, invokes the Muses to say, §wws &) wpdroy grdois Eumese.
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system did not square with his religion. But it will soon appear
that there is no discrepancy.

Empedocles uses, once in each poem, a curious phrase which
seems to be a cross-reference,! hinting that the doctrine of the
Purifications can be interpreted in physical terms. The appointed
moment of ‘alternate time,” at which Strife leaps to claim
his privileges, is ‘ set by a broad oath’ (whatéos wap’ éNfhaTas
dprov). After what has been said above (p. 23) about Styx, it is
eagy to recognise in this oath the Great Oath of the Gods, which
secured their privileges in the dasmos, and to understand that
it is called ‘ broad ’ because it is a barrier or fence (herkos.)?
This broad barrier is actually identical with the enveloping
stream of Neikos, which enfolded the Sphere during the reign of
Love—that chill stream which makes all the limbs of the God
shudder when it begins to pour into the mass, just as Styx
paralysed the God to whom her water was administered as an
ordeal for oath-breaking, ‘ whenever quarrel and strife arose
among the immortals.”® Neikos, the daemon of strife and
division, has for his vehicle the icy stream of Styx. The meeting
of the opposed currents of Love and Strife attends the formation
of individual existents.

If we turn now to the famous Oracle of Necessity in the Puri-
fications, we find that this eternal decree of the Gods is ‘ sealed
by broad oaths’—m\atéecar rateadpnyiouévor Bprois (frag.
115. 2). The oracle decrees the banishment from the Blessed,

1 See p. 225.

2 Empedocles’ é\#\arac is reminiscent of Hesiod, Theog. 726, Tov (Tdprapor)
mépt xdAxeov ¥pkos éNfAarar, in the same context with the description of Styx.
His term for the elements, p{wuara, comes, through the formula of the
Pythagoreans’ Great Oath, the tetractys (wnyhy devdov @vgios pliwpa 7 Exov-
cav), from the words which follow those just quoted from the 7Theogony ;
dupl 8¢ my NOE TpioTorxel xéxvrar wepl detpiv: avrap Urepfev s pliac wegbaoe
xal drpvyérowo Gadoons. (Cf. Olympiod. in Arist. Meteor. 28b A : yfis E\eyor
(ol dpxalot) wyyds domwep Twds pifas.) Plut. de Is. et 0s. 381 F: % 3¢ xalovuérn
Terpaxtys, 76 & xal Tpidkovra, uéyiworos fv dpxos . . . kal kéouos dwbpacTar,
For Styx-Horkos associated in Orphic theogony with the heaven-stream,
Okeanos, cf. Arist. Met. A3, 983027 : elol 8¢ Twes ol xal Tods waumwalalovs

. . kal wpdrovs Geohoyfhoavras obrws (like Thales) ofovrar wepl Ths Pvoews
vrohaBeiv* 'Qeavéy Te yap kal Tnblv émolnoav Tijs yevéoews warépas kal Tov pxov
TOv Gedv B8wp THY kalovpéyny U’ abrdv Zrhya TOY woTAY TipibTATOY MéV Ydp
70 mpeafiTaror® SpKos 8¢ Td TyudTaTéY éoTWv.

3 Hes. Theog. 182: émwbr’ &pis xal veikos év dbavdroww Bpyrac.
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for a great year of thirty thousand seasons, of certain daemons
for shedding blood or for oath-breaking.! The offence is also
described as ‘ consorting with Strife,”  putting trust in Strife.” 2
The fall of the individual soul thus means its separation from
the original unity of God, the principle of Love and Harmony,
and its passing into an impure state, in which it is mixed and
tainted with the evil principle of Strife.

Mythically, the Fall of Man may be regarded as the passage
from an original state of innocence, through a primal sin, into the
troublesome condition of his present life. This myth is given
in the description, contained in the Purifications, of the break-
ing up of the Reign of Aphrodite, which was the Golden Age
before evil came into man’s existence. It is fairly clear that
bloodshed was the sin which caused the fall of man, as it was
for bloodshed that the daemon is banished by the oracle of
Necessity. In those days, we are told, ‘ the altar did not reek
with pure bull’s blood, but this was the greatest abomination
(uoos péyiorov) among men, to eat the goodly limbs after
tearing out the life ’ (frag. 128).2 Flesh-eating and the worship
of the Gods of Strife, Ares and Kydoimos, were introduced
together (frag. 128), and marked the fall of man and the end
of the reign of Love. The ‘burning flame of lovingkindness’
(frag. 130) was extinguished, and the soul put its trust in Strife.

The exact correspondence between this fall of the soul and
the physical theory of the breaking up of the Sphere is now
obvious enough. When the Sphere is invaded by the inrushing
streams of Netkos, all the elements combine to make mortal
forms. The four bodily elements compose their bodies; the

1 Cf. Hes. Theog. 793 : 8s kév T éwlopxov dxwoX\elyas émoubooy

dOavdTwy . . . }
xetras yfurpos TereNecuévor els éviavrov,
The offender is sundered (dwouelperas) from the Gods for a great year of nine
ordinary years, and in the tenth he mixes (émuloyerar) with them again
(821];);& 115. 4 and 14:
<Neixet 0’> 8s & émwlopkov duapricas (=opapricas) éwouboon .
Nelxer pawouévy xlovvos.

3 We seem, by the way, to discern behind this passionate disapproval of
the tearing and eating of flesh, besides the condemnation of Olympian
sacrifices, a rejection of those primitive Bacchic rites of raw-flesh-eating

(dpopayia) which the Cretan Kouretes had still retained, though they
forswore the eating of flesh on other occasions.
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two soul-substances compose a fallen, impure soul, in which a
portion of Love, now scattered like a fluid broken into drops, is
mixed with a portion of Strife. The principle of division has
broken up the one all-pervading God, or Soul, of the Sphere
into a. plurality of daemons, each composed of Love and Strife,
of good and evil.! Such a daemon can pass from one body to
another and go the round of the elements, which all ‘ loathe ’ it
—for, does it not contain an admixture of loathsome Styx ? 2
It will find no rest till it is purified of this evil principle, and
the Love in it is freed from Strife once more, and gathered back
into the unity of God. This day will come at the end of our
world’s existence, when the bodily elements are given over to
the rule of Strife, and Love passes out of the mass to form a
continuous fluid, enveloping it, as Neikos had done at the
opposite pole.

Aristotle’s statement that Empedocles makes the individual
soul consist of all the elements—* for with earth we see earth,
etc.’—is not inconsistent with the view we have stated, that
the ¢mmortal part of the soul consists only of Love and Strife.
It must be remembered that Aristotle also seems to think of
Empedocles’ soul as the ‘ proportion (Adyos) of the mixture,’
or the principle of harmony, which for a time holds the body
together. In any case, the bodily elements included in the
soul’s nature during each incarnation will, of course, be dissolved
when the body decays. These compose its mortal part, con-
stituting its powers of sense-perception, by which the soul per-
ceives the bodily elements (but not Love and Strife), while it
lives in that body. The individuality resides, not in them, but
in the mixed portions of Love and Strife, which remain combined
8o long as the soul is impure, and migrate to other bodies. That

1 Hence Plutarch, de anim. tranq. p. 474B: udlov, ©s 'Euwedox\is,
Surral Twes ExagTov Hudv yevbuevov mwapalauBdvove. kxal xardpxorrac moipas kal
Saluoves, i.e. & good one and an evil, a portion of Love and a portion of
Strife. Porph. de abst. iii. 27 : el 8¢ ush, dAN’ évreiféy ye 10 Tiis @loews Hudv
ENdrrwua, évreifey 7O Opyvoduevor wpds T@v waawdv, bs ‘Tolwy & T épldwy &
re velkewy yevbpeoa,’ 8re T8 Ociov dxrfparov kal év waow dBNaBés oyew ob
Swvdueba.

2 Frag. 115. 12: &\os & és A\\ov déxerar, oTvyéovoe 8¢ wdvres. Cf. Ps.-
Phokylidea, 15 :

und émoprroys uhr’ dyvds uire éxovrl
Yevdoprov oTuyéet feds duBporos SaTis dubaay.
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there is no contradiction or difficulty in regarding the senses as
bodily and mortal, while another part of the soul is unseen and
immortal, is clear from Plato’s Phaedo,! where Socrates states,
very precisely, just this Orphico-Pythagorean view of soul and
body, and draws a clear line between the higher, immortal
faculties, which know unseen things, and the senses and desires,
which belong to the body and perish with it. To Empedocles
the flesh is an alien garment,” and the senses belong to it.2
That of which it is a garment persists and migrates to other
forms, as a weaver wears out many coats.3

When we think of the immortal soul as a ratio (Adyos), or
proportion of numbers, it is easy to interpret the mixture in it
of Love and Strife on Pythagorean lines. A ratio, or harmony,
is a complex held together by a principle of unity. In so far as
it is one, it is bound together by Love ; in so far as it is complex,
it contains the principle of plurality, division, disunion, Strife.
As Heracleitus says,* ‘ Combinations are wholes and not wholes,
drawn together and drawn asunder, consonant and dissonant,
one out of all things and all things out of one.’

125. The consistency of Empedocles
12

It appears, then, that there is no more inconsistency in Em-
pedocles’ doctrines than was already involved in the conception,
which he inherited from the Pythagorean tradition, of the soul
as both a ‘ harmony,” or ratio, and a fluid substance. This
inconsistency, or rather want of distinction, makes no discrepancy
between the scientific poem and the religious; it lies equally
behind both. The two poems show us a religious doctrine, and
a translation of it into physical terms, which stands out as extra-
ordinarily ingenious and successful. 'We hope that it is also
clear that the physical system is simply the cosmology of Anaxi-

1638, especxally 65c-66 A,

3 Frag. 126 : capkdv dA\\oyrdri mepioTéNNovoa xmvw

3 The illustration used by Kebes in Phaedo, 87 ¢ (see Burnet ad loc., who
connects it with the Orphic xirév). The analogy between Empedocles’ soul
and the soul as conceived by Chinese Taoism (above, p. 99) is remarkable.
The two systems are based on the same fundamental ideas.

4 Frag. 59 : owdyues 8\a xal oix S\a, ovupepbuevor Siapepbuevor, guvdidor
Suadov, kal éx wdvTwy & Kxal éf évds wdyra,
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mander, with such modifications as were dictated by Empedocles’
religious beliefs, together with the new notion of elements as
‘ things,” which Empedocles had taken from Parmenides and
turned against its author. Given that notion, it is hardly too
much to say that a very acute critic, with a sufficient knowledge
of the mystic tradition, and nothing but the Purifications to go
upon, could have deduced the changes that Empedocles would
make in Anaximander’s scheme, and reconstructed all the main
lines of the new system. So far are we from accepting the view
that ‘all through this period there was a gulf between men’s
religious beliefs, if they had any, and their cosmological views.’
Empedocles, as we read him, exemplifies, in a most remarkable
way, the opposite view, that men’s cosmological views were
almost entirely dictated by, and deduced from, their religious
convictions.

©; Empedocles is a candid dualist, and consequently annoying
to philosophers like Aristotle, who imagine that they have
evaded dualism by the fallacies of the * final cause,” and escaped
from mythology when they make ‘God’ the prime mover.
Aristotle ! complains that Empedocles does not explain the
reason of the change which brings Strife back to the possession
of his privileges, but only says that ‘ that is how it is’ (oUTws
mépuxev), and speaks of the fulness of time, fixed by the
broad oath,” implying that the change was necessary, but not
explaining why. The only reason is that the wheel of Time,
Justice, and Destiny must turn and bring in its revenges.
If we ask further why this must be, we can hardly expect an
answer. It is an oracle of Necessity, or Moiwra; and when
modern writers echo Aristotle’s complaint, we may fairly ask
them how they propose to explain the presence of necessity in
the universe, without recourse to mythical representations.
To set up ‘God’ beyond Necessity or Destiny—Zeus above
Moira—is only to add one more story to a tower of Babel,
whose top is already lost in the clouds. The dualist who is
content to match God and Destiny, as a pair of equal anta-
gonists, is no more, if no less, mythological ; and he does not
entangle himself in the difficulties which beset those who have

1 Met. B 4, 1000D 12.
Q
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to make out that a world, half good and half bad, was designed
by pure benevolence united with omnipotence.

The later followers of Empedocles, attacked by Plato in his
Laws,! seem to have fallen into line with the scientific tradition,
keeping the four bodily elements of fire, air, earth, and water, and
dropping the two soul-substances Love and Strife. They held,
accordingly, that the world arose ‘ by nature and by chance’
(p¥oee kal TUxy), and not ‘ by art * or design (réxvy, Sia voiv)
which they regarded as a human thing. The four elements they
declared to be physis, and the soul to be a compound of them,
and secondary.? Their position was thus, in this respect,
identical with the Atomists’, and, in their system, Chance (Tux7)
holds the place of Mosra.

126. PrATO : the Socratic and Mystic dialogues

The last and greatest attempt to formulate the mystical
faith in rational terms was made by Plato. It is impossible,
at the end of this essay, to do justice to the Platonic system ;
we can only try to indicate how it is related to the two main
tendencies we have traced in Greek speculation. Platonism,

yif we take it to mean principally the theory of Forms or
‘ Ideas,” will turn out to belong to the mystic tradition. We
regard it as another offshoot of Pythagoreanism, another at-
tempt to succeed, where Parmenides had failed, in relating:ifhe
one God, who is good, to a manifold and imperfeét world.

It is now generally agreed that we may distinguish a group
of early dialogues, commonly called Socratic,” from a later
group in which the doctrines characteristic of Orphism and
Pythagoreanism for the first time make their appearance.?
Typical of the Socratic group are the Apology, Laches, Char-
mides, and other minor dialogues, written within ten years after
the death of Socrates (399 B.c.). The mystical group, heralded
by the Gorgias, includes the Meno, Symposium, Phaedo, Republic,
Phaedrus. 1t is held that the Gorgias was composed shortly

18898 ff. Cf. D.F.V.2 p. 161, 48.

2 891 c: wip xal Bowp Kal yiv xal dépa wpdra Hyeiglar TOY wdvrwy elvar Kxal
Thv plow dvoudfew Tabr’ adbrd, Yyuxhw 8¢ éx Todrwy Barepov.

3 For these questions Hans Raeder, Platons philosophische Entwickelung,
Leipzig, 1905, should be consulted.
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before or after 387 B.c., the year when Plato, at the age of forty,
set up his school at the Academy. Before he thus settled at
Athens, Plato, who went abroad after the death of Socrates,
had almost certainly spent some time with the Megarian
Socratics,! and also travelled in Sicily, where Pythagorean
thought must have survived the dispersion of the communities.
We have every reason to connect the change of tone and of
doctrine from the Socratic to the mystic group with these oppor-
tunities of contact with Pythagoreanism, a type of philosophy
which seems to have been little known to the Athens of Plato’s
youth. The point we seek to bring out is that Plato’s develop-
ment obeys the general rule we have seen at work throughout
pre-Socratic philosophy—the rule that the view taken of the
‘ nature of things’ reflects and is determined by beliefs about
the nature and destiny of the soul. The theory of Ideas makes
its appearance at the same moment with the doctrine of the
soul’s immortality and divinity; and the whole argument
of the Phaedo is that the two doctrines stand or fall together.?
There is therefore a strong prima facie case for holding that the
Theory of Ideas should be interpreted from the mystic stand-
point, and as inspired by the same view of the world and of life
and death that gave rise to the systems of Parmenides and
Empedocles.

The contrast between the two groups of dialogues comes out
strongly, when we compare the Apology, Plato’s version of
Socrates’ speech at his trial, with the earlier part of the Phaedo,
which professes to record Socrates’ last conversation with his
intimate friends. The comparison involves a problem which
has been solved in various ways. Before we state our own
solution, the facts must be briefly reviewed. We need only
premise that it is extremely difficult to believe that Plato can

! Hermodorus ap. Diog. L. ii. 108, iii. 6; see Burnet’s edition of the
Phaedo, Oxford, 1911, Introd. I am glad to find myself largely in agree-
ment with the views stated in this valuable introduction, and with the
similar views of A. E. Taylor, Varia Socratica, i., Oxford 1911. I have
long been working towards the conclusion that Plato’s system is funda-
mentally Pythagorean ; and I owe to these books much that has helped me
to form a clearer opinion.

3 76 B : lon dvdyxy Tabrd (r& eldn) Te elva kal T&s Huerépas Yuxds wplv kal Huds
yeyovévar, kal el uy Taira, ovde Tdde.
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have substantially misrepresented what Socrates said on either
of these occasions.! He was present at the trial, and had ample
opportunities of learning what had happened in the prison.

127. Immortality in the Apology

The Apology has two passages in which Socrates speaks of the
nature and significance of death. In the former (p. 29 a),
Socrates says that to be afraid of death is the same thing as
to think one is wise, when one is not ; for it is to suppose that
one knows what one does not know. No one knows even so
much as whether death may be the greatest of all goods for
man, and yet men fear it, as if they knew it to be the greatest of
evils. Herein, if anywhere, may lie Socrates’ own superiority
in wisdom : having no sufficient knowledge about the things
in Hades, he does not suppose himself to have any; what he
does know, is that it is bad to do wrong and disobey him who
is the better, be he God or man. He fears this evil which he
knows, rather than that other evil which may possibly be a
good.
In his final address after his condemnation (p. 40 c¢), he says
that there is considerable hope that his fate, after all, may be a
good one. Death is one of two things. Either it is ‘like being
nothing ’ 2 and having no consciousness of anything ; or it may
be, as certain accounts say, a shift, or change of abode, to another
place. If it is like a dreamless sleep, that would be a great
gain ; for few indeed of our waking days and nights are better and
pleasanter than dreamless sleep. If, again, it is like a journey
to another country, and the accounts are true which say that
all the dead are there, what greater good could there be ?
Suppose that, on arriving in Hades, one will be rid of these men
who profess to be judges here, and find the true judges, Minos
and Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and Triptolemus, and other

! This point has been brought out with great force by Burnet and Taylor,
opp. citt. Iam, however, inclined to think that in the Phaedo Plato would
allow himself considerably more freedom than these writers will admit.

2 oloy undév eva. This does not mean sheer annihilation, complete non-
existence ; but being a shadow, a cipher, something that does not count ;
as when the dying hero in Tragedy says, o0dév elu’ éya.
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demigods who proved themselves just in their lives.! Who,
again, would not give much to be in the company of Orpheus,
Musaeus, Hesiod, and Homer ? If that is true, Socrates would
gladly die many times. The company there would suit him to
a marvel; for he would meet others who had been unjustly
judged, such as Palamedes and Ajax, and compare his experi-
ences with theirs. Also, he could go on spending his time
examining people, to find out who was wise, and who thought
he was, and was not. It would be great happiness to question
Agamemnon, and Odysseus, and Sisyphus, and countless other

men and women. Anyhow, the dead are happier than the living,
for, if all that is said be true, they are deathless, and therefore .

cannot be put to death for practising dialectic !

It will hardly be denied that this passage, with its ironic tone,
leaves the impression that Socrates’ attitude is agnostic; but
we must remember that Socrates may not have chosen to express
his private convictions to such an audience at such a moment.
We can accept the Apology as a faithful report, without conclud-
ing that the totally different attitude towards death taken by
the Socrates in the Phaedo is not, in the main, historic.

128. Ideas and Souls vn the Phaedo

The setting of the Phaedo marks it as dedicated to the Pytha-
gorean community at Phlius ; 2 and the principal interlocutors,
the Thebans, Simmias and Kebes, were alike Socratics and pupils
of Philolaus, the Pythagorean who settled at Thebes. Socrates
now declares 3 that he dies willingly, because he thinks he will
go to the company of good and wise Gods, and perhaps he will
find there also dead men who are better than men on earth.
Of this last he cannot be certain; but that he will go to the
presence of Gods who are good masters, he is as sure as he can
be about any such matter. He has good hope that death is not
nothingness, and that, as the ancient accounts say, it is much
better for the good than for the bad.

1 It has been pointed out that these demigods may simply be judges
among the dead, because they were exceptionally just, without any idea of
a ‘ last judgment ’ of souls or of a distribution of rewards and punishments.

2 For details see introductions to Ferrai’s and Burnet’s editions,

8 Phaedo, 63 B,

[
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Plato seems careful to mark that the discourse, opened by this
statement, is a sort of retractation of the Apology.! It contains
a statement of the Pythagorean view of life and death, with
which we are already familiar. Plato also indicates that it is
to be taken rather as an expression of faith—a thing which is
earnestly believed, in its general outlines, to be true—than as a
theory which can, as yet, be certainly established by argument.
It is a mythos, not a logos.2

The famous sermon is too familiar to be repeated here. What
specially concerns us is the analogy between the soul and the
true ‘ natures’ or Ideas. The immortal thinking soul, which
alone knows reality, is sharply distinguished from the body,
with which are associated the lower faculties of sense, emotion,
and desire. Death is the complete release of the soul from the
infection and impurity of that lower nature ; philosophy is the
rehearsal of death, in which the soul retires by herself, shaking
off, so far as she can, the senses and lusts of the body, to com-
mune with those invisible and passionless existences, Justice,
Beauty, Goodness, and the rest.

The ruling conception of this new Apology is the already
familiar contrast of the two worlds. There is a supersensible
world, to which soul ‘ by herself * and the objects of true know-
ledge belong; and there is the sensible world of body, and of
visible and tangible things. The world of the body is a prison,
or a tomb; that other world of the soul and of Ideas is the
realm of true life and reality, in which all worth resides.

In the course of the arguments that follow, it becomes still
clearer that souls and Ideas are things of the same kind. The
first two arguments aim at persuading us that the soul exists
before birth and after death, and that, before her birth into this
world, she not only existed, but had consciousness. The third

! It begins, 63 B, with the words ¢épe 5% wewpafd mbavdrepor mpds duds
dmroloyfhoacac 9) mpds Tods dixacrds, and ends, 63 E, el 7¢ odv Juiv wlbavdrepds
el &v T dwoloylg A Tols *Afnvalwy Sikacrals, b &v Exot.

2 This, I believe, is part of the significance of the passage (60 p) about the
dream in which Socrates has been warned to ‘ work at music’ (uovowkip wole
xal épydfov). Socrates had hitherto taken ¢ music’ to mean philosophy—his
own rationalising dialectic ; but now he thinks it may mean literal ¢music,’
fables not logoi. Not being uvfohoyixés, he borrows the fables of Aesop and

turns them into poetry (61B). At 61E he describes the discourse which
ollows as uvforoyev. Cf. 70 B, diauvforoyduer.
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tries to dispel Kebes’ fear that the soul (which, like other
Greeks, he conceives as an extended gaseous substance) may be
dissipated, like smoke, when it leaves the body. This argument
(p. 77 fi.) may be resumed as follows :

We have to ask, what sort of objects can suffer dissolution,
and what cannot ; and to which class soul belongs. Only that
which is composite, or consists of pieces that have been put
together (16 cvvrebév kal ovvBerov v), can be dissolved ; and
it is probable that immutable objects like the Ideas are in-
composite, and so indissoluble, whereas the particular things,
belonging to the groups called after them, are always changing
and passing away.

Let us, then, divide things into two classes—the unseen, which
never change, and the seen, which are changing perpetually.
The body is more ‘ akin’ (cuyyevijs) to the seen, the soul to
the unseen. The soul is invisible ; she is distracted and dazzled
by the perception of sense-objects through the bodily faculties ;
whereas, when she is withdrawn by herself, she finds rest in
contemplating those eternal, pure, immortal objects to which
she is akin. Moreover, soul rules over body ; and to rule is the
function of that which is divine. Hence, the soul may be ex-
pected to be altogether indissoluble, ‘ or nearly so’; for even
the body holds together for a long time, and some parts of it
are ‘ practically immortal.” Surely soul, the unseen thing, which
goes pure to the good and wise God, cannot be dissolved ; but,
if she escapes free from bodily contamination, she reaches ‘ that
which is like herself, divine, immortal, wise,” and becomes, in
the mystical sense, eudaimon.

129. Plato’s conversion to Pythagoreanism

How are we to account for the apparent change of view from
the Apology to the Phaedo? Professors Burnet and Taylor
have made out a strong case for believing that both dialogues
must be, in the main, historical ; and we have already remarked
that there is no difficulty in supposing that Socrates would
speak very differently to the judges in the court and to his
intimate friends in the prison. The argument points to the con-
clusion that Socrates was more familiar with Pythagorean ideas
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than has commonly been supposed ; though it must be noted
that none of the positive arguments advanced in the early part
of the Phaedo is regarded as conclusive, except the argument
from anamnesis—that all true knowledge is recollection, in this
life, of knowledge of the Ideas, acquired by the soul in the other
world.!

The problem that remains to be faced is this: If Socrates
really talked in this way, and discussed the mystic view of im-
mortality as bound up with the theory of Ideas, why is there no
trace of this association of doctrines in the earlier Socratic
dialogues ¢ If Plato learnt all this from Socrates, how could
he possibly have kept it out of the Charmides, Laches, and the
rest ?

To this question the most probable answer seems to us to
be, that Plato did not learn it from Socrates, but from Pytha-
gorean friends after his master’s death. Professor Burnet
points out that, though Plato must from his childhood have
known Socrates, and heard him talk, we have no ground for
supposing that he belonged to the inner circle of Socratics.?
As a young man, he may have been chiefly interested in the
very exciting politics of that troubled time ; and the rationalis-
ing, dialectical side of Socrates may have been all he knew.
Suppose that this was so, and that after the death of Socrates,
when he was twenty-eight, he set himself to defend Socrates’
memory from the charge of having corrupted the youth of
Athens, by describing the sort of conversations he had witnessed
in the porticoes and gymnasia. The subject of these early dia-
logues is the definition of virtue, or of particular virtues, such
as courage and temperance; the thesis they illustrate is the
Socratic doctrine that virtue is knowledge. Knowledge meant
clear thinking—both that self-knowledge which refutes the
false conceit of wisdom, and the attempt to conceive clearly
and isolate in definition the meaning of a name like Justice, as
distinct from the many things called by that name. There is
no hint in these earlier dialogues that such a ‘ meaning ’ (Aéyos)

1 See Phaedo, 90 & ff., where Socrates admits that he has been arguing as
one who has an interest in the conclusion, and not dispassionately, and 91 &,
where the anamnesis argument alone is reaffirmed as valid.

2 Burnet, Phaedo, 1911, Introd. p. xxvi,
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or ‘ form ’ (eldos) is regarded as a substantial, existing thing,
or as more real than the things called after it, or as in any sense
a cause of their existence. Probably Plato, in this first period,
thought of it as a secondary and unsubstantial thing, like the
Atomist’s eidolon, or wraith ; and, like other Greeks, imagined
the soul as a shadowy phantom of the same kind. The appar-
ently agnostic attitude of Socrates in the Apology may well
represent Plato’s own standpoint at that moment, and all that
he then knew of Socrates’ beliefs on the subject.

Now, consider the effect upon him of becoming familiar, within
a few years of Socrates’ death, with those mystic friends of the
inner circle who had sympathised with a different side of the
master’s thought. Hitherto, Plato had known little about the
mystics. .There was no Pythagorean community at Athens; & .
Orphism existed there only in a degraded form, which moved
Plato to the contempt freely expressed in the Republic. - It might
well be some time before he could whole-heartedly assimilate the
new view of Socrates now put before him. He may have been con-
verted at the moment when it flashed upon him that the ‘ forms ’
or ‘meanings’ which Socrates had sought, were not unsubstantial
wraiths, but the very living natures and indwelling souls of their
groups ; when he saw in them the mediators which would take
the place of the Pythagorean ‘ numbers,” and once more fill the
gap, left by Parmenides, between the immutable One and the
manifold world of sense. It would be very human and natural
that the sudden and tremendous illumination of this idea should
mark the crisis of his conversion to mysticism, and carry with it
the conviction that this, after all, must have been what Socrates
was feeling after. His first duty would then be to write dia-
logues like the Symposium and the Phaedo, in which Socrates
figures as the exponent of the new theory.!

&

\ 130. Ideas as Soul-substances

To our minds, the doctrine that souls are like Ideas, and
Ideas like souls, is strange and paradoxical. A soul and a con-

1 I would not leave the impression that I hold Socrates to have been ¢
either an Orphic or a Pythagorean. I only suggest that Plato, helped by
his mystic friends, may have read his new Pythagoreanism back into the
thought of Socrates.
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cept, such as Beauty or Equality, seem to us to have little in
common. Hence we are inclined to assume, as a matter of
course, that the distinction must have been equally obvious to
Plato, and, proceeding on that assumption, to interpret him
as discovering analogies between very different classes of things.
This is to reverse the true state of the matter. Plato’s task
was, not to find resemblances, but to differentiate two kinds of
supersensible reality, which had originally been almost or quite
indistinguishable. We need only recall the fact that his contem-
porary, Democritus, explained visual perception by the entrance
of ‘images (eidwha) which flow off (dmoppéovra) continually
from the objects seen, are of like form (ouotouopda) with them,
and impinge upon the eye.”! Democritus seems to have called
these images deikela, ‘ semblances,” ‘ appearances’ ; 2 they were
nothing but soul-phantoms or wraiths, reduced, as Atomism
demanded, to filmy tissues of atoms. At this stage of thought,
images and concepts could still be credited with the properties
ascribed to phantoms or souls—objective reality, existence in
time, extension and localisation in space, and even bodily
properties such as resistance. The task of philosophy was to
get concepts clear of these soul-properties. Plato still conceives
Ideas as soul-substances, and assigns to them the same pro-
perties he now assigns to souls: both alike are immutable,
uniform (uovoetd?)), incomposite, immortal, divine.

131. Two grades of supersensible existence

Further, in his present stage, Plato seems to recognise two
grades of supersensible existence: (a) pure, unmixed with
body, and (b) vmpure, mixed with body. Moreover, he seems
to think that both Ideas and souls may be on either grade.

(a) The Soul may be withdrawn * by itself ’ (adm) ka8’ adTiv),
and retire to that which is pure, ever-existent, immortal, and
unchangeable, and be with this for ever, being akin (auvyyevrs)

1 Alex. in Arist. de Sens. p. 56 ; Beare, Qreck Theories of Elem. Cognition,
p. 30.

3 Hesych : dixn\ov—edoua, 8yus, eldwhov, wlunua. Cic. ad Fam. xv. 16. 1:
quae ille Gargettius et iam ante Democritus efdwha, hic (Catius Insuber,
the Epicurean) spectra nominat. For the religious use of dixylor see M. P.
Nilsson, Der Ursprung der Tragodie, Neue Jahrbiicher (1911), xxvii. p. 692,
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to it.! This retreat into the unseen world means a purification
of soul from the lower and bodily affections. Complete deliver-
ance from these is not attainable till death, when soul is separated
from body, and then only if the soul has been purified in life by
the pursuit of wisdom.

(b) During this mortal life, and even after death, the soul-
substance may be infected and permeated by the bodily.? In
life, it is tainted by passions and desires ; and, after death, if it
has not departed pure, it remains as a visible ghost, ¢ wallowing
about graves and tombs, where certain shadowy phantoms of
souls are seen, the eidola of those souls which have not been
released in purity, but partake of the visible, and are therefore
seen.’ 3 The substance of the soul is, again and again, spoken of
as if it were capable of being ‘ tainted,” ‘ mixed,” ‘ permeated ’
with bodily substance. The possibility of its remaining in this
impure state even after death is necessary to account for its
reincarnation ; for, if it escaped pure, ‘not dragging with it
anything of the body,” there would be no reason why it should
fall back into another mortal form.* The language throughout
this part of the Phaedo indisputably describes the substance of
the soul as if it were spatially extended and capable of literal
admixture with bodily elements. Every term appropriate to
such a conception is used, and there is not a hint that it is all
mere metaphor. To treat it as such is arbitrary and baseless.

! Phaedo, 79 D.

2 Phaedo, 67A: undé¢ dvamiumAducba (infected) riis Tovrov (Tob awuaros)
pioews, dAN& kalapebwpev. 66 B : Ews &y 70 cdua Exwuer kal cvumwepupuéry
7 Wudv 9 Yuxd) perd TowovTov Kakod. 80 E: éav uév xkabapd dwaANdrrnTal, undéy
Tol cduaros cuvepérkovaa, dre obdéy Kowwvoloa abry év T Bly éxoboa elvad.
81 B: ueutacuéry kal dxdfapros Tob cdparos. 81 C: dienuuévn (distended,
permeated) vwd Tol cwuaroedols.

3 Phaedo, 81 p. Compare my interpretation of Empedocles’ view of soul
a8 consisting of an immortal part, composed of the good principle (Love)
tainted during the cycle of reincarnations with an admixture of the evil
principle (Strife), and a mortal part (senses) consisting of the four bodily
elements, p. 239.

4 Phaedo, 81 c. The soul which is ¢ permeated by the bodily’ and by con-
tinual association (svvovsia) with it has worked the bodily into its nature or
substance (évewolyoe olugurov), is weighed down and dragged back into the
visible world by this bodily admixture, which is éuBpi6és, Baps, yeddes,
dparév. Hence, in the Phaedrus, 248, the disembodied soul retains the two
lower ¢ parts,’ symbolised by the two horses of the chariot, and by these it
is dragged down again to earth. In these representations, however, strict
consistency is not to be expected.
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Now, the Ideas are described in very similar language. They
too may exist in transcendental purity, or as embodied, ‘ present,’
in the things which they inform. In the second case, they are
what we should call ‘ instances ’ of the Idea—the instances, for
example, of Beauty which are somehow ‘communicated’ to

beautiful things in the world of sense.!

" (a) As the soul in its pure state is said to be ¢ by itself ’ (ad79
xa@ avTijv), steadfast, immutable, divine, and immortal, so
in the Symposium the Idea, when it is by itself’ (adTo xat’
avro) and free from matter, is called uniform, unmixed, pure,
divine.2 The conclusion of the argument at Phaedo 80 D states
that soul is most like the divine, immortal, intelligible, uniform,
indissoluble, unchangeable Idea ; while body is like the human,
mortal, multiform, unintelligible, dissoluble, and perpetually
changing.

(b) The immanent Idea, on the other hand, is described in the
same terms as the embodied soul which is permeated with
earthly substance. As the soul is ‘filled by the body with
passions and appetites and fears and all sorts of phantoms and
rubbish,’ so the Idea, when it is involved in its visible embodi-
ments, is ‘ infected with human flesh and colours and all sorts
of mortal rubbish.’ 3

This comparison shows that the process of differentiating
concepts from souls has not yet gone very far in Plato’s mind.
We believe that, both in the early Socratic period and in these
mystical dialogues of his middle life, Ideas and souls are things
of the same kind, or barely distinguishable ; and that, precisely
for that reason, his view of the nature of the Ideas changed
simultaneously with his view of the nature of soul, when he was

! Buthyd. 300 E: The many beautiful things are different from Beauty
itself (aird 70 kalév), but a certain beauty (xdAhos 7¢) is present (rdpesri) to
each of them. Phaedo, 100D : ook &\No 7¢ woiel aird (a beautiful thing) xaéw
) 9 éxelvov 7ol kakoi elre wapovsia elre xowwvla elre 8wy oY Kxal Swws mpooyevo-
uévn. Throughout the concluding argument, the instance of the Idea in us
(e.g. 70 év fuiv péyebos, 102 D) is in some sense distinguished from the Idea
itself (aird 70 Méyebos), which is in nature (év 79 ¢pvoer).

2 Symp. 211 : povoeidés, elikpivés, xabapdv, &uixrov, Gelov. See the whole
context.

3 Phaedo, 66 c : (soul) épdrwy 8¢ xal émBupmidv kal pbBwv xal etddbAwy mavro-
Sawdv xal phvaplas dumipmhnow Huds woANs (170 odua). Symp. 211 E: (Idea)
dvdmhewr gapkdv e dvOpwrlvwy xal xpwpdTwy Kal ENNys woANTs PpAvaplas Ovnris.
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converted to Pythagoreanism. The Phaedo announces this
conversion as fully accomplished.

According to his new view of the constitution of reality, the
‘ nature of things ’ ! is to be found in these supersensible Ideas,
each of which is the centre, and indwelling soul, of a group of
objects in the sense-world.

132. The Idea as Daemon and the nature of ¢ Participation’

We have seen how, in the Phaedo, the Platonic ¢ Forms’ or
‘ Ideas ’ are declared to be objects of the same kind with souls. ¢
But the Ideas, it must be noted, are not individual souls, but ,
souls of groups, or classes of things, called by their names. They
are, in fact, descended from entities of the same order as the
daemons described above (Chapter 111.)—the impersonal spirits
of human groups or natural departments.? Justice, for in-
stance, is the one collective soul-idea which is somehow shared
in common by all just persons and things. How is this relation
to be conceived ¢ How is it possible for one form or nature
to be present in a plurality of things, and yet to remain one ?

1 ¢tois in Plato means the World of Ideas; cf. Rep. 597A: (4 x\ivy) 4 é&v
T ¢voe oloa, made by God, identical with 70 eldos 8 & @duer elvar 8 &ort
K\,  Phaedo, 103B: 70 év T ¢pioer (évavriov) contrasted with 7o & Hudv,
Parm. 1328 : 7d udv eldy Taita Gorep wapadelypara éordvar év Ty pboec.

2 See Plato’s description of the rule of the daemons in the age of Kronos
(above, p. 35), each daemon presiding over one kind. The close analogy
between Plato’s Ideas and the species-deities,’ of which Tylor, Prim. Cult.
(1903), ii. p. 243, gives examples, has long been pointed out, especially the
Finnish haltiat : ¢ Every object in nature has a ‘‘ haltia,” a guardian deity or
genius, a being which was ite creator and thenceforth became attached to
it. These deities or genii are, however, not bound to each single transitory
object, but are free personal beings which have movement, form, body, and
soul. Their existence in no wise depends on the existence of the individual
objects, for although no object in nature is without its guardian deity, this
deity extends to the whole race or species. This ash-tree, this stone, this
house has indeed its particular ‘‘haltia,” yet these same ‘‘ haltiat” concern
themselves with other ash-trees, stones, and houses, of which the individuals
may perish, but their presiding genii live on in the species’ (p. 245). These
haltiat are obviously group-souls or daemons arrested in an earlier stage
than Plato’s Ideas, retaining more soul-properties, which the Ideas have shed
on their way towards becoming mere concepts. The obscurity about the
relation of the ‘species-deity’ to the particular instances of it present in
members of the group is precisely that which besets the relation of avrd 7
Méyebos to 70 év Huiv uéyebos in Plato’s Phaedo, 102p ff,
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This is the much-vexed problem of  participation ’ (peOeg-‘cs‘),
which Plato could never solve to his satisfaction.

We understand the problem and its insolubility, when we
grasp that this relation called ‘ participation ’ (methexts) is, from
the first, a mystical, non-rational relation, which defies rational
analysis. The Idea is a group-soul, related to its group as a
mystery-daemon, like Dionysus, is related to the group of wor-
shippers, his thiasos. The worshippers of Dionysus believed
that, when they held their orgiastic rites, the one God entered
into each and all of them ; each and all became entheos ; they
¢ partook ’ of the one divine nature, which was ‘ communicated ’
to them all, and ‘ present ’ in each. It is thus we must interpret
the three terms—methexis, parousia, koinonia—by which Plato
tries to describe the relation of an Idea to its group. Another
term—mimesis—has the same significance. Mimesis is not

“ imitation ’ in the sense of an external resemblance : there is
no ‘likeness’ in this sense between the Idea ‘Man’ and a
human being, and Plato never could suppose that there was.
Mimesis has its old sense of ‘ embodying,” representing’: it
is like the relation which an actor has to the character he im-
personates, only that it is essentially between a group and a
unity. A better illustration is to be found in a variety of sym-
bols, all of which embody or represent one meaning. This sense
of mimesis was preserved by the Pythagoreans. Aristotle is
exactly right when he says that ¢ whereas the Pythagoreans say
that things exist by ‘‘ representing ’ numbers, Plato says it is
by “ participation ’ ; he merely changed the name.’

133. The problem of ‘ Participation ’

We have seen how the conception of this relation, subsisting
between a divine or daemonic being and a group, had been kept
alive by the Pythagorean community, which, during its founder’s
life and after his death, believed itself to be continuously ani-
mated and inspired by the master’s spirit. We have seen also

! Arist. Met. avi. 987b 9: xard uéletiv yap elvar 7d woNAd TGV quvwripwy
Tois eldeow. Ty 8¢ uébekwv Tolvoua pévor peréBalev: ol uév vyap ITvBaybperor
wpfoe 7 Svra pacly elvar 7ov dpilfudv, IINdTwy 5¢ peBéter. iy pévrow ye péletw
A Tiw plunow s &v ely TOv eldav dpetoar &y xow fnTeiv.
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how, in such cases, the image of the human prophet recedes and
gathers about it the glories of miraculous legend. Once more
the old story is repeated. Just as the Gods in their day ceased '
to be functional daemons in close and perpetual relations with
their worshippers, and drifted away to Olympus, and finally to
the utmost heaven, so Pythagoras had passed from being a
marvellous man (8acudvios dvijp, Beios dvijp), up the ladder
which leads from earth to heaven, to become identified with
Apollo himself. The penalty of this Olympian exaltation
is always the same: the old sense of intimate communion,
based on community of nature, must fade and die. What was
once a collective soul, becomes a distinct individual, removed
by an impassable gulf from its group.

The same fate awaited the Platonic Idea. The relation
called methexis will not bear rational analysis. Aristotle, after
saying that Plato adopted this relation from the Pythagoreans
and merely changed the name, adds that both alike ‘ left it an
open question what on earth this participation or representation
may be.’ As regards Plato, the statement is hardly true.
Already in the Phaedo he has become uncomfortable about it,
and declines to commit himself to the terms ‘ presence’ and
‘ communion.” ! Later, in the Parmenides, he raises the intel-
lectual difficulties.? Parmenides asks whether we are to under-
stand that the whole Idea, or only a part, is present in each
thing which  partakes’ of it. Either alternative is beset with
difficulties. The problem cannot be solved, until the Ideas alto-
gether cease to be indwelling group-souls, or daemons, which
can impart themselves to a whole group, and yet remain one.
Their fate must ultimately be to dry up into mere ‘ concepts,” or
logical objects of thought, immutable still and independent of
the subject which knows them, but without life and power. o~ f pie
The relation of methexis must be reduced to the relation of TN
logical subject to universal predicate. From the point of view
of logical theory, this step is an unmitigated gain ; but, althoug

! Phaedo, 100D : odx &\No 7¢ motel alrd xaldv # % éxelvov o Kalob elre
wapovola elre kowwrla elre dwy &) xal Swws wpooyevouévy (wposayopevouévy,
Wytt.)* ob yap &re Tobro dusyuplfopar, AAN’ 8¢ 7¢ Kakg wdvra 78 xald [ylyve-
Tai] kald.

3 Parm. 131.
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Plato, as a logician, is irresistibly driven towards it, the mystic
in him cries out against it. In the midst of his later and most
severely logical work, the protest breaks out: ‘ Can we ever be

made to believe that-metion,and life, and soul, and consciousness,
are not present.in that which is perfectly reagl ? Can we imagine
it as neither alive nor conscious, but, in all its irreproachable
solemnity, a senseless, immovable fixture ? * 1
The troubl

souls; and o

garded as the

Socrates of t

on all such causes of becoming and perishing as the earlier
physicists had alleged, and resorted to one type of explanation
for everything. If he is asked, for instance, why a thing is
beautiful, he will not say, ‘ because its colour, or its shape, is
so-and-so ’ ; his only answer is : ‘ for no other reason than that
it partakes of the Beautiful.”? This is well enough, so long as
it means that ¢ the Beautiful Itself’is a divine substance, which
imparts its nature to all beautiful things, and is somehow
‘ present’ in them. But, if ‘ the Beautiful Itself’ is to be a mere
universal predicate, and ‘ partakes of * is to mean nothing but
the subject-predicate relation, what becomes of Socrates’ sole
and sufficient reason, why things are beautiful ? ‘This is
beautiful because it partakes of the Beautiful ’ will now mean
exactly the same as ‘ This is beautiful because it is beautiful *;
‘ partakes of’ is a mere synonym of this sense of ‘is.”3 The
Idea is a cause no longer.

In the latter part of the Phaedo, it is clear that, partly owing
to the ambiguity of the word aitia, which means  explanation,’
‘reason,” ‘ ground,” and ‘ cause’ of existence or of becoming,
Plato confuses two very different theories. One is logical, and

1 Sophist, 248K : 7{ 5¢ wpds Awbs; bs d\pfds klvmow kal fwiy xal Yuxhw xal
ppbvnow % pedlws rewwdnobucda ¢ wavreNds Syt p) wapelvar, undé {Hiy avrd unde
ppoveiv, dAN& oeuvdy xal &yiov, voiv obx Exov, dxlvnrov éords elvar;

3 Phaedo, 100c.

3 This obvious difficulty seems to escape those critics of the Phaedo who
speak as if Plato, when he wrote that dialogue, realised that methexis was
only a figurative expression for a clearly conceived subject-predicate rela-
tion. We must remember that Plato has no words for ‘subject’ or ¢ predi.
cate’ or ‘relation.’
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states that the explanation, or account, to be given of the pro-
position  this thing is beautiful,” is that there is an Idea, Beauti-
ful, and this thing partakes of it. In modern terminology this
is no more than to say: ¢ Every proposition of the type “ =
18 A’ implies that there is a concept, or universal predicate, 4,
and that = has to it a certain relation.”? Taken simply as an
analysis of the subject-predicate proposition, this account is
unexceptionable ; though it does not hold of the numerical
and relational propositions (‘ one and one are Two,” ‘ Phaedo is
taller than Socrates’) to which Plato also applies it. But that
is not all. The logical theory is not distinguished from a meta-
physical doctrine, which may be stated thus: ° This beautiful
thing exssts (or begins to exist, yiyverat) for no other reason than
that Beauty exists, and this thing partakes (or comes to partake)
of its nature.” On this interpretation, the existence of Beauty
Itself (adT0 10 KaNov) is asserted to be the cause of the existence
of all particular beautiful things in the world of sense. The
relation called methexis is not here the logical relation of subject
to predicate in a proposition, but a causal relation. The Idea
is to be, somehow, the supersensible ground (aitia) of the
existence of sensible things which become and perish in time.
In order to be so, it must impart its nature in some inexplicable
way, which can only be described figuratively. It is like an
“original (mapddeiyua) which casts a copy (uiunua), or like-
ness (elxwv), of itself into a mirror, or some other reflecting

medium. The supersensible world is an immutable hierarchy

of Ideas, or Types, which throws its image upon the ever-
flowing stream of time. Or, itis a heaven of divine souls, which
impart themselves to the groups of transitory things that bear
their names. The whole conception is manifestly mythical,
but it is of the essence of the theory. The logical interpretation
is struggling to get clear of the mythical; the Idea threatens
to pass from being an indwelling group-soul to being a mere
universal concept, which does not exist at all, and, if it did,
could not cause the existence or becoming of particular things. .

1 The characteristics of the relation are that it holds only between a
¢ particular’ or thing and a concept; that it holds from the thing to the
concept, and not in the reverse sense ; and that every thing has this relation
to some concept.

R
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Plato did not realise that he was only making an important
discovery in logic; he thought he was discovering the causes
—the sole, true causes—of the existence of the world.

134. The Olympianisation of the Ideas

It is curious to observe how the development of the Platonic
Ideas corresponds to other developments already described.
Originally inherent in their group, they are, at first, partly dis-
engaged from it, and yet remain immanent throughout its
extent, and related to it as causes. Then, in the second stage,
they become completely distinct, and only externally related to
thelr logical extension. The process is like that by which the
myth, from being a verbal counterpart of the ritual action,
comes to be a generalised representation of it, as it were a uni-
versal, detached from the unlimited series of particular cele-
brations of the rite. It then becomes an ‘ explanation ’ (aition),
professing to account for the existence and practice of the ritual,
just as the Idea is erected into an explanation or account (logos)

- of the things that partake of it. Again, as we have pointed out,
. the Idea is like the group-soul, at first projected as an ideal (para-
1deigma) of the group, and then becoming a daemon, which is

ﬂ

regarded as something partly distinct, and yet the source, or
cause, of the supernatural powers of the group. Once more the
history of rational civilised philosophy repeats the history of

\pre-ratlonal rehglous representation.

For évy-Br oints out,! tha
causes were first sought and discovered b

Fhe process is not one_af assaciaing two-t.h.ngs_gg_gy;egp_s first

conceived as dlstmct and then brought into connection as cause
and éffect. < We  ought not to say, as is often said, that pnmxtlve
men associate with all objects that strike their senses or imagina-
tion, occult forces, magical properties, a sort of soul or vital
principle, and that they add animistic beliefs to their perceptions.
There is here no association. The mystic properties of persons
and things are an integral part of the representation which the
primitive man has of them—a representation which, at this

} Fonctions mentales, etc., p. 39.
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stage, is-an indecomposable whole. Later, at another period
of social evolition;what—we—calt-themtural phenomenon will
tend to become the sole content of the perception, to the ex-
clusion of other elements, which will then take on the aspect
of beliefs, and even, finally, of superstitions. But, until this
“ dissociation ”’ takes place, the perception remains an un-
differentiated unity.” We ought never to ask, ‘ What ex-
planation must the primitive mind give itself of such and such
a natural phenomenon ?’ The statement of the problem
implies a false hypothesis. There are, for the mentality of the
lower societies, no natural phenomena in our sense. For them,
the explanation has no need to be sought ; it is 1mphclt in the
mystlcal elements of their _collective .. representations. " The
qiiéstion that has to be asked i is, how the phenomenon, little by
little, detached itself from the complex in which it was at first
enveloped, so as to be separately apprehended, and how what
was once an integral element in 1, became.later an. * mlﬂmtwn
The Platomc Ideas seem to_owe their existence to a _grocess '
of dzssocwtwn like that which M. Lén—qu,thuggests. Their
“geénesis is, accordmgfy, parallel to the genesis of ‘ souls,” which
we have already described. They emerge from their clags, as.
the daemon or the king emerged from the social group, to be
the depositary of its collective_consciousness, . the. externalised.
and-projected vehicle, or source, of its power. Finally, as_the
group- -soul gave plage. to the individual soul, a corresponding
fate is reserved for tggmldea&&.jhg_l‘lgnds of Aristotle. - / //

Plato’s “greatest follower will not shrink from declanng ‘the
truth;, that the *Tdeas *—these Forms, originally endowed with ™, ,
the “attributes of soul-—are really nothing but _forms. They
““Kave no independent emst;ence2 no life, no power of causing any-
thing to_come into existence The highest degree of reahty
will be taken away by Aristotle from that other world of im-
material Ideas, and restored to the world we see around us.
To him, the forms, or essences, of individual things will be
substances, realities, in the fullest sense.
In proportion as the Ideas cease to be causes and become mere
logical concepts, Platonism is threatened with the inevitable

e

1 Met. A 9.
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fate of a system which attempts to place the source of life outside
and above Nature, in a metaphvsical world of immutable reality.

When we consider th be nothing
4yt 3 vast scheme of y of kin

‘broadening downwaras irom 18 mgnesv genus vo its lowest
lndnndual species. It is the characteristic construction of the
Intellect, which can divide and “analyse, ‘but .not. create.—Aithe
apex is enthroned that very Intellect itself. We call it Reason,
God, the Good ; but it is idle to pretend that it can create the
world. ‘Tt'is as impotent as the Parmenidean One, and for the
same reason—its immutable perfection. The hierarchy of forms,
by which we seek to Iink this One to the manifold world of
change, is a channel without a stream. Plato, in his final
attempt to formulate a cosmology, falls back on the mythical
horn of the dilemma, 1
/ /He is forced to_attri
pulse of desme....ll
/ ¢ before by Pherekvd
ma.klng the wc
> is the mythlcal veny
therefore without jealousy (¢8ovos), ‘ desired that all thin
should be as like unto himself as possible, This 18 that mosis:
sovereign cause of becoming and of cosmic order, which we shall
most surely be right in accepting from men of understanding.
For God, desiring that all things should be good, and that, so
far as this might be, there should be nothing inferior, having
received all that is visible, not in a state of rest, but moving
without harmony or measure, brought it from its disorder into
order, thinking that this was in all ways better than the other.’ 2
The mythical form of this whole cosmology is not a poetical
dress, in which Plato arbitrarily chooses to clothe a perfectly
definite and rational scheme, such as modern students set them-
selves to discover in it. If Plato could have stated it as a

! Pherek. frag. 3=Procl. ad Tim. 32¢: 6 Pepexvdns ENeyev els "Bpwra pera-
BePAficlac Tov Ala péXhovra dnuiovpyetv.

* Plato, Timaeus, 29E. The language supports the view held by J. Adam
that the Timaeus gives a picture of a reconstruction of the universe at the
beginning of one of the alternating periods, like those of Empedocles and of
the Politicus myth. Cf. A. E. Taylor, Plato, p. 144, London, 1908.
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logos, he would have done so, only too gladly ; but he cannot.
It is not rational, but mystical—a mythos in substance as well
as form, and drawn from mythical, mystical sources. There is
no tolerable explanation in rational terms. An immutable,
passionless Reason may trace the outlines of a scheme of classi-
fication, and divide its concepts into duly subordinated genera
and species ; but it can do no more. To account for the exist-
ence of anything whatever, we have to ascribe to it the unworthy
and lower faculty of desire, and give this desire an unworthy
and lower object—the existence of an imperfect copy of per-
fection. But that is the language of religion, not of science.

135. The Flight of the Philosopher

When Greek philosophy deified the speculative intellect, it
made the supreme effort to work clear of all that was vague
and mythical in religion, only to find that the intellect had
become a deity and followed the elder Gods of emotional faith
to the seventh heaven. In the system of Aristotle (which it is
not within our scope to examine in detail), God is sublimated
to the topmost pinnacle of abstraction, and conceived as Form
without Matter—a. pure Thought cut off from all active or
creative energy, for the Ultimate End can have no other end
beyond itself. It cannot even think of anything but itself, for
no other object is worthy of its attention. It is shut up in
unceasing and changeless contemplation of itself. We are
asked to believe that this condition is worthy of the names of
perfect activity, of life, of blessedness; and that such a God,
though he cannot condescend to move the world in any other
way, can move it as being himself the object of love (xwei s
épwpevov). God cannot love the world, or send forth his Logos
into it ; but the world is expected to love him, and all its life
is to be caused by desire for this monastic. and self-hypnotised
abstraction. It may be doubted whether this passion has ever .
been genuinely felt even by the most intellectual of mystics,
much less by the rest of creation. It is only by calling it
‘God,” and persuading ourselves that it is alive, and active,
and blessed—all which is manifestly mythical—that we can
induce the faintest feeling of attraction towards it.
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In the system of Aristotle, the two factors of our original
complex—the outline, shape, or eidos of the moira, and the
functional force, the behaviour and nature (physis) pervading it—
fall completely asunder at the two poles of existence. The form
has escaped from its content, and the life has passed out of it,
""by a process analogous to that by which the Olympian Gods
shed the functional utility of their daemonic phase, and became
idle and impotent forms, floating above a world in which all the
processes of life and change go forward without their help.
Religion, indeed, left them with individual attributes and
capricious wills. But, now that sctence has left no room in nature
for such wills to operate, the divine loses every vestige of desire
and power, and is reduced to pure eidos—a strengthless eidolon.

The philosopher, too, not obscurely aspires to imitate his
divine counterpart, and ¢ follow where all is fled.” At the con-
clusion of his Ethics,! Aristotle’s ideal for humanity is clearly
enough disclosed. Of all moral, practical activities, he argues,
‘war and politics are the noblest and on the grandest scale ;
but even these are incompatible with leisure, and chosen only
as a means to some end beyond themselves. The activity of
Reason is of higher worth, being speculative, and looking to no
further end. It has also a pleasure which is peculiar to it,
and enhances its activity. That being so, this activity is self-
sufficient ; it is free (so far as may be for man) ftom cares
and weariness ; it has all the other attributes of felicity. This,
then, will be the perfect wellbeing of man.

‘Such a life as this, however, is higher than the measure of
humanity ; not in virtue of his humanity will man lead this
life, but in virtue of something divine within him ; and, by as
much as this something is superior to his composite nature,
by so much is its activity superior to the rest of virtue. If,
then, Reason is divine in comparison with man, the life of
Reason is divine in comparison with human life. We ought
not to listen to those who exhort man to keep to man’s thoughts,

! Eth. Nic. kvii. I am not convinced by those interpreters who deny
that the wise man, as here described, ‘exists as an individual,” and say
that he is only ‘the formal element (of man’s eudaimonia) abstracted and
personified’ (J. A. Stewart, Notes on the Nicom. Eth., vol. ii. p. 443 (1892)).
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or a mortal to the thoughts of mortality ; but, so far as may be,
to achieve immortality, and do what man may to live accord-
ing to the highest thing that is in him ; for, though it be little
in bulk, in power and worth it is far above all the rest.

‘It would seem, too, that this is the true self of every man,
since it is the supreme and better part.! It will be strange, then,
if he should choose not his own life, but some other’s. What we
said before will be appropriate again here : that what is natur-
ally proper to every creature is the highest and pleasantest for
him. And so, to man, this will be the life of Reason, since
Reason is, in the highest sense, 8 man’s self. Therefore, this
life will also be most blessed.’

The ideal for the individual, then, is to escape from society,
a8 God has escaped from his functional utility in Nature. Man’s
soul riges, as the daemon had risen, above his social group. He
will withdraw, like the Stoic, into autonomous self-sufficiency
and Olympian contemplation.

It is only a step further to the mystical trance of neo-
platonism, in which thought is swallowed up in the beatific
vision of the absolute One, above being and above knowledge,
ineffable, unthinkable, no longer even a Reason, but ‘ beyond
Reason’ (éméxewa vot)— the escape of the alone to the
alone.’2 In this ecstasy, Thought denies itself; and Philo-
sophy, sinking to the close of her splendid curving flight,
folds her wings and drops into the darkness whence she arose
—the gloomy Erebus of theurgy and magic.

1 1178a 2: dbteie & Ay kal elvar ¥xagros Toiro, elwep T K¥piov kal duewor. 1
incline to read elwep xal xépiov 78 duewov, i.e. ‘since the better part is also
that which makes him in the fullest sense (xupiws) what he is—his truest
self.’ .

2 Plot. Enn. V1. ix. 11: xal odros fedv xal dvOpdmwwy Oelwr xal eddawubvwy Blos,
dral\ays) 7dv dN\wy TGV T)Se, Blos dvridovos Ty THde, puyh ubrov wpds ubvor,



ADDENDUM

P. 106, 1. 19. Since this passage was printed off,
Mr. H. M. Chadwick has criticised Professor Bethe’s
theory in The Heroic Age, chap. xiii (Cambridge,
1912).
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GENERAL INDEX

A priori methods, 126 ; in treatment of
Physis, 137.

ddvarov in Homer, 14.

Agricultural Magic, 167.

A1sa, 120.

Aitia as explanation, 141 ; ambiguity in
Plato, 256 ; primitively discovered by
¢ dissociation,’ 258.

Anamnesis, 248,

dvamroddw, 208.

Anaxagoras, 144 ; system discussed, 153 ff.

Anaximander, his cosmology, 7 ff.; ac-
cepts conception of primary world-
order, 19 ; cosmic structure compared
to clan organisation, 62; Limitless as
divine, 135 ; system discussed, 144 ff. ;
order of Time and Justice, 176; his
scheme adapted by Empedocles, 231.

Anaximenes, Air as God, 185; system
discussed, 148 ff.

Animism, 101.

dvramébdosis, 163, 167.

Anthesteria, 165.

Aphrodite in Parmenides, 222.

Apollo, 195 ; and Pythagoras, 204.

Apology of Socrates, 244.

Aristotle, ‘like knows like,” 134 ; treat-
ment of Plato’s Ideas, 269 ; Form and
Matter, 261; ideal for man, 262.

Asha, 172 ff.

Atomism, 187 ; as goal of Science, 144.

—— of Leukippus, 155 ff.

—— —— like number doctrine, 213,

BLooD of totem-clan, 57 ; of group-kin,
87.

Blood-feud, 57.

Blood-kin : differentiated from magical
group, 93; collective responsibility,
96.

Blood-soul, 109.

Broad Oath in Empedocles, 237.
Bronze Age (Hesiod), 109.
Buddha, 113, 193.

CALENDARS, succession of, 170.
Callicles, 183.

Causality, at first spatial, 140 ff.; and
likeness, 86.

Causes, discovered by ¢dissociation,’ 258 ;
and explanations, 139 ff.

Chance, 242 ; world left to, 214,

Chaos, meaning of, 66; in Chinese cos-
mogony, 99; and Eros, 70; and
Poros, 120.

Chronos, 172 ; of Orphics, 146.

Classification and tribal structure, 57;
of tribe, including all Nature, 59 ; basis
of magic, 140 ; Plato’s Ideas as system
of, 260.

Collective emotion, 77 ff. ; representation
defined, 43 ; responsibility, 57.

Comitium, 53.

Communion in mystical religion, 112,

Conscience, 81.

Contraries : grouped in pairs, 63 ; sepa-
ration of, 65 ; elemental, 116,

Cook, A. B., 82.

Cosmogony : Babylonian, 67 ; Egyptian,
67 ; Orphic, 67 ; Chinese, 67; Pytha-
gorean, 70.

Cosmology of Plato’s Timaeus, 260,

Cosmos, as political term, 53 ; basis of
Pythagorean ethics, 211.

Crawley, A. E., 109.

DAEMON, rule in Golden Age (Plato),
85 ; in primitive Greece (Herod.), 37 ;
of house in Pindar, 68; explains
hereditary guilt, 58; of Magical
Society, 95; of Gens, 96; of natural
departments, 96; Good Spirits, 98;
reign of (Plato), 98; four types of
Greek daemon, 100; blended with
hero, 107 ; of individual, 110 ; rule in
Golden Age, 173 ; Pythagoras as, 201 ;
in Empedocles, 228 ff.; good and evil
genii, 239 ; and Platonic Idea, 253.

Dasmos, of three sons of Kronos, 15, 17 ;
of the Gods, 21; secured by oath, 22 ;
of seats of worship, 86; cosmic dasmos
a late doctrine, 38 ; of Rhodes, 53 ; of
elements, 116 ; effected by lot or strife,
231,

271
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Decad, as perfect number, 207.

Deiksla, 158 ; in Democritus, 250,

Destiny. See Moira.

Deussen, 2.

Dharma, 174.

dlxawor, 189.

Dike, reflection of Nomos, 54 ; avenging
Justice, 82; in mysticism, 160 fI.; in
Hesiod, 167 ; as S8eason, 168 ; as ¢ Way,’
172; only among men, 182; in Hera-
cleitus, 189 ; in Parmenides, 215, 216,
222.

Diogenes of Apollonia, 133 ; Air as God,
186.

Dionysus as Mystery God, 111; and
Orpheus, 195.

Auws aloa, 26.

Diotima, 121,

Divine, meaning of, 96; as attribute of
Physis, 129.

86¢a, in Parmenides, 220.

Dream-image and soul, 109.

Dualism, of Orphism, 197; in Pytha-
goreanism, 213 ; of Empedocles, 241.

FROM RELIGION

EARTH, sacred to agriculturalist, 98.

Eidola, of Atomists, 168 ; in Democritus,
250.

Eidolon-soul, 109 ; visible ghost, 251,

Eleatics, 137 ; ignore senses, 155,

Elements, separated out of Physis (An-
aximander), 8ff.; provinces of, 10;
in Hesiod's Theogony, 17; equated
with Gods, 18 ; and clans, 52 ; four in
Greek cosmology, 60 ff. ; divided among
Gods, 116 ; as ‘things,’ 152.

Empedocles, Philia and Neikos, 63 ; Soul
and elements, 183 ; as man of science,
150 ff.; unity of life, 182; system
discussed, 224 ff. ; successors of, 242 ;
view of soul compared with Plato's,
251.

Eniautos, 168.

&vvopuos, 30,

&vfeos, 112.

Enthusiasm, 112.

Epimenides, 215.

Erinys, 110,

Eros and marriage of opposites, 70 ; and
world-egg, 70; Olympian and mystic
views of, 119 ; in Symposium, 121 ; in
Parmenides, 222; and demiurge of
Timaeus, 260.

Esoteric writing, 225, 237.

#0ea, asrange, 64 ; haunts, habits, 34,

Eurytos, 210.

TO PHILOSOPHY

Exogamous segmentation, 68, 210,
Exogamy, 58.

FALL of mau in Empedocles, 238,

Fate. See Moira.

Fertility spirits, local, 88.

Fire, primary in mystic philosophies, 197.
Following God, 200,

Form and matter as male and female, 71.
Frazer, J. G., 31, 55, 108 I,

Freedom of Greek Thought, 2, 20, 44.

GEOMETRY, influence on Science, 142,
149, 151.

God, a representation inherited by phil-
osophy from religion, 4; notion de-
veloped, 88; offshoot of ‘Soul,’ 90;
advances with worshippers’ develop-
ment, 92 ; eliminated by Science, 142 ;
as Intellect cannot create, 260.

Gods, subject to Moira, 12 ; arise out of
elements (Hesiod), 18; equated with
elements, 18 ; supersede Destiny, 21 ;
episodic character of, 39; Mystery
Gods, 110 ff.

Golden Age in Plato, 35; in Empedocles,
236. .

Good Bpirit of Fertility, 98.

Great Oath of Gods, 22 ff.; in Em-
pedocles, 236 ff.

Great Year, 178, 288,

Group, primary in totemic society, 56 ;
prior to individual, 58.

Group-consciousness, 77; superindi-
vidual, 80 ; content of religious repre-
sentation, 82,

Group-soul as group-functions, 94 ; and
rebirth, 161.

Haltiat of Finns, 253,

Harmonia, virtue as, 211; =Philia in
Empedocles, 234.

Harmonic proportions, 209.

Harmony, of opposites, 64; in Hera-
cleitus, 190; of Plato’s world-soul,
206 ; rejected by Parmenides, 217.

Headlam, Walter, 16

Heaven-worship, 170; revived by Or-
phism, 177 ; of Persians, 177.

Heracleitus, universal law, 182; system
discussed, 184 ff. ; Dionysiac, 183 ; con-
trast with Pythagoras, 193; Fire as
Soul, 182; Logos as soul-substance,
234,

Herd-suggestion, 47, 49, 80.

Hereditary guilt, 58.
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Hermes, Pan, Logos, 187.

Hero : Eponymous, 108 ; worship of, 107 ;
blended with Good 8pirit, 107.

Hestia, of Pythagoreans, 212, 228,

Hippasos, 208.

Horas, 168, 170.

Horkos, as Herkos, 24, 237, See Great
Oath,

Hylozoism, 89, 150.

IDAEAN DARTYLS, 94,

Ideas: theory of, 242 ff. ; like souls, 246,
249 ff, ; communicated to things, 252 ;
immanent, 252 ; a8 Daemons of groups,
263 ; as causes, 256 ; as concepts, 257 ;
a8 paradesgmata, 257, 258,

Imitation in magic, 76.

Immateriality a late conception, 83.

Immortality, of chiefs and heroes, 108 ; in
mystical religion, 112 ; Dionysiac and
Orphic, 179; individual in Orphism,
196; in Heracleitus, 196 ; as conceived
by Pythagoras, 203 ; in Empedocles,
228 ff. ; Plato’s views of, 243 ff. ; as
assimilation to God, 268.

Individualism of Orphism, 179; of
Sophistic, 1883.

Individuality merged in social conscious-
ness, 47 ; weak in primitive mind, 77,
101 ; of the chief, 108.

Initiation enforcing morality, 46; in
Central Australia, 79; as new birth,
95 ; grades of, 164,

Injustice of individual existence, 147.

Ionian Philosophy and Olympianism, 122,

Ixion, 120.

JESUS, 193 ; as daemon, 113,

Justice, of elemental order, 8, 11, 64;
guarding world-order, 19 ; assailed as
‘conventional,” 183 ; identified with
Fire, or Sun, 189; and ZLogos, of
Heracleitus, 191; Reign of, in An-.
aximander, 232

KEeR, 110.

King, emergence of, 102; temporary
kings, 108 ; as magician, 104 ; depart-
mental kings of Nature, 105; repre-
sents world-order, 105; as first indi-
vidual, 108.

Kinship, primitive type of likeness, 86.

Knowledge, as action at a distance, 132;
as power, 141.

Koinonia, of Ideas in Plato, 254.

273

Korybantes, 94,
Kouretes, 94 ; hymn of, 168,
Kronos=Chronos, 171,

LacHESIS at Dasmos, 22,

Laflesche, 69,

Language, as means of power, 141 ; in
Heracleitus, 192,

Law, administered by group, 102; as
sovereign, 103, See Nomos,

Lawgiving, of Zeus, 26.

Law of Nature, 55, 181 ; in Heracleitus,
191 ; in Empedocles, 235.

Leukippus, system discussed, 155 ff.

Life, squeezed out of matter by Science,
151, 158, 280.

¢ Like acts on like,’ 61, 86, 182.

¢ Like knows like,’ 182,

Likeness, as kinship, 132, 140.

Limitless, of Anaximander, meaning,
145,

Logos, ¢ proportion of mixture'=soul, in
Empedocles, 235, 239 ; as ‘meaning,’
248 ; in Heracleitus, 186 ff,

Magic, in agriculture, 167; primary
sympathetic, 75; ‘imitative,” 76; as
pre-presentation, 76; distinguished
from religion, 79; involves classifica-
tion, 856 ; based on classification, 140.

Magical compulsion, superseded by sacri-
fice, 114.

Magical societies, 93.

Mana, described, 84 ; of magical society,
94 ; of Gods and elements, 117 ; and
blood-soul, 181 ; and divinity, 129.

Marett, R. R., 25, 81, 110.

Marriage, of S8ky and Earth, 66; with
God unlawful, 119.

Metensomatosis, 166.

Methexis, 204; in Plato, 264 ff.; as
logical relation, 257.

Microcosm, tribe as, 53.

Mimesis, in Pythagoreans and Plato,
254,

Moira, above the Gods, 12; as moral, 13 ;
as system of provinces, 15 ; older than
Gods in Hesiod, 18; impersonal, 19 ;
negative aspect, 34 ; origin of, 40 ff. ;
projected from social structure, 51 ;
and Moros, 59 ; repressive, 82 ; classi-
fication survives social structure, 93;
above the Olympians, 104; as indi-
vidual fate, 110; spatial, 128 ; domi-
nating Science, 143 ; in Anaximander,
146 ; eliminated by Anaximenes, 148 ;
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and Ananke of Atomists, 157; and
Horas, 168; in Olympian morality,
181

Moiras, 16, 28 ; superseded by Gods, 73 ;
and marriage with Gods, 120.

Moon and fate, 170.

Moral, meaning of, 46.

Moral Order of Nature, explained, 55 ff.

Mundus in comitinm, 58.

Myres, J. L., 80, 74.

Mystery, as secret doctrine, 46.

Mystery God, 110 f.

Mystic doctrines, why secret, 198.

Mystic Philosophy and mystical religion,
114.

Mystic Religion, temporal framework,
111,

Mystic ritual, 77, 91.

Mystic Tendency,
scientific, 1569.

Myth, setiological, 189, 141, 258,

FROM RELIGION

contrasted with

NaMes, as souls, 141 ; mystic ‘deriva-
tions’ of, 192.

Nature, as a moral order, 5, 10; moral
order survives Gods, 42; static and
dynamic senses, 78; opposed to
custom, 74; primitive identity with
custom, 74 ; opposed to Justice, 183.

¢ Nature of Things,' See Physis.

Necessity in vision of Er, 222.

Neikos and Philia, social origin of, 63.

Nemesis, as resentment at encroachment,
16, 82; and Nemos, 81 ; of Gods, 118.

Nemos and Nemesis, 31.

Nietzsche, 193.

vouets, vopt), voubs, 30,

Nomos, as dispensation, 27 ff.; province
and behaviour, 34; dispensation of
Reason (Plato), 36 ; negative and posi-
tive aspects, 73 ; as group behaviour,
74 ; opposed to Nature, 74 ; primitive
identity with Nature, 74; mystical
conception of, 181.

Nous of Anaxagoras, 154, 189.

Numa, 28, 83.

Number-Atomism, 212,

Number-doctrine, 205.

OATH of Pythagoreans, 205.

Okeanos, 287,

Olympian Gods, 114 ; their psychology,
118.

Olympianisation of Pythagoras, 255; of
Plato’s Ideas, 255 ; of the philosopher,
263.

TO PHILOSOPHY

Olympianism and Science, 148.

Omaha Camp, 69 ; Wakonda, 85.

Omophagia, 238.

One and Many, 114, 204.

Opposites, elements grouped as, 9. See
Contrarses.

Orenda, 84.

Oriented clans, 52.

Orpheus worships Sun, 177 ; as reformed
Dionysus, 195.

Orphic cosmogony, 67.

Orphism: doctrine of fall of soul, 162 ff. ;
reformation of Dionysiac religion, 163 ;
revives Heaven - worship, 177; in-
dividualistic, 179 ; dualism, 180, 197 ;
sense of sin, 180 ; as reformation, 195 ;
reformed by Pythagoras, 198.

PaIrs of Contraries in Parmenides, 219.

Pan and Logos, 187, 192,

Panspermia, 163, 1686.

Parmenides, system discussed, 214.

Parousia in Plato, 264.

Participation, problem of, in Plato, 254 ;
of group in daemon, 204.

Patriarchal family, 109, 115.

Persia, 176 ; influence on Orphism, 162 ;
Heaven-worship, 177.

Personality of Gods, 115.

Pherekydes, 18, 172, 178, 260,

Philia and Neikos, 151, 230 ff. ; social
origin of, 63.

Philosophia, as Way of Life, 200.

Philosophy : its first object not external
Nature and inner experience, 3;
analyses religious material, 125 ; causes
of philosophic systems, 138.

pBbvos, 118 ; God free from, in Timaeus,
260.

Physts, a pre-philosophic representation,
4; implying life, 7; as natural in-
stincts, 74; as ‘essence’ of group, 74 ;
as material, 127; as soul-substance,
128; as divine, 129; homogeneous
with Soul, 133, 134 ; and mana, 89 ;
and sympathetic continuum, 123 ; and
Ether, 186 ; distinguished from element
by Anaximander, 145 ; confused with
element, 145, 149 ; as process of birth
and growth, denied, 151, 153 ; as world
of Ideas in Plato, 253.

Plain of Truth, 215.

Plato, system discussed, 242 ff. ; Socratic
and mystic dialogues, 242; contact
with Pythagoreans, 243 ; immortality
in Apology, 244 ; in Phaedo, 245 ; con-
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version to Pythagoreanism, 247; cos-
mology in T¥maeus, 260.

Plurality of Worlds, 148.

Polydaemonism, Chinese, 99.

Poros, 120.

Procession of Numbers, 207 ; rejected by
Parmenides, 217.

wpomwodioubs, 209.

Psychology of Homer, 109; of pre-
Aristotelians, 110; of Olympian God,
118.

Pythagoras, 118 ; contrasted with Hera-
cleitus, 193 ; school of, 194 fI. ; reforms
Orphism, 198 ; as daemon, 201, 254 ;
source of all inspiration, 203.

Pythagoreans, table of contraries, 69 ;
unity of all life, 182.

Pythagorean Way of Life, 181, 199,
202.

QUANTITY and Quality, 148.

REASON supersedes Moira, 36.

Reincarnation, 161.

Religion : obligatory, 46, 81 ; epidemic,
49 ; derived from social custom, 54 ;
absent in lowest societies, 78; col-
lective, 80 ; succeeding magic, 90 ff.

Rhapsodic Theogony, 178.

=‘flow,’ 171.

Rites de Passage, 164.

Ritual myths, 107.

Rivers, W, H. R, 161.

Bta, 172 f1,

SAORED, meaning of, 46 ff.

Sacrifice, commercial, 114.

Satyrs, 94.

Science and commerce, 148; practical
character of, 1438.

Scientific Tendency, 189 ff.

Seeds, elements as, 163 ; souls as, 165.

Segmentation of society, how caused, 62.

ohipa, 187, 218,

Sense of sin, 180.

Separation of Sky and Earth, 66 ; social
origin, 68.

Sex, contrariety of, 68; type of contra-
riety, 66.

Social Contract, 188.

Socrates in Apology and Phaedo, 243 ff.

Solidarity of Totemic Group, 56 ; organic
and mechanical, 62.

Soul: a representation inherited by philo-
sophy from religion, 4; notion de-
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veloped, 88; new Soul at Initiation,
95; individual soul, 101, 108; as
nature or essence, 109; dream or
memory image, 109; as moving and
knowing, 110; and Physis, 128 ; ani-
mating universe, 130 ; a8 moving, 131;
as knowing, 182; in Timaeus, 133;
as name, 141 ; reduced to mechanical
motion, 142; reduced to atoms, 157;
conferred by initiation, 165 ; as seeds,
166 ; heavenly origin and fall of, 178 ;
as Harmony, 213, 234; exile of, in
Empedocles, 228, 237 ; as ‘ proportion
of mixture,’ 285, 239; mortal soul,
239 ; as proportion, 240 ; like Platonic
Idea, 246, 249 ff.; infected by body,
251,

Soul-substance, 128,

Species-deities, 253.

Stoics, 263.

Strife of Elements, 64; of Opposites,
116.

Styx=Neikos in Empedocles, 237 ; and
Neikos, 239 ; as Oath, 23; as Taboo,
25 ; confers Kratos on Zeus, 25.

Subject-Predicate Relation in Plato, 256.

Sun-worship, 196.

Sympathetic Continuum, 83 ; splits into
two pools, 92; combining blood and
mana, 109,

Sympathetic Magic, 139,

Tao, Way of Man and Way of Universe,
100; 172.

Taoism, 99 ; analogy with Empedocles,
240,

Taylor, A. E., 87, 243, 244, 247, 260.

Telchines, 94.

Templum and grove, 31.

Tetractys, 204 ff. ; as Great Oath, 237.

Thales, three doctrines, 127,

Theagenes of Rhegium, 18.

Themis, reflection of Nomos, 64; as
¢doom,’ 105,

Theoria : of Pythagoreans, 176 ; of Or-
phic, 198 ; of Pythagoras, 200.

Thiasos, of Mystery God, 111.

Thrasymachus, 183.

Buubs-soul, 109.

7o, shift of meaning, 118,

Time, importance in mystical systems,
160 ff. ; identified with Physts, 184,

Time-God, 172; of Orphics, 146.

Titanomachia, 116.

Tityos, 120.
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Totem defined, 56.

Totemism : illustrating projection of
Nomos, 56 fI.; identity of olan and
species, 75 ; how broken down, 91, 98.

Transmigration, 164, 166 ; in Empedocles,
229,

Trinity, 118.

Tyche as power of Earth, 98.

UNITY of Cosmos, 148.

Unity of Life, 118; in Pythagoreanism,
201.

Universals, 75.

vwép ubpor (aloar), 18,

VIRGIN BIRTH, 204.

TO PHILOSOPHY

Wakonda, 85.

Way of Righteousness, 181.

Wheel of Birth in Empedocles, 228.
Wheel of Dike, 168 ; in Pindar, 171.
‘Wheel of Life, 161 ff.

Wheel of Ria, 175.

XENOCRATRS, 213,
Xenophanes, 177 ; parent of Eleaticism
216.

Yang and Yin, 99.
Zén, 186.

Zeus, supremacy conferred by Styx, 25.
Zufiis, 51.
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