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In this major work the most distinguished historian of ancient philos-
ophy of his generation traces the religious roots of science and systematic
speculation. Combining profound classical scholarship with striking an-
thropological and sociological insight, Cornford probes the mythic ante-
cedents of such persistent metaphysical concepts as Destiny, God, Soul,
Substance, Nature, and Immortality. FROM RELIGION TO PHILOS-
OPHY is a needed reminder to our day of the intricate connections which
continue to exist between critical scientific thought and social and emo-
tional experience. In Cornford’s own words:

Philosopby, 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 bad gathered shape.

%

“Cornford arrived at a picture of the origins of Greek philosophy which
was historically superior to that which anyone else has so far reached.”
—THE CLASSICAL REVIEW
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FRANCIS MacDONALD CORNFORD

¢¢The philosophic Muse is not a motherless Athena: if the individual
intellect is her father, her older and more august parent is Religion.”’
This is the central theme which Cornford felt himself to be orchestrating
in all his writings from his Thucydides Mythistoricus in 1907 to his
death in 1943.

Like Jane Harrison, to whom he expresses his debt in such warm
words in the present work, the young Cornford drew much inspiration
from the Freneh school of sociologists and anthropologists. Some of his
most adventurous pages take flight from the hypotheses of Emile Durk-
heim, Marcel Mauss, and Lucien Lévy-Bruhl. As the years passed, Corn-
ford sensed affinities between his outlook and that of the dynamic
psychologists, notably Jung. The latter’s notion of the persisting influ-
ence of ‘‘ecollective archetypes’’ came to Cornford to seem a more sug-
gestive and less demanding frame of reference than Durkheim’s emphasis
on the group experiences and social faets inevitably underlying religious
beliefs.

A gentle ambiguity is suggested in the title of the present book.
Cornford means to distinguish himself from the historians of philosophy
who had been misled into rationalistic excesses in their obsession with
“‘the conflict between religion and science.”’” Forms of thought, Cornford
intended to say, neither sprang full blown as did the ‘‘motherless
Athena’’ from the head of Zeus, nor overcame one another in predeter-
mined sequence. Ideas evolved out of conglomerates of prerational im-
pressions and sentiments and even when they appeared to have achieved
the semblance of pure reason they preserved traces of the feeling and
meaning that they possessed during their infancy in religion. Such was
the essence of Cornford’s challenge to the followers of Comte and Hegel
who heedlessly assumed, whether tthey knew it or not, that (a) ideas
were either spontaneously generated or assembled by realistic arrange-
ments of precise impressions, or that (b) ‘‘stages of thought’’—for
example Comte’s sequence of theological, metaphysical, and positive
stages—were successive and irreversible.

Too much comfort has been drawn by some from the fact that Cornford
came in later years to be uncertain about some of the details of the
pioneer work which is here presented. Yet a reading of his Principium
Sapientiae published posthumously in 1952 shows that however he
changed his mind on minutiae he preserved to the end his essential
convictions.

Of his style Professor W. K. C. Guthrie could write in his introductory
memoir to Cornford’s The Unwritten Philosophy:

‘‘His art has itself a Hellenic quality, which would not eall for
comment in one who spent most of his life in such close touch with
many aspects of Greek culture, were it not in fact comparatively rare
among such men. To read him brings from time to time the same flood-
ing pleasure that I myself get from the Phaedo, and others from
contemplating the form and decoration of a Greek vase.’’
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PREFACE

TrE words, Religion and Philosophy, perhaps suggest to most
people two distinet provinces of thought, between which, if
(ike 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
gix centuries before our era. At that moment, a new spirit of
rational inquiry asserted its claim to pronounce upon ultimate
things which had hitherto been objects of traditional belief.
What I wish to prove, however, is that the advent of this spirit
did not mean a sudden and complete breach with the older
ways of thought.

There is a real continuity between the earliest rational specula-
tion and the religious representation 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 their main directions. Religion expresses
itself in poetical symbols and in terms of mythical personalities ;
Philosophy prefers the language of dry abstraction, and speaks
of substance, cause, matter, and so forth. But the outward
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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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 ty pes of human temperament.

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. Malkeur au vague ; mieux
vaut le faux! In the Tonian 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 science 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 a 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
(Moira). This subjection of all individual powers, divine and
human, to Moira is the 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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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 Sociologique 1 1 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
with mythical properties. This substance, rather than the
manifold phenomena which Nature presents to us through our
genses, 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,’ tbid. 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 sociédlds inférieures, 1910.
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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, énd 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 has changed is, rather,
man’s attitude towards it, which, from being active and
emotional, has become intellectual and speculative. His earlier,
emotional reaction gave birth to the 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
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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 FEarly
Greek Philosophy (E.G.P.?); and 1 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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1
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 schocl, is said to have predicted.
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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 possibility, 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 forms 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
in 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
system, 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,
? Allgesneine Qeschichte d. Philos., 11, i. (1911) p. 8.
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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. The object of outer experience is evidently
Nature ; the most remarkable object of inner experience is ‘the
moral phenomenon ’—our feeling of freedom, our consciousness
of responsibility, 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 for 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
origins, 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
gcience, 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
in it’ (¥urvyov)—and is full of spirits or Gods. 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 *—physts, 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,

! Professor Burnet, Farly Greek Philos.?, p. 12, points out that ¢lois 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 3—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 1s moral, so that 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.

* I.e. not monstrovs births (répara); cf. Aeschin. in Ctes. 111, whre vy
kepmols @épev pire yuwvaikas Tékva TilkTeww yovebow édowkéra, dANG Tépara, prTe
Bockfuara kard Pplow yovas worelofar.

® Soph. Qed. Rex, trans. Q. 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
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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.

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 ®loews).

‘ 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 ‘has soul in it,” 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 physis,
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
8pontaneous 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’ (70 dmreipov). Anaximander it was who

! Chap. IIL
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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 :

“ Things perish wnto those things out of which they have their
birth, according to that which is ordained ; for they give reparation
to 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 ’ (vra)—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 first the great lump of
earth ; above it, and perhaps beneath it also, 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 elements themselves are not everlasting ; nor is the
separation of them into distinct regions more than a transient

VD.F. V2, 1. p. 18: é& &v 8¢ % vyéveals éari, Tols ofior kal Thy ¢fopav els
TabTa yivesfar kard 76 xpedy: 8i8brac yip avTd dlkny kal Tiow dANHAois THs dduclas
kaTd THy Tol xpdvov TdEw.

% In a valuable article, * Spekulation u. Volksglaube in d. ionischen Philo-
sophie,” Arch. f. Religionswiss., xiii. 306 ff,

3 1 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. Altertwms, chap. i.) long before they were
introduced into science. The conception -of ‘elements’ (sroixela) in the
narrower sense of primary and unalterable bodies dates from Empedocles
(cf. Burnet, E. Q. 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.’ !

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 elements is that they are
limited ; the second is that they are grouped in pairs of opposites
or ‘ contraries ’ : air is cold, fire hot, water moist, earth 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 separation of the elements into their several regions was
caused by the °eternal motion ’—which perhaps we should
conceive as a ‘ whirling’ motion (8{vy) of the whole universe,
which sifts out the opposites 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 (physis) ; (2) an order, disposition,
or structure into which this stuff is distributed ; (3) the process
by which this 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. v4, 203b 6 ff.: kal Toor evar 76 Ociov: dBdvarov yap xal
dvdikebpoy, s gnow & "Avaiuardpos.

* Arist. Phys. v5, 204b 22; see Burnet, B. G. P.2, p. 55.

2 On this subject see Heidel, ‘Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philo-
sophy,’ Arch. £, Qesch. d. Philos., xix. 313 ff. I am unconvinced by Professor
Burnet’s objection to this view of the ‘eternal motion’ (Z. @. P.%, 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 is
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.’
The words imply that injustice was committed in the very fact
of their birth into separate existence. The manifold world,
in Anaximander’s view, can arise only by robbery and mis-
appropriation.

Consider, 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 one primary stuff, called * Nature,” is segregated
into provinces, each the domain of one element. And this is a
moral order, in 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 See O. Gilbert, ‘Spekulation u. Volksglaube,” drch. 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
breaking of bounds, an advance towards disorder, a declension
into the welter of injustice, rapine, and war.

And every step of this pilgrimage of wrong must be retraced
¢ according to what is ordained ’ (xata 70 ypewr). 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 order, and it waits to exact the penalty of
every transgression. 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
paradof-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 oceur 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
18 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 2 Neither its peculiar significance nor its moral char-
acter is a sense-datum. The emphasis thrown upon it can only
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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
ordained ’ (xata To ypewr)—a conception in which Necessity
and Right are united. So in Homer the Gods are subordinate to
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 (Movwra), 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
him of all men, must die at the hands of Patroclus.? He ‘ does
not venture to undo what fate decrees.” 4 ‘It is impossible even

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

2 O0d. iil. 236: 008¢ feol mep | xal @iy dvdpl SvvavTar dharkéuer, drméTe Kew
87 | poip’ d\oh) kabéhyae ravnheyéos Bavdroro.

3 Il xvi. 433: & pou éydw, 8 Té pow Zaprndbva, pihraTor avdpdv, | poip’ vwd

arpékhoio Mevoriddao daufrac.
t Pind. Paean. vi. 94: pdpow’ dvaber Zels 6 fedv okomds ol Téhua.
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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
(10 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
impossibility : it is a moral decree—the boundary of right and
wrong. We may even say that the two notions of Destiny and
Right are hardly distinguished. This comes out in the phrase
“beyond what is ordained,” ‘ beyond fate’ (Smép uépov, vrrép
aloav), which in Homer halts between the two meanings :
‘beyond what is destined, and so must be,’” and ¢ beyond what
is right, and so ougkt 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 imép aloar. ‘ Alack,’ cries Zeus in the Odyssey,®

‘. Herod. i. 91: miv wempuwndvny poipar ddvwaroy éori dwopebyery kal Beg.
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 (UaTepoy 185 wempwudyys),

i 1,7., 1486 aive: 7o Yap xpedr gob Te kal fedy KpaTer,

Aesch. P.V., 531: Xo. is ofv dvdyxns doriy olaxoaTpbgos ;
ITp. Moipas rpluoppor uvduovés v ’Epwies.
Xo. Tolrwr dpa Zevs éorew dofevéorepos ;

) ) .IIp. obkovy Bp éxpiyor ye Ty wemwpwuévny,

: For’mstance, 11, vi. 487: ob vdp 7is w bmép aloar dudp "Aude mpoidiyer
l;mpav :3 of Twd ¢nut Teguyuévoy Euuevar drdpdv, | ob kaxby, 008¢ uév ésOhéw
f::)l' ;a. mpdra yévyrae. Cf. Pind. Pyth. xii. 30: 7o ubpoipov ob 1rap¢vx'rbv.,

sg.‘ 532 (256), 78 wempwpévoy o wip, ob awddpeov oxijoes Teixos.
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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 s
ordained, even as now Aegisthus, beyond what s 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 (alTior). .

The truest account, perhaps, is that the clear notion of absolute
impossibility is wanting in Homer. The addvarov, which we
render  the impossible,” is rather that which lies beyond one’s
power (8vwapis); 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. It is jgst possible to
exceed them; but only at the costof provoking an instant nemests.

Thus in Homer, and in Tonian thought generally, we find a
profound belief in Destiny (Motra) as an ordinance which limits
all individual powers, whether human or divine; and we see,
moreover, that this ordinance is even more a decree of moral
obligation than a barrier of sheer physical impossibility.

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 gucceeded 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 (éwvrdv alriow
amopawérw), 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 napplicable to
the Gods, should ever have been erected into a power superior to
the Gods themselves. The notion of the individual lot or fate,
as we shall try to show later, comes last, not first, in the order
of development. We must seek the original meaning of Moira
elsewhere.

In the fifteenth Iliad 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
(oudéTepos). For we are three brothers, born of Kronos and
Rhea, Zeus, and I, and Hades is the third, the lord of the dead.
And vn three lots are all things dvvided, and each took his appointed
domain (or privilege, status).? 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 thurd part (ékmhos . . . pevérw TpiTdTy éVi
poipn).” 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.
21, 189: 7pixfa 8¢ wdvra 8édacrar, Exacros §' Eupope Tius,
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an equal portion and a like lot are ordained.’ ! However, though
he feels resentment (nemests), 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. "3
from that primary meaning it is agreed that the meaning
“ destiny * is derived. Poseidon’s protestation shows how 1t is
that the Gods, as well as men, have moirai. Each God has his
own allotted portion or province—a certain department of nature
or field of activity. This may also be regarded as his status
(Tew) ; it gives him a determined position in a social system.
Sometimes it is called his  privilege > (yépas). Within his own
domain his supremacy is not to be challenged ; but he must not
transgress its frontiers, and he will feel resentment (nemesis) ab
any encroachment by another.

It is this conception, not that of the individual human fate,
that is generalised in Destiny, Moira. She represents the
apportionment to each God of his province, 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,

1), 209: ormér dv lobuopov kal ouy wempwuévoy aloy

veikelew é0éngot xohwtolow éméeoot.

2 For the three divisions, Earth, Sea, Sky, cf. Il, xviii. 483: Hephaestos,
making the Shield, év uév yaiav Ereve’, év & abpavby, év 8¢ Bdracoar ; Od. xii.
315 : yatav—mévrov—obpavéfev ; Hymn to Dem. 13 : otpavds edpls Umepfe yaid
re waoa kal dAumvpdr oldpa fahdoons. See O. Gilbert, Met. Theor., 272
Poseidon in the above passage takes a somewhat different view, according
to which Heaven (Olympos) and Earth, as parents of al? the god.s (see
below, p. 18), are ‘common to all’; the three divisions. included in t_he
dacués are Aether (the fiery ovpavés), Sea, and Darkness (Air)—a conception
which is nearer to the ¢ elements’ (see below, p. 116).

8 Theog. 220: ol 7' dwdplv Te Belw Te wapaifacias épémovaw. 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 poipa: or Suavoual (E?l,m.
726), apportionments or dispensations, provinces allotted to th‘e 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 provinces;
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
Movra 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 Hesiod

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 Mowra over the Gods is there reflected in a temporal form ;
that is to say, the separation of the world into elemental provinces
is older in time than the birth of the Gods.

The cosmogony begins (Theog. 116) with the coming into
being of ‘ Chaos,” Earth, and Eros; then out of Chaos arose
Darkness and Night, and of them were born blazing Fire (aif7p)
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.

‘ Barth (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 (moirai), 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
either the ‘ misty darkness’—that is, the Air—or the Earth,
according 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
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desire’ (drep dpirornTos ébiuépov, 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
—cosmogony older than theogony—marks by temporal sequence
the supremacy 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, which the Greeks regularly regarded as dark.? Accordingly,
when some of the sixth-century thinkers—Pherekydes, for in-
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.

2 v, 112: &s 7" dpevos ddogavro kal ds Tiuds déhoyro.  This dasmos, held by
the Gods themselves, will be discussed below, §9.

3 Cf. Plut. de primo frigido, 948 E: é7u & dip 70 mpdrws crorewdy éoryy,
oU3¢ Tovs wounTas AENnfer dépa yap T orbTos Kalobow:™ ‘dhp Yap wapa vyuoi Bafei’
fv otd¢ ceNwn obpavébey wpotpave’ (Od. x. 143). «kal md\v “hépa éooduerq,
wdcar pordew én’ alav’ (Hes. Erga, 255), x.7.\. Ci. Piut. Is. et Os. 384 B, ¢,
and Il. xv. 191 (above quoted, p. 15), where Hades takes the ‘misty day.
ness’ {{bpov Hepbevral.

4 See 0. Gilbert, ¢Spekulation und Volksglaube,’ u.s.w., Arc.h. Fa Relig.
xiii. p. 317. For Theagenes see D.F.V.% p. 511; P}ie!‘ekydes, ibid. p. 507,
Note especially Pherekydes’ use of pofpa : kelvys 8¢ Tis motpas Evepbéy égry, )
raprapin poipe (frag. B).
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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 their appointed regions
and departments ; both are subject to Moira.

Thus we have found a departmental ordering of the world
established in religious representation long before it is affirmed
by philosophy. 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 transgression—
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 aggression of the elements in their perpetual strife
is an ‘injustice "—an infringement of moral boundaries.? So
far the philosophic representation is identical with the religious ;
where Anaximander innovates is in making the primary order
partly the effect of a mechanical cause—the ‘ eternal motion,’
and in eliminating the Gods, whose place is taken by the elements,
out of which, according to Hesiod, the Gods had arisen. The
significance 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 is impersonal, without tntelligence 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): #\os yap odx ImepBSicerar uérpa* e 8¢ i,
"Epwies pv Alkys émicovpo ébevpioovow.

? Theagenes of Rhegium emphasised exactly this point, allegorising the
battles of the Gods in Homer as the évarriwoss of the elements (Gilbert, loc.
cit.}. Cf. Pherekydes, frag. 4 (D.F. V.2 p. 508).
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purposeful intelligence. All 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
monotheism. 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,
philosophic 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
so 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.
Moira, 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. Mosra is the blind, automatic force which
Jeaves their subordinate purposes and wills free play withjn
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their own legitimate spheres, but recoils in certain vengeance
upon them the moment that they cross her boundaries.

Moira, then, though we speak of her as a ‘ personification,’
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 designed and created
that order. She is a representation which states a truth about
the disposition of Nature, and to the statement of that truth adds
nothing except that the 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)
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 plage 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 Mowa
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 (SaréovTo)
among them the ea-th, 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 che 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 QL 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,

%) 64: "Reéhevoey 8 abrixa xpvodumvka pév Adyeow

xeipas dvreivar, Oedv 8 Sprov péyav
uh) wapgpduer, dAA& Kpbrov abv waidl veloar. . |

DESTINY AND LAW 23

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 (v Spros uéyas).
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 ?

! Tt must be remembered, however, that originally the ocath 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. Cf. 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 "Opxos 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.2

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. Tt 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.’ 3

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 thug:5 ° I declare
that I am much greater than he in might (B/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 running 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
evidently not this stream, but the ninefold barrier.

¥ welpura dpyalé edpdevra, 14 Te aTvyéovae Geol wep, Theog. 738,

* G. Murray, Rise of the Greek Bpic®, p. 338,

s U, 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’ (xpdros) and limited by a
frontier of inviolable sanctity. Styxisa representation of Taboo.l

11, The supremacy of Zeus conferred by Styx

When Zeus declares that the other Gods hold him in shuddering
awe (aTuyéovot), he means that his might has the eﬁec’g which the
waters of Styx used to produce upon the Gods who vmlated.. 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 («patos) 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 ha.d
fought on his side against the Titans should be deprived of 1/115
privileges (yepdwr), but each should keep that status (er';mv)
which he had before enjoyed. Further, all who had no pr1v11(_age
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.

1 This view of Styx in relation to Kratos and Bia (§11)is due to Miss

J. E. Harrison (Themis, p. 72). TFor taboo as negative mana, see R. R.
Marett, Threshold of Religion, chap. iii. The notion will become clearer as

we go on. . .
2 Hesiod, Theog. 383 fl. 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 Moira, 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 becomes the power which 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 distribution
which was originally an ultimate fact in the constitution of
Nature—the fact represented as Moira—comes to be thought of
as enacted by the sole will of a supreme personal God. In other
words, it becomes an act of legislation (vopobeaia).

In Homer, again, this same transition is marked by the odd
phrases, ‘ fate of Zeus,” ‘ destiny of God’ (Aids aloa, feod poipa
etc.), where the original sense of ‘ apportionment ’ or ¢ destiny,’
not personal will (Bov\s)), 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 * (xal vmép Aids aloav), had not Apollo
gone to rouse Aeneas and tell him that Zeus ‘ wills’ (Bov\eras)
the victory of the Trojans. Here we find exactly the same con-
ception as before—the might («pdros) of men going ‘ beyond
what is ordained * (imép aloav): but Auds 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, o réporuoy Aubbey mempwuévor, as contrasted
with Paean. vi. 94, uépoiy’ drakder Zeds od méhua. Oldenberg (Die Relig. des
Veda, p. 199) points out that the same phenomenon.oceurs 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
Ria will be further discussed below, P- 175, Aesch. Sept. 485 : Zeis 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 hindself
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 he dispensed
to the deities their several privileges, and ordained the
hierarchy of his kingdom.” This dispensation 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-
tion of a deliberative assembly, but the work, done once for all,
of a single person of extraordinary wisdom, a Solon or a Lycurgus.
The nomov 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 political
status. We may take, for instance, Dionysius’ description of
Numa’s lawgiving at Rome. Quarrels had arisen among the
patricians ‘about fairness and inequality’ (wept ToD mAelovos

1 Od. vi. 188:
Zevs 8 avrds véuew SABor *ONGumrios dvfpdmoiot
ég0Nols 710¢ kakoiow, Smws é0énpowr, ékdoTy.
2 Hesiod, Theog. 71: 6 8’ odpavy éuBaciheder
atrds Exwy Bpovriy B8 alfabevra kepavvdy,
kdprel vikfjoas warépa Kpbrov® e 3¢ ékacra
dfavdrows diéraler ouds kal éméppade Tiuds.
885: 0 3¢ Tolow éds dieddoaaro Tiuds.
3 Aesch. P.V. 244:
Smws Tdxiora OV waTppov és Bpbroy
xabélfer’, etfis Salpoaw véuer yépa
& owow EAha kal dieororyifero
GpXH¥ o v o
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Te xail {oov). Some of the plebeians were unsettled,  having
received no portion of land (vyfjs woipar) nor other advan-
tages.” Numa, by distributing (S:aveiuas) land to them,
and giving a new status (riuds) 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 fela Siakdoopnois). Exactly as Zeus in Hesiod
accepted the constitution of Kronos and only supplied its defici-
encies, so 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 precinets for those Gods who had not yet obtained a
recognised position (tols uijmw Tudy Tuyydvover feois); in
other cases founding altars and temples, assigning (dmovéuwy)
to each his festival, and legislating (vouoferar) about their
services and honours (Tiuas).’ 2

The parallel could not be more exact. If we are right in
thinking that Moira ultimately meant the division of the universe
into distinet provinces, it is clear that this division, as soon as it
comes to be the work of a personal God, can be conceived as a
nomothesia—a laying down or fixing of nomoi; 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 Movras 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, 4ut. 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.
8 Cf. Ath. Pol.11: 6 uév yép 8fuos gero wdvr’ dvddasra Torjoew abréy (Téhwra).
E.g. 1 781: & fcol rewrepor maraiols vbuovs
kabirracacfe—kdx xepv eiheglé pov . . .
éyw & drigos, k.7,
xafurmddesfar,  to overrun territory with horse’ (v9w ydpnv kabirm., Herod.
ix, 14), revives the old spatial sense of »éuos presently to be considered.
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and makes them °portioners in the land, with honours all
entire.’ !

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 D) :

 Who is it that knows how to dispense (Scaveina:) the seed
over the soil *

¢ The farmer.

¢ And the farmer dispenses (Scavéuer) 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 rxal
Stavopal ) are right.’

In this passage ‘laws’ and ‘ dispensings” are clearly synony-
mous. We find the same conjunction in the Eumenides. In one
place 2 the Chorus accuse Apollo of ‘ abolishing ancient deispensa-
tions’ (Suavouds), when he tricked the Moirar into releasing a
mortal from death ; in another and parallel passage 3 the same
God is accused of ¢ breaking the law (vomov) of the Gods, by
respecting the cause of man and abolishing the ancient apportion-
ments (poipas).” These passages show that the notion of
* dispensation * links together Moira and Nomos, with either of

11 891: AO. Eeori ydp oo THode yapbpwt xfovis

elvae Sikalws és 70 wav Tiuwuévy.
XO. dvace’ ’Abdva, riva ue ¢hs Eew Edpar;
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malaiyevels 3¢ polpas pbloas.
See W. Headlam on Agam. 1007 ; and cf. Joh. Diac., els lgmoé. Beoy. dAMNg-
~yoplar 886 #ri 3¢ kal 7ds Moipas dmd Tis Obudos Zebs yevvq, mapboov év Tais
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ra pépy ¢k &v § wéhs.  Aesch. Supp. 403, Zels vépwy 88ika pév kakois, doa
& évvbupors.

1 S0 Dobree ; T#Sey’ dpoipov codd. éuporpov, éepoipe are also conjectured.
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which the word 8cavour} is synonymous. In Pindar,! again, the
word nomos itself denotes the act of dispensing: Cheiron, the
wise centaur, taught Asclepios ‘ the dispensing of medicines with
gentle hand "—¢apudrwy é8i8afe pararxoyepa vouor.

Another derivative, voueis, 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 vouos or vour, both of which substantives denote both
‘ pasturage’ or ‘ feeding-place’ and secondarily ‘ dwelling-place,’
‘ quarters,” Perhaps the nearest equivalent is ‘ range.’ 2

Hence the compound adjective évvouos, which later means
‘ keeping within the law,” “ law-abiding,” has the older sense of
‘ quartered ’ or ‘ dwelling ’ in a country, which is, as it were, the
legitimate range of its inhabitants.®

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 older spatial 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
This aspect 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 exercise 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 ® speaks of the monstrous child of Ixion and
the Cloud as ‘ having no status among men, nor yet in the social

1 Nem. ii. 55.

2 poués is early used metaphorically : ¢ Wide is the range of words’—éréwy
wolDs vouds &vfa xal Evla, Il xx. 249 ; cf. Hesiod, Erga, 403 : dxpriios & &rras
éwéwy youds. Procl. in Plat. Tini. 21 B, p. 30c, 6 uév vouds (Egyptian nome)
&rd Tol veveusjofac Tiy yijp.

* Aesch. Suppl. 565: Bporol of vy@s vé67 Hrav &vvouor. Pind. P. ix. 69:
tva oi xfovds aloarv . . . Evvopnor Swphoerac.

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

Classics (Oxford, 1908), p. 157. I owe much to this valuable essay, and
especially to Professor Myres’ remarks on ¢docs and »duos. 5 Pyth. ii. 43.
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order of the Gods ’—oiir’ &v av8pdos yepacdopov, obr’ év Gedv
véuois. 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 éxvéuos, where we should say ‘ preternatural.” The half-
divine child outranged 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 nemus) 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 is reason to believe that a nemos was at first rather
a sacred enclosure or clearing in a wood, perhaps 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
gtill 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,

! Nem. i. ‘56.

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

Beitr. z. Gesch. d. gr. Phil. w. 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. mi) ita sunto quoad ego caste lingua
nuncupauero.

Olla ueter arbos, quirquir est, quam me sentio dixisse, templum
tescumgue finito tn sinistrum.

Olla ueter arbos, quirquir est, quam me sentio diwisse, templum
tescumgue 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, the ancient memos sanctuary. It is a ‘range’
assigned for the peculiar working 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 * (¢8vrov, ¢Barov) 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 memos i3 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

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

? Compare also Pindar’s description of Herakles founding Olympia (OL
x. (xi.) 45). Herakles begins by ‘measuring out a grove’ (¢rafuiro d\cos
and ‘staking it round’ (repurdfas " ANty Siékpue).

8 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).

How came the Woodland Goddess to be regarded as the
abstraction ‘ Avenging Anger’? 1 It ig 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 ‘ re'ribution '—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, pépewv)
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 nemos 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 nomos, sought
inspiration 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 inter duos lucos est,
asylum aperit.” Dion. H. Anf. ii. 15: uefépiov duoiv Spuudv. See Frazer,
T'otemism, 1. 96, and Golden Bough?3, part 1. vol. ii. p. 176,
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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 associations, seemed almost
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 so custom. 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
Motra 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 nemein,
as 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

1Ol viii. 86 elxopar dupl cakiy wmoipg Néueow OuxoBovhov uh Béuer gAN
drjpavror dywe Blotov adrois T défor xai mé\w. amfuavror, because riua is
the more frequent gift of Néueois: Hes. Theoy. 223 rixre 8¢ xai Népeow,
wiua Gvnroige Spbrowo. Cf. Theol. Arith, p. 32 (of Pythagoreans): Néuesw

- . s -
kahoboe Ty werrdda® réuel yoly wpoonkbyTws TH Te olpdria Kai Oefa kal purikd
FTOLXELD TOIS WEVTE,

? The old sense of #fos seems to survive in Empedocles, frag. 17, 1. 27,
whe says of the elements :

TabTa yap lod Te wdrra kal e yévray daot,
Toudls 8 EANYs EXNo uéder, wdpa & Hfos €xdoTy.

3 wolpa means ‘limit’ in Od. xix. 592 (one cannot always go without sleep),
éxl yip o éxdary polpay Edyxar dbdvaro. Ovroioy, and is almost equivalent to
taboo in Hesiod, Erga, 744 :

undé wor’ olvoxbmy Tibéuer Kpyrijpos Urepfe
mworTWr® 6oty Yap ém’ abr poipa Térverar,
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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 ru e 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 (vouss), each
daemon being sufficient in himself in all things for his own flock
(ols adros éveper), 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 end of the Golden period, the Governor of the Universe
let go the tiller and left the world to the reverse impulse of Fate
and its own inborn desire. Then ‘all the Gods who in their
several 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

1 271 p: ws viv kara Témous, TalTdy Tobro Umd fedv dpxbvrwy wdvTy TR Tob
kbouov uépn dtethpuuéva.  kai 07 kal T4 {da kard yévn kai dyélas olov vouss Geloc
Sie\fpecar daiuores, alrapkis els wdvra €xacTos éxkdoTos @ ols avrds éveuer,
&at oY dypiov Hiy ol'dev oliTe GANGAwy €dwlal, wéheuds 7’ olk évfy o0d¢ oTdois TO
wapdmrap.

2 Erga, 276 : Tévde yap dvBpwmoiat vbuor diérate Kpoviww,

Ix0oe uév kal Onpoi kal olwvols weTenyols
éoBéuev aANNGNous, émel ob Siky éoriv év avrols*
avfpumoiot & Edwke dlxqy . . .

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

3 Pol. 272 E. For Nemesis and the Daemons see Ps.-Timaeus, «. fuxés
kbopw 104 E: &ravra §¢ 7abra (about the soul-wandering) év devrépg mepiddyp
¢ Néueais aurdiékpwe alv dalpoot madauvaloss xOovios re, Tols émbwrais rw
arfpwrtywr, ols 6 wivTwy dyeudw Beds émérpeye dwlknow kbopw. . . .
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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 ’ 1—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{xns kA1jpois AayydvorTes); and making
themselves at home in their several countries, ‘as shepherds
(voufis) 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’ (vod Siavou), 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 distinc-
tion and order.’” Reason takes the place of Zeus, as Zeus had
taken the place of Moira. But the function of the supreme power
remains the same—to  introduce distinetion and order,” to effect
a diakosmesis—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
of classified structure in the universe, so in philosophy the creative
Mind makes a tardy appearance and claims to have designed a
system which for Anaximander was produced by motion.

The process itself, however, throughout all these stages
remains in essence the same. It is a process of apportionment
(noipa), distinction (8idxpeais), dispensation (Suavous), lawgiving
(vowoeBeaia), ordering (8caxdounais). The personal God of

! Plut. Mor. 964 B="Porph. de abst. i. 5, p. 88: ovde pdppakor 0dde laua Tis
% Tov Blov dvacpotons dmoplas % Thy 6¢xa¢o¢r'ﬁmv e‘xop.e.v, &‘v ,wlh Tbt’ dpxaior ‘v(mov
xal 8pov puNdTTWNEY, @ ka8’ ‘Heolodov (loc. cit. supra) o Leds Tas ¢u0'e;s Siehwy kal
Oéuevos lolg Thy yevly éxdrepor ‘ixiot mév, k.7 109 a ff,

3 Laws, 713 p: 74w 1ol Nob Siavouiy émovoudfovras Néuov.
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religion and the impersonal Reason of philosophy merely re-
enact as ‘ dispensers* (Noudjs) 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 in 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 ! learnt at Dodona that the Pelasgians worshipped
nameless gods, whom they called simply theor, because * they had
set all things in order (xoopue Oévres), 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,
1t 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

! ii. 52. For the association of xoouely and véueww, of. Plato, Protag. 320¢ :
The Gods ordered Prometheus and Epimetheus xocufica: e kal veiuar duvdues
éxdoTois s mpéree ; and the rest of that myth.

% eldca. For the meaning of eldos, see A. E. Taylor, Varia Socratica,
i. 184 (Oxford, 1911), who shows that the word in current usage means
‘bodily form’ or physique.



38 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

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 (dyafoi daiuoves),
each rooted to the portion of earth inhabited and cultivated by
his worshippers. This was his moira, and within it all dispensa-
tions (vouai) were in his hands. He was the sole guardian and
saviour (¢pvraf, cwrip) of his people in war, and he also and above
all gave them the fruits of earth in times of peace. These local
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 mosra 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
theology. 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-
hellenic 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 representation in Greek poly-
theism or polydaemonism. This is a system of departments
(morrar) clearly marked off from one another by boundaries of
wnwviolable taboo, and each the seat of a potency which pervades
that department, dispenses its power within #, 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 life is confined by the
appointment of Destiny and Justice—these are older than the
Gods and they outlast them. The course of philosophy starts
from the same point from which, centuries earlier, religion took
its departure on the way that led to the last and fatal ab-
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 regions 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 notion 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
a matter of simple common-sense, which would occur to any
man who sat dowr, 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 supernatural, 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 is ordained ’ ; 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.t 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 provinees 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 sentence
about ‘paying the penalty for injustice,” adds: wouprikwrépos olirws Svbpacw
avTd Néywy. Similarly, Aristotle dismisses Plato’s technical terms rapddeyua
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. This representation was, moreover, of a
religious character; it was taken over by philosophy from
religion, not 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 deductipns from what he observed.
It would be long indeed before anything presented to his un-
biassed perceptions would lead him to suppose that Nature had
any respect whatever for moral standards. Wherever and
whenever a professed man of science upholds such an opinion,
we may be certain that he is not formulating a description of
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 inférieures, 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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about ourselves an inalienable and ineradicable framework
of conception, which is not of our own making, but given to
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 sB.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 imposed

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.?
If “morality touched with emotion *is a bad definition of religion,
‘ custom touched with emotion * is a good definition of morality ;

! 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.

? 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 psychology has been 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, but
imposed upon the individual from without. Or, to speak more
strictly, 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 social3, p. 175.
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beyond the sphere of simple physical necessities on the 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 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
1t that the religions of the world are geographically 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

! Cf. Durkheim, Sur la div. du trav. soc.%, p. 180: *Si l'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 4 la liberté individuelle dans les sociétés 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 lindividu ab-
dique ; et méme il n’est pas juste de parler d’abdication 1a ot il 1’y a rien
a 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
contagiously by herd-suggestion, 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.l

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

1 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 has hardly passed the threshold of China.” See also p. 165.
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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 a 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 conlinuous
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 thosc tremendous emotions
which enforce human custom or morality 2 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, ¢’est qu'ils consistent

. . en des actes universellement réprouvés par les membres de chaque
société’ (Sur la div. du trav. soc.3, 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 isthis:

Moira came to be supreme in Nature over all the subordinate
wills of men and Gods, because she was first supreme vn human
society, which was continuous with Nature. Here, too, we find
the ultimate reason why Destiny is moral : she defines the limats
of mores, of social custom.

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.? 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 : mévre
5¢ ol fivac mepiehddes domeipyyro, al 8o pév yAavkolo kehawvorépar kvdyoto,
% 8¢ pla Yagpaph T kal éx wupds olov dpudph. . . .

$ See also Lévy-Bruhl, Les fonctions mentales dans les sociéiés 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 Zufis,
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 huacas (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, chague groupe totémique,
a une place qui lui est assignée par son affinité mystique avec telle ou telle
région de '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
primitive microcosm is the tribe. We are reminded that the
very word cosmos was a 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 (dmapyai) 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
("Orvumros).”  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,” lepév), except the gates. But
for this precaution, they could not without fear of spirits (dvev
Sevoiacpovias) have carried in or out necessaries which were
not pure.?

1 It is a curious circumstance that Pindar (OL. vii,) clearly suggests a
parallel between the triple political division of Dorian Rhodes (which was
settled ‘according to tribes,” rpux8a 8¢ Giknfer xarapuviadév, I1. ii. 668) and
the division of the world amoeng the Gods, which he describes in the con-
text. Kameiros, Talysos, and Lindos dmrdrepfe Exov, 8ia yalav Tpixa dacod-
Kevou marpwiay, doréwy polpav, xékhqrrar 3¢ opw €5pac.  Cf. above, § 9.

? Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encycl. s.v. Comitium.’ 8 Plut. Vit. Rom. xi.
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94. 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 power in the
universe, was very closely allied to Nomos, in the sense of
constitutional order, Now it appears that Moira is simply a pro-
jection, or extension, of Nomos from the tribal group to the .ele—
mental grouping of the cosmos. We can read a new sense mnto
the apophthegm ascribed to Pythagoras,! that ¢ Themis in the
realm of Zeus, and Dike in the world below, hold the same place
and rank as Nomos in the cities of men ; so that he who does not
justly perform his appointed 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 Tambl. Vit. Pyth. ix. 46 : robs yap dvfpdmovs eldiras 67 réwos mwas wpoodel-
ra¢ Sikaiootvys pubomotely THy abrhy Tdkw Exew woapd 7¢ Ad iy Ouw kal wapl
7 Iovrwwe Thy Alegy xal katd ras worers Tov Néuov, lva 6 uy &Katws.é(ﬁ’ &
réraxras wouow dua palvyyrue wdyra TOV Kbopor TUVAdLKGY, The conception of

Dike will be further discussed below in chap. vi.
2 Soph, Ant. 449:

KP. xal 877 éroluas Tobod’ twepBaivey vbuovs ;
AN. ob ydp 7l pot Zeds fiv 6 knpbas Tdde,

ol % Ebvawkos TGV kdTw Bedy Alky

Towvod’ &y drfpdmotay dpioey véuovs®

THE ORIGIN OF MOIRA 66

We are now in a position to formulate the answer to our
main question, as follows:

Primitive beliefs about the nature of the world were sacred (religious
or moral) beliefs, and the structure of the world was itself a moral
or sacred order, because, in certain early phases of social develop-
ment, the structure and behaviour of the world were held to be
continuous with—a mere extension or projection of—the structure
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,
1ts 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
Moira 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

0082 abévew TooolrToy Wouny T4 od

knpoypald’, Gor’ dyparra kdopalf Gedv

vépipa d0vaclar Ovnrdv Svl bmepdpauelv, 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
moire will overtake him who breaks them and fears not Dike.

1 Totemism and Hxogamy, in four vols. Macmillan, 1910,
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of the Greeks. It may have been so; 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 identity. This is all our thesis
demands. Totemism is merely a social system in which this
fundamental representation has hardened into a permanent
framework, still extant for our observation. It is, therefore,
convenient to describe its institutions, just in so far as they
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 Frazer, Tolemism, 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 totem rather 4s the social group, embracing
human and non-human members alike, than an external badge,
or attribute, or anything 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.”* 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.
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full member of a totem-clan may not, in ordinary circumstances,
eat his totem animal or plant ; and he may not marry a woman
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.? 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,” ¢ 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 Pinceste,’
Année Sociologique, i. p. 1 fI.

¢ 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, Clytaemnestra successfully diverts the attention of the Chorus from her
personal motive, sexual jealousy, to the daluwyv ~évyys 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 : vbowr xal worwy 70v peylorwy, & 5% malaly ék
pnpiudTwy wobéy Ev Tice TGV yevdv v,
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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.

Society, in a word, is a system of moirai ; 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
significant 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’
(noip’ oxon Bavdroro).

28. The social 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

1 I 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.

% Frazer, Totemism, 1. 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-
buted into corresponding groups; and to each 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
be subject to the same taboos, and bound to the observance of
the same customs, as the human group with which it is identified.
The positive side—observance of custom—we shall consider later,
when we turn to magiec. But on the negative side—the side
of taboo—we find at last the explanation of our problem—the
supremacy of Moira 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 against nature, but radiate in unbroken
lines from the centre of society to 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 o préort 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 philosophers
attended to these ultimate problems, and presumed such uni-
versal maxims, is that they were already emphasised in religious
and popular representation. 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 human 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 Klements

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 Uhistoire 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.



62 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

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’ (to dmecpor)
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 * limitless thing,’
like 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

1 For this theory of the two kinds of solidarity and the cause of segmen-
tation, see E. Durkheim, Sur la division 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.
Empedocles made these four elements ultimate irreducible
forms, the ‘ roots of all things,” and reasserted their ‘ equality.’ 1
Their complete 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. Kach
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’ (éxpiots, amérpiois)
from the indeterminate One, of ‘contraries’ (évavria). Two

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

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

8 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 iuherent 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 distinet 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
(taoTipos or lodpopor). Empedocles 2 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
antagonism, 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 (Neikos, Eris, etc.), there
is also Love and Agreement (Philia, Harmonia, etc.). This
general scheme of conception runs through all ancient physical

! For all this subject, see O. Gilbert, Met. Theor, p. 28 ff.
2 See above, p. 15.
% Frag. 17. 27:
rafro ydp loa Te wdvra kal ke yévvay Eaot,
Tiufs 8 EMns Ao péder, wdpa & FHfos éxdoriy,
¢y 8¢ uéper kparéovar weprwhouévoro xpbvoto.
Sophocles, El. 86, follows Empedocles (Gilbert, Met. T'heor. 35): & ¢pdos
aryvdv kal yfis Lobpocp’ dnp.
¢+ For this meaning of #dos, 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
18 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
limitless 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

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 wp 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 ¢: 6 pdv ds Tpla T BvTa, moheuel 8¢ dANANots Evlote abTdy drTa 1Y, TéTE 5

kal o yryvbueva ydpous e kal Térovs kal Tpogds TGr éxybrwy mwapéyerars 8o 8¢
Erepos elmwp, Dypov xai Enpdv 9 Oepudv kal Yuxpbr, cuvokile Te alTd xai éxdidwot.
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drawn asunder always, it is always being drawn together’;?
the softer (Empedocles) relaxing this ‘ always,” and saying that
the All is one and many ¢n 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
(véveais) 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 meet in 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,? < 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 now
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: lows 8¢ 70v évavriwy % ¢vois yhixerar kal éx
TobTWY dwoTeel TO chupwror . . . dowep duéhe TO dpper suriyaye wpds 8 O
Kkal oly éxdrepoy wpds 7O oudgulov. Heracl. frag. 10 (Diels), 59 (Byw.),
dcapepbuevor avugéperar k. 1.\, is quoted in illustration,

2 Theog. 116: % Tor puéw mpdricra Xdos yéver’, adrip Ewera

Ta?’ edpborepros, wdvTwy Edos dopalds alel,
Tdprapa 1’ fepbevra pvxy xords evpuodeins
78 "Epos. . . .

3 It is this gap that is filled with heat when Zeus makes his thunder-
storm, Theog. 700: xabua 3¢ Becméoiov xdrexer xdos. Schol. ad v. 116 of
8¢ elpfiadar paci xdos mapa 16 xelobal, 8 dori Yéerbar® ol 8¢ paciy dwd T0b xadely,
8 dori xwpew . . . 7 obv els Td ororyela dudkpiois kal diaxdpnois, xdos. . . .
AAAQZ. xdos Méyew 7dv xexvpévor dépa, kal yap Zmpédoros obirws pnal, Baxyuhldys
3¢ xdos Tov dépa dvbuace, Nywy mepl Tob derod’ ‘ Nwudrar 8 év drpvyéry xde®
{(d7pire is the true reading, Bacch. v. 26). Cf. Ibycus, frag. 28: wordra: &
év d\horply xdes.
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and Heaven were one, as Melanippe the Wise, in Euripides,!
had learnt from her half-divine mother :

¢Tt 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.’

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

This account of the beginning 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.’

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 darkness
associated with heaven and earth.4

1 Frag. 484 N2, ap. Diod. Sic. i. 7, trans, Professor Murray.
2 i. 496 (Diels, Frag. d. Vors. ii. p. 479):
feidev & ws yaia xal obpavds 10¢ fdhacoa
70 wplw éx’ AANAN oo peje curapnpbra popeii
velkeos ¢£ hoolo Jiéxpifer duels ExaoTa.

3 Bloomfield, Religion of the Veda, p. 124.

4 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 drreipo.
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 importance in totemic societies—the division of the tribe
into two exogamous phratries ? 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 (cvororyiar) 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 aggression—each seeking to invade
the province of the other. But this very invasion involves a
mixing of the two elements—a reconciliation, or marriage,* in
which both combine to produce a compound, the individual thing.
Earth and Heaven are essentially the female and male principles
in Greek cosmology. In the ‘gap’ between their sundered
forms appears the winged figure of the cosmic Eros, whose
function is to reunite them. In the more primitive cosmogonies,
which make the world begin with the hatching 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-

Y D. F. V.2 i p. 271, 2 Arist. Met. A5, 986a 15.
3 See below, p. 190.

4 uitis, ployeofar gehbryry, is perhaps the commonest metaphor for marriage
in Greek.

® Ar. Birds, 693. For the world-egg see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 410 ff.
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acter 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 is it 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 Mosra 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

v Timaeus, 50 c. 2 Met. A6, 9884 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.

III
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.
Statically conceived, Nature means the system of all phenomena,
in time and space, the total of all existing things; and the
‘nature ’ of a thing is its constitution, structure, essence. But
it has never lost its other, dynamic, side—the connotation of
force, of primordial, active, upspringing energy—a sense which,
as its derivation shows, is original.?

Hitherto, 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 Mosrar 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.’

“ 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.).
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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 (ro 8éov) to perform it, when some natural
impulse prompts us to do something else. But the mere mention
of ‘ custom’ (ta vopuipa, Ta vourlopeva) 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 outery 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 ¢uous is used in the sense of natural
tnstincts as opposed to the restraint of morality. The Adikos Logos in
Aristophanes’ Clouds, 1078, says: éuol & Su\dv xpd 77 ¢ioe, gxipra, yéla,
véuife undéy aloxpév. Isocr., Areop. 38, says that, in presence of the august
Areopagus, you may see people who in other circumstances are unbearable
dkvolvras 75 pioer xphicfar kal udA\hov Tois éxel vouluors # rals alrdv xaxiais
éuuévovras,

2 Cf. J. L. Myres, ‘Herod. and Anthrop.” (dnthropology and the Classics,
Oxford, 1908), p. 158, who points out that the opposition of »éuos and ¢ios
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 ¢s, 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
essential importance of fish in their economy.? Thus the ‘ nature’
or ‘essence’ vs the social function: the physis is the nomor;
and both words denote the active, socially organised 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
duties and magical observances, centred on the totem ; the
unity of the mowra is the unity of its nomot. The whole collective
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 iy 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. In a puresystem of totemism, the human
and non-human members, as we have insisted, are not distin-
guished, but considered as identical ; hence neither can be said
to ‘ control ’ the other. Their magical ceremonies are essentially
co-operative and sympathetic—the common function of the group
as an undivided whole. So, too, when 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 pre-present,! the group-behaviour—
actually to produce, there and then, with more or less realism,
the action required of their totem, 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.

The 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

! ¥or magic as pre-presentation, see J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 4.
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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 want done.
The rainmakers believe 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 continuity of the
whole group—rainmakers and rain—and of their functions,
then rainmaking and rainfall are, 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 expresses itself in action,
which, being necessarily co-operative, is of a customary and
ritual kind, the rthythm 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 '-—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 is
pre-religious

It appears, then, that the primitive magical fact is intense
emotional activity, collectively experienced by a group. We
shall presently have to inquire under what form this experience
1s 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,
so 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 collective emotion, desire, and action.!

In this primary stage we find a pre-religious condition of
mankind ; for in the definition of religion we include some repre-
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

! Cf. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 283 .
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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
by way of influence or compulsion, but by sympathetic co-
operation of human and non-human clansmen alike. This is not
religion, but pure magic. The difference between the two is
seen to be this. The religious complex consists of worshippers
on the one side and a spirit or God, distinct from them in kind
and power, on the other. This distinction first makes it possible
for the worshippers to control, influence, persuade, worship, the
God ; they can offer him gifts and beg for benefits in return.
But in the stage of pure magic the distinction has not yet broken
out. The magical complex is one and continuous, both in kind
and in power. No distinction is felt between one part of it and

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 is a religious representation, but it is minimal,
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another, because no distinction, however superficially obvious,
is of any importance as against the identity of nature and
functions. Hence, anything of the nature of worship is excluded
by the very definition of such a group. A totem is not a God ;
it i3 in any case (as 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 called the collective consciousness of
the group as a whole. Unlike their private experiences, this
pervading consciousness is the same in all, 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 i3 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 occupies 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 is 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
individual—first comes to be felt as different from my own
power, it is necessarily felt, in part, as a constraint, which imposes
from without some sort of control over my actions. At first
1 shall feel myself powerless againstit. Its dominance is absolute
because the force is not wholly external. The collective con-
sciousness is also immanent in the individual himself, forming
within him that unreasoning impulse, called conscience, which,
like a traitor within the gates, acknowledges 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.
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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 the first religious representation is a
representation of the collective consciousness itself—the only
moral power which can come to be felt as imposed from without,
and therefore need to be represented. Considered as moral
and prohibitive, it is the first ‘ not ourselves 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 repression, imposing an external constraint—will
give rise to conceptions such as Avenging Anger (Nemesis),
Justice (Dike), and Destiny (Moira), when these are conceived
a8 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
negative, but rather consist of the positive, 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 representation 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 * (¢ocwuarov), 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.

2 The Melanesians, Oxford, 1891, p. 118.
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observer, ‘ The Omahas regard all animate and inanimate forms,
all phenomena, as pervaded by a common life which 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 its social importance,
would have a specific wakonda or mana of 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 classifichtion.

1 A. C. Fletcher, ¢ The Significance of the Scalp-lock,’ Journ. of Anthrop.
Studies, xxvil. (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 individuals. Cf.
Lévy-Bruhl, Founctions mentales, p. 109.

3 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. A 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 1—a fact still marked in lin-
guistic usage by the use of the words ‘ genus,” ‘ genre,”  kind,’
etc., 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 fact 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
supposed vehicle 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. Kinship 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 & savage the vehicle of kinship—the sympathetic continuum,
as we shall henceforth call it—can only be represented as a
fluid which takes the shape of the compartments which it fills.

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-

1 See Durkheim et Mauss, ¢ Classifications primitives,” dnn. Sociol. vi.

2 Cf. Lévy-Bruhl, Fonctions mentales, etc., p. 145: ¢Wakan (Wakonda
ne saurait mieux se comparer quw'e 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, eollective soul, and the mystic property possessed
by all ‘sacred’ or ‘divine’ things (ibid., p. 141},

NATURE, GOD, AND SOUL 87

ship—the blood of the group-kin. This actual substance
answers exactly to our description of the continuum, for the blood
is the life—the common life, derived, not from the natural parent,
but from the tqtem-ancestor.! The same fact, of kinship, 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 ’ (physts).
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 nothing but a representation of that collective
consciousness itself, 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 (nomot); these functions
constitute its nature (physis), considered as a vital force proper
to that group. Religion begins with 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 Einzelleben identifiziert wird, so das Blut mit dem Leben
des Stammes.’

2 1 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
life. (5) And this fluid, since it takes the outline of a social
group, whose ‘ nature’ it is, will inevitably be identified with
the blood, which is common to the kin. (6) This kindred blood
is, 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 rational
speculation, the notion constantly persists, of a system of moiras,
each filled by a specific living force, beneficently operative
within 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—motra,
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
formula ; it did not break them down and sweep them away.
Hence, as we shall see, when the Milesian philosophers quietly
left the Gods out of their scheme of things, and supposed them-
selves to be dealing straight with natural facts, what really
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happened was that they cleared away the overgrowth 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.l

The brief sketch, then, which follows, of the passage from
magic to religion, is not a digression; it is an attempt to
indicate the process of theological complication which was un-
ravelled again at the passage from religion to philosophy. But
not completely unravelled. Philosophy, in our view, tried to
cut away the superstructure of theological representation, and, in
8o doing, unwittingly harked back to the magical representation
which preceded theology ; but meanwhile, in the religious age,
the ideas of God and of the soul had become too firmly estab-
lished. Philosophy could not sustain the effort of simply dis-
pensing with them altogether. They perpetually haunt the
philosopher, and distract speculation from the domain of observ-
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
“Soul.’” The notion of the group-soul is closer to the original
fact of group-consciousness, of which, indeed, it is the first
mythical representation. The notion of God, as distinet from
Soul, arises by differentiation. Gods are projections into non-
human nature of the representation of the group-soul. At the
same time, Soul is only by one stage the older of the two con-
ceptions. After that, they develop side by side in parallel courses.

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.

It 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.!

1 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 the magical
powers and nature of the human clan, the other those of the
natural species 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 itself, 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 nwoira—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 parting of the magical continuum 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 human 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 really have a specific behaviour. Thus, in
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 consanguinity, 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 types 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 properties of a material fluid; while the blood, though
losing 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, Idacan Daktyls, Korybantes, Satyrs,
etc., and in some cases actually survived as secret cult-societies
far into historic times.!

52. 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 into 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 unnecessory.
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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-functions, 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.2

53. The Daemon of the Magical Sociery

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: *Originatrement (dans
lo mesure ol l'usage de ce terme est permis), l'idée d’dme ne se irouve pas chez
les primatifs. Ce qus en tient la place, cest la représentation en général trés
émotionelle, d’une ou de plusieurs participations qui coexistent et qui s’entre-
croisent, sans se fondre encore dams la conscience nette d’une indsvidualité
vravment une. Le membre d'une tribu, d'un totem, d’un clan, se sent mystique-
ment uni & son groupe soctal, mystiquement uni & l'espéce animale ou végétale
qui est son totem, ete. . .. Ces communions, dont Uintensité se renouvelle et
saccrolt & des moments déterminés (cérémonies sacrées, rites d'initiation et
autres), ne s'empéchent nullement les unes les autres. Elles n’ont pas besoin de
Sexprimer 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 pew & peu cessé d'étre compris, puis d'étre pratiqués, ces
participations conservées dans les usages et dans les mythes précipiteront, pour
ainst dire, sous forme d’ ¢‘ dmes multiples” . . . et plus tard enfin, tout prés de
nous, comme le montre l'exemple des Grecs, ces dmes 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 theos ; the magician for
Hesiod is a ‘ divine man’ (fefos avnp).t 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.

54. 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 Spirit, 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 commaon, 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
responsibility : any kinsman may be held accountable for any
action of the whole group or of any other kinsman. Hence the
blood-feud or vendetta.?

56. Daemons of natural departments

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

! For the suggested derivation of theos from thes- which appears in
wohvlearos Béooacbac, perhaps fesués, Latin festus and feriae, see G, Murray
in Anthropology and the Classics, p. 77. For the felos dvip of Hesiod, cf.
J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 95.

2 For some survivals of this daemon of a gens see above, p. 54.
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Tt 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 object. 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 consciousness 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 moira—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, the soul of a group, not of 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 force without
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 (vévos) is related to
his group.

With these daemons may be classed also the spirits of striking
natural features—rivers, rocks, trees, mountains, wells, etc.—
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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 woipa
v7s) 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.l

We must think of Greece, in pre-Olympian days, as parcelled
out among as many 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
Themais, chap. viil. Sext. Math. ix, 40 : xabdwep 78 THy ~ijv Bedv voulfew, ob
Ty allaxoTouovuérny ) dvacramrouévny ovelav, dANa Ty Sujkovoar €v aiTh Kal
kapropbpoy pvow kal Syrws dacuoviwrdrny.
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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.

57. Polydaemonism in China

The system of polydaemonism, which we can thus make out
in the background of the more familiar polytheism of later
Greece, npears 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 conrse 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 Yin, 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 kwei, spectres ; it is these shen and kwei 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 Yin.” ‘ 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 Tao, 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, a Tao of man pretending to be a
copy of the great T'ao of heaven and earth ’ (p. 135). ‘ Men who
possess the Tao by having assimilated 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. 159). ° 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 Yun. 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).

58. Froin Polydaemonism to Polythetsm

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 Agathos Daimon, the Good Spirit

! 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
portion of earth inhabited 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
mdividual—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.

59. From tmpersonal daemon to individual soul and
personal God

When we call all these entities ‘daemons,” we imply that
they are still impersonal, and not 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 As own.
Now, if we are right in supposing that individual self-conscious-
ness is quite a late growth, that it is only after an age-long
struggle that the individual soul comes to define itself in dis-
tinction from the group, it follows that animism, as so stated,
must be of correspondingly recent date. At first, the individual
has no soul of his own which he can proceed to attribute to other
objects in nature. Before he can find his own soul, he must first
become aware of a power which both is and is not himself—a
moral force which at once is superior to his own and yet is
participated in by him.

Now, as we have seen, the only thing in the world which
answers to that description is the collective consciousness,which
both is immanent in every member of the group and also lies
beyond him, diffused throughout all the members in continuous
distribution. This, then, is the primal source of religious repre-



102 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

sentation. In proportion as it comes to be felt more and more
as ‘mnot ourselves,” it becomes increasingly superhuman and
divine ; 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. The 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 #\:a/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

! Germ. 11, 12. Cf. E. Durkheim, Sur la div. du trav. soc.?, 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.’ 1

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 does 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. This frequent
phenomenon shows how the authority deposited in a king
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 plane to 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 representative and functionary he now becomes,
ruling by ‘divine 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 B. Durkheim, Sur (a division du travail social®, pp. 156, 172.

? Herod. vii. 104: éXevbepor yap €ovres o wdvTa éNevfepol eloi* Emeare ydp o
deamwbrys Nopos. Arist. Pol. 1287a 28, 6 uév odv 16y vduov xehebwy dpxew Sokel
kehevew &pyew Tov Qedv kal Tor volv pbrovs, 6 8'Avbpwmroy kehelwy wposTifnot xal

Onplov* 4 e yap émibunia TowbTor, kal o Guuds dpxovras xal Tols dploTous dvépas
dcagpbelper’ dubmep drev Spéfews 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 loouopos and
toétipos. 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 1t 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

U I1 xv. 197 @ Guyarépecaw Yép T€ kal vidov BéNTepov el

éxmdyrots éméeaow évioaéuer, ols Téker adrés,
ol éfev érpivovros drodrovTar kal dvdayky.

? Lévy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 201. 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, particulidrement qualifié, est
sowvent le véhicule, obligé ou choisi, de la participation qu'il sagit détablir.®
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 wntermédinires 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 system, the head of society is ipso
facto the head of nature also; he is the source of law, which
governs the elements no less than mankind. In this sense, he
is pre-eminently ‘ divine.” Hisjudgments or ‘ dooms’ (OéutaTes)
are, as Hesiod 2 tells us, inspired. The word Themus, like its
cognate, the English ‘ doom,” means both ‘ judgment,” ‘ decree
of right,” and also the oracular utterance of Fate ; once more we
find what ought to be undistinguished from what must and will
be. The king is spokesman of the world-order, of destiny and
law ; 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 Themais, 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. Ience 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 Ioman—the type and genius of all Ionians. 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 (avépoxTaciac) of the warriorsin the Iliad
are simply real conflicts between the tribes, individualised into
the personal achievements of the eponyms that represent them.?
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 Ii. i. 238 the sceptre is held by the kings who are dixdowoloy, of Te
Oépioras wpos Awds elpdarar.  Their judgments are derived from Zeus.

2 E. Bethe, * Homer und die Heldensage,” Newe Jahrb. kiass. Alt. 1902 ;
G. Murray, Rise of the Gireek Epicl, 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, or soul, or mana of a tribe, he
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 (¢vAaf, cwrip), 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

When such a fusion has taken place, the supposed life-history
of the hero will be further enriched by ritual myths. These
myths, 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 (7 hemes, chap. viii.).

2 Hesiod, Erga, 125 of the Spirits of the Golden Race:
mhovTodbTal’ kai ToiTo yépas Bacpiov Erxov,
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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.1

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 strong by feeding on the collec-
tive mana.

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 impersonal and superindividual—the soul
of a group, which outlives every generation of its members.
Beginning as the collective and impersonal life of the group, it
becomes confounded, as we have seen, with the individual
personality of the chief; and there was, probably, a stage in
which only chiefs or heroes 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

1 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.

? See L. 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
distinet 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
(eidolon) is that it is from the first individual—it is the visible
“ shape ’ (exdos) 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
distinet 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 Brga, 156 ff. They were ardpGv fpdwy felov yévos, fuifeor, and BNBio
#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., 7.e. their specific function.

3 Mr. A. E. Crawley (The Iden 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 theorics
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 moira. The ker is an eidolon, or winged sprite, which wears a
sinister 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 that it is the force which
shapes his life from within, and makes or mars his fortunes, not
a ‘ destiny ’ allotted him from without.3

65. The formation of personal Gods, Mystic and Olympiar.

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

! For Homeric psychology, see Rohde, Psyche, chap. i. Among the
Melanesians, ‘if a man has mana it resides in his ‘spiritual part” or
‘“soul,” which after death becomes a ghost. . . . Not every man has mana,
nor every ghost ; but the soul of a 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: rosabryr ¢ daluwy €sxer abrob
wpbvoiay, Srws kalds Njperar iy Baclhewar, w0’ foa pév dvaykaiov Fv wapa-
oxevacf@irar 8¢ doeBelas, Tabra uév Erepos Erpafev, é& dv & olév T’ r botws kal
dikalws NafBely Ty dpxw, Edaybpe Siegptrater. 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. The essential difference between
these two types of God, which persists in spite of all reaction
between them, is that the Mystery God is, from first to last, the
daemon of a human group, while the Olympian God develops
out of the daemon of a local department, who has become dis-
tinct from his worshippers.!

66. The Mystery God

The typical Mystery God of Greek religion is, of course,
Dionysus. 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 state religion,
access to which is the birthright of every citizen. His church,
accordingly, is a trans-social organisation, and essentially of
the same type as the secret society of magicians, with which,
indeed, it easily amalgamates, if it does not directly arise from it.?

It is true that Dionysus represents, not only the soul or life
of a human group, but also the life of all animate nature. But
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. Hence, in 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 Nietzache in his Geburt der Tragidie, a work
of profound imaginative insight, which left the scholarship of a generation
toiling in the rear.

I 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. Dionysus,
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.

Because the province of a Mystery God is always, primarily,
the human society from which he immediately springs, it is
possible for him to remain human as well as divine. In this lies
the secret of the vitality of mystical religions. The character-
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 évfeo.; 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

! 8chol. Ar. Knights, 406 : Bdxyor o0 7ov Abvuaor éxdhovw ubvor, dANd kai
wdvras ToUs TeNodvras 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,

1 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.
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conversely, the divine can enter into man. It is the parent of
mystical philosophies, of monistic and pantheistic systems,
which hold that the One can pass into the Many and yet remain
One. It is also idealistic in tendency, in the sense that it is
other-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
his 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 with a
definite 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 he can be, the relation of worshipper to God cannot be
one of communion : the worshippers cannot re-create and feed
him with their own emotional experience in mystical rites.
God and worshippers do not form one solid group, but con-
front one another, as a social or political unit and a power of
Nature—between which only an external relation, of a con-
tractual or commercial type, can subsist.! 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
that his own mana was a match for the divine mana of Nature.
He who can no longer feel himself strong enough to compel,
resorts to persuasion and the methods of commercial barter.2

! Cf. the analysis of religion in Plato’s Zuthyphro.

3 Cf. Plato, Rep. 364 B, where the mendicant magician at once describes

his power as ‘derived from the Gods’ (3Vvams éx Gedv mopifouévn) and claims
to ‘induce the Gods to serve him’ (rols Geods welforrés o piow Umnpereiv).
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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 Olympus,
and vanish into the sky. Nature, dispeopled of Gods, is left
free for science.

The grouping of the Gods into a patriarchal family involves
(as we saw in the case of human society) differentiation of
function. The Gods, as Herodotus says, from being an in-
distinct 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 simple 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 a local 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 Leitres 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 them must become
not local, but cosmic.

68. The Gods and the Elements

We seem to discern one attempt to provide the Gods with
new moiras 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 Barth 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 #épos and yeiua 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.

? This opposition peeps out in odd places; cf. the herald’s speech in
Aesch. Agam. 655, fuvduosay ydp, Svres Exfroror T8 mply, wip kal fdhacoa, 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 Poseidon
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, loge 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.

Y Hippocer. de Nat. Hom. 7: &s yap 6 éviavrds peréxe pév wis wdrrwy kai viv
Oepuldv xai Ty Yuxpdv kal TGy Enpdy kei TG Yypdv. . . . Plato, Symp. 188a,
quoted below, p. 121.

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

3 See Heidel, ‘Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philosophy,” Arch. 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 cardinal principle
of Olympian theology is that man cannot become a 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 ’ (#févos). 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
respect due to his position and privileges than of any duty
towards his equals or inferiors. This is a necessary consequence
of the growth of his humanised personality. The God who
develops 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.us illustrates the transi-
tion. In Hesiod it retains much of its original sense: the
T of a God is the office which determines his status; it is the
same 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 shifts from the God to his wor-
shipper : it comes to mean the honour which we are bound to
render to him, no longer the service he is bound to render to us.
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Anything he may now be pleased to do for us is an act of grace,
with which he may, or may not, repay our dues of sacrifice.
His nemesis again is no more the ‘ dispensation ’ of good things ;
it passes 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 ca-¢ppwr. Going
too faris mheovéfia—° having more than your equal share’; it
is OBpus, ‘ getting above yourself’; or it is imrepBacia, ‘ 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
¢pbévos.

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 space between Earth
and Olympus comes to be the great moral gulf which mortals
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
to heaven, nor seek to wed Aphrodite, the Cyprian queen, or

1 Pind. Nem. vi. 1. Cf. frag. 104¢ (Schroder): riual 8¢ Bporolar kekpiuérar,
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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 Moirat 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. ‘ Device’ (Poros), and his child Eros, thus come to
be conceived as symbols of unlawful and overweening ambition,

1 Alkman, Partheneion, 1. 13:

kpdrnoe yap Aloa ravréy

[kai I16pos] yepairarot

[Budy- &AN dm]édihos dAkd.

[whTes dvd] pdmwy és wpavdy worobuw,
[undeé wedphrw yausv Tav ’Appoditar,
[Kvmwplav] dvacoarv, 4 T’

[Hved-1G maitda Méprw

[elvariw, Xaloires 8¢ Acds Sbuov
[eloBawov]ow époyAépapor . .

dori Tis Guov Tlas.

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 yrwun, man’s foresight and decision, and T¢x7 share the
world between them. See my Thucyd. Mythistoricus, p. 105.) In Plato’s
Symposium, 2038, Poros is father of Hros—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: 8r. rov Hépov elpnke 1dv adrdy Téu
vmd 7ol "Houbdov ueuvBevuévwr xdew. 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 orvyéew ddorhyrov *Avdyknr.) They are épo-yAépapor: Eros
dwells in their eyes, and they may look up to heaven.

2 Pind. Pyth. il. 30: al 8o & dumhaxiac | pepémovor Tehéforri’ T uév Hpws
§7c | éugpthior alpa mpdriaros obk drép Téxvas éwéuule Grarols, | briTe . . . | Adds
drourww émepdto.  Xph 8¢ xad’ alrdv alel mavros 6pdv uérpov. 1 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 io have prevailed
among the Locrians. The two offences may be only two ways of regarding
this breach of taboo.

3 Pind. Pyth. iv. 90.

# Aesch. P.V.984: pimoré i, & mérriar Moipar, Nexéwy Awbs edvdrepay tSoiofe
Téhovoav® undé whabeiny yauére Tvl TGy € odpavod,
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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
necessity of the separation 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 Symposvum (p. 186 fi.), 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 (o peta Tijs U8pews
"Epws), he speaks of the Eros who is orderly (koo uios), and indeed
1s 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 (wAeovefias kat
axoopias). Such is the physician’s point of view ; he regards
the whole medicat 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 0d. xvii. 565: T@v UBpis Te Bin Te aidrpeov olpavdy iker.

2 Cf. Plato, Laws, 906¢: tiw mheovetlav, év uév capxlvas oduast véonua
kalobuevov, év 8¢ Gpaws érdy ral éviavrdy howuby, év §¢ méheot kal molrelats Tobre
ad 1o piiua uerecxnuariouévar ddiklay,
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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 interval
between the two, so that the universe is bound together in one.’ ?
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 (wafn) and death showed them to be partakers of a
common life with all things that live, and die, and are born again
in Nature.2 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 uéow 3¢ By dugorépwy guumAnpol, dore TO wiv abrd alre
oupdedésbair. For this fovdeouos, see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 418 ff,

2 Plut. Def. Orac. 415 o : éuol 8¢ doxolot whelovas Aboar xai peifovas dwoplas
ol 70 TO¥ Sarpbvwy yévos dv péoy Bévres Oedv kal dvbpdmwy kal Tpbwor Twa TiY
xowwrlay Huiy ouvdyoy els TadTd Kal guvdwror éfeupbutes’ elTe pdywy TOV Tepl
ZuwpodaTpny & Noyos olrbs éoTw, elre Opaixios 4x’ *Oppéws elr’ Alybrrios 3 $piyios,

s rexpapbueba Tals éxarépwbe Teherals dvaueuryuéva wolAd Oyyra xai wévbiua
TGy dpyafouévay kal Spwuévwy lepdv Opdvres,
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The type of philosophy to which an Olympian theology will
give rise will be dominated by the conception of spatial exter-
nality, as Moira had dominated the Gods; and it will tend
towards discontinuity and discreteness. Originating in an
essentially polytheistic scheme, it will be pluralistic. It will also
move steadily towards materialism, because, having no hold upon
the notion of life as an inward and spontaneous principle, 1t
will reduce life to mechanical motion, 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 is also Soul and
God.!

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
been the vehicle of magical sympathy, that now is put forward
explicitly, 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 Aujfussung der Materie (in
Ionian monism), nack der die anderen Elemente Erzeugte des einen sind, bedarf
keiner besonderen gottlicken Kraft, die itber dem Stoffe als solchem stehend, iln
ordnet und bestimmt, bewegt und leitet : 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 Gottheit selbst, welche, in ilom waltend,
eins i8¢ mit thm.
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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 human experience, namely the collective consciousness of a
group in its 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 positive content, on the other hand, we identified
with the sympathetic continuum, which is the vehicle of super-
normal, magical power. This, as constituting the functions,
and therefore the ‘ nature,” of a group, could be visibly 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. OQut of this primitive representation arose, by differ:n-
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 !—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 conceive a sort of spiritual substance, common
to souls and Gods, a supersensible vital fluid, or gas, which is
not to be completely identified with any visible or tangible 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 themselves 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 and complexity, dis-
covering latent contradictions and antinomies, which force

I 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 to
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
Plato 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 us lives im-
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 common 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, Divine

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
Tonians 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 nistorians of
Greek philosophy are, of course, aware that Aristotle’s review

1 It is, T 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,
ete.), which are sometimes mere guesses, sometimes deduced from a priori

views about the structure of the world, sometimes supported by genuine
observation,



128 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

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 (70 wav éuruyor). This statement
accounts for the mobility of physis. Its motion, and its power
of generating things other than itself, are due to its life (Yruy7),
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
etdola, ghosts, concepts, images, etc.2 It is soul-substance,

1 Cf. Plato, Laws, 892¢: ¢plow Bovhovrar Néyew yévesw Thy mepl 1o mplra
€l 8¢ pavicerar Yuxh wplbrov, ot wip obde dhp, Yuxd) & év mpdrots yeyevnuérn,
axeddv dpfdrara Néyorr’ dv elvas Sapepbyrws gioet.

% 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 fI.
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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 physts 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’
(o Oeiov): 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 physus.

76. Physis as Soul

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

! Frag. 2: olov § yuxh % huerépa dijp oboa guykparel uds, xai 8\ov Tov kbouov
wvedua xal dyp mepiéyer. Compare Pythagoras’ ‘boundless breath’ outside
the heavens, which is inhaled by the world (Arist. Phys. §6, 213 22), and
Heracleitus’ ‘divine reason,” which surrounds (mepiéxet) us and which we
draw in by means of respiration (Sext. Emp. Adv. Math. vii. 127). See
Burnet, £.G. P.%, pp. 79, 120, 170, and Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 749.
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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
t9 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 universal
soul as also homogeneous with the parts of it in animals, since
it is through something of the surrounding element (Tod
mepiéyovros) being cut off and enclosed in animals that the
animals become endowed with soul. But if the air when split
up remains homogencous, 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.’ !

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

! De anim. av. 17 ff. The case of the Indian dtman appears to be exactly
para.ll.el 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 rule;
them all from within, ‘“he is thy soul, the inner guide, the immortal.” . . .
This dtman who alone exists is the knowing subject in us . . . and with
the knpwledge of the dtman, therefore, all is known. . . . The dtman 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, Reli d Phi ] )
hads, o trans, 1006, p. 557 n, Relig. and Plilos. of India, Upawi-
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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 physs.

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 were 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 hagsoulinit.” Aetius 2 describes 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’ (fedw elvar mAfpn mdrTa), a8 Thales said (899 B). Cf. Arist. Phys. 265b 32.

2 Aet. i. 7. 11: 70 8¢ wav Eupuyov dua xai Sawwbrwy wATpes® Sukew 8¢ did Tob
orouxeuddovs Uypol Suwauy felay kwmrixhw abrob. In Diog. L. ix. 7, mdvra yuxav

elvas kal Sawubvwy whihpy 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 physts, will
try the expedient of levelling down life to external mechanical
motion, communicated by colliding particles of dead matter.

78. Soul as Knowing

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 (alofnos), not distinguished from
thought, was taken as the type of all cognition, and this is a
form of action at a distance.? 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,® assumed
the maxim that ‘ like knows like,” which is a special case of the
more general axiom :  Like can only act on like.”4 Here again

Y De anim. a4, 408b 1,

% 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 7t kal xweigfas), 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 aftracts like,” is assumed by
the philosophers down to Plato, and this assumption makes them to explain
weight and lightness by the tendency of all bedies to move towards their
Ckindred’—m wpds 70 avyyevéds 6d6s, Plato, Tim, 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-
gentation. 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 from this principle that, if the Soul is to know the
world, the world must ultimately consist of the same substance
as Soul. Physis and Soul must be homogeneous. Aristotle
formulates the doctrine with great precision :

‘ 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 T'imaeus 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.” !

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 is 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
aioclnTijpia (sense-organs) is the cause of our being able to per-
ceive objects. The adAloiwats (v.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 aicOnrd and alcbnripia 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 : dv6pwmoc yip Kal
T4 dANa {@a dramvéorta foel TG dépr.  Kal TobTo abrols xal Yuxh éori kal voyais,

. . kal édv Tolro dwarhaxdi, droBviores kal 5 vodois émielmer,

% I. 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 (760 felov), 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 ® 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 Oelov THv GAqv ¢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 (feiws elpfiofadr),
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 physts is overlooked by historians of philosophy ;
yet it can hardly be over-emphasised. Philosophy is the im-
mediate successor of theology, and the conceptions held by
philosophers of the relation between the ultimate reality and
the manifold sense-world are governed by older religious con-
ceptions of the relation between 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 in 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. v 4, 2035 12. 2 Frag. 5. 3 Met. A8, 1074b 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 superserisible
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.? Really, it was an entity of the same order as ether,
and it was regarded in the same way as amenable to a prior:
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

! For the divinity of the elements see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 664 ;
O. Gilbert, ‘ Spekulation u. Volksglaube in der ionischen Philosophie,” Arch,
J. Relig. xiii. 306 ff., and drch. f. Gesch d. Philos. xxii. 279: die ganze
tonische und eleatische, nicht minder auch die Pythagoreische Spekulation ist
nicht als ein Suchen nack der Gottheit, d. h. nach der die Weltentwickiung
bedingenden und tragenden Gottessubstanz.

? It will be remembered that Dr. Frazer writes: ¢ Both branches of magic,
the homeopathic and the contagious, may conveniently be comprehended
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 a 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 Karly 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
1s 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 that although it goes
the whole way to the extreme of ‘ materialism,” the properties
of immutability and impenetrability ascribed to atoms are the
last degenerate forms of divine attributes.

In fine, the various schools treat this substance in an a prior:
way, as if 1t 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 realige 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
1s 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 so 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 philosophers lies in the fact that, to a large extent, they
did not trouble to invent bad arguments at all, but simply
stated their beliefs dogmatically. 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 a poem, as 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 remodels, lies the practical impulse
which drives man to extend his power over Nature, an impulse
which found its first collective expression in magic. In order
to 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.?
At a later stage, the myth becomes ‘ aetiological,” that is to say,

1 Cf. Diog. L. proem. 13, ¢ocopias 8¢ 8bo ~yeybvagw dpxal, 4 Te dwd
’Avatiudrdpov kal 4 dwé Hubaybpov.
2 For this view of Myth, see J. E. Harrison, Themis, 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,
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
morraz.

! 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.!
To classify things is to name them, and the name of a thing,
or of a group of things, is its soul; 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 its reach. Speech is the
Logos, which stands to the universe in the same relation as
the myth to the ritual action : it is a descriptive chart of the
whole surface of the real.

Early 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 aitia or aition, in the sense rather of * explanation ’
than of ‘ cause.” It is true that the aitia is thrown into the
past, by that curious psychological process which transformed
the aorist tense (* this s done ’) into the past (* this was done’) ;
but the aitia remains rather a representation of the significance
of the rite than a mere historical account of its first enactment.
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 knowing defines and determines what is known’
(Simpl, de Caelo, 608, % yap yvdais opifer kal meparol 10 yvwobéy, D.F. V.2
p. 329). For this conception of the work of the intellect, see Bergson’s
Fvolution Créatrice.

2 P, Beck, ¢ Erkenntnissth. d. prim. Denkens,’ Zeitschr. f. Phil. u. phil.
Kritik, 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 ¢vass), and
insists that this supersensible ground (air{a) 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’
(harpedonaptai), who marked out the divisions of the soil in Egypt after the
inundations of the Nile (see Burnet, Z. G.P2 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, i1t 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 human soul with home-
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.2

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 scientific tradition
(Anaximander, Anaximenes, the Atomists) admit ‘innumerable worlds’
(&mrecpor kdomOL).

2 The description of the mystic tendency, which we contrast with the
scientific, 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 achievement, 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 Cif. Burnet, £.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.
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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 physts, because its function now is to inform
and animate, not Gods, but the world we see : 1t 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’ (apx#). The problem
is, how to get 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 separation (amoxpeais) 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’ (dmewpov)—a word which specially suggested
to the Greek mind the having no beginning, middle, or end.
Physis is thus called ‘ the unlimited,” primanly 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
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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 physss 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

v Arist. Phys. v4, 203b 6: xal wepiéxew dravra xal kvZeprdv. 0. Gilbert,
‘Spekulation u. Volksglaube,” drch. f. Relig. xiii, p.- 312: Damit tritt aber
dem tatsichlich bestehenden Kampf- und Raubzustande der Welt eine hohere
sittliche Ordnung gegenitber und diese letatere kann nur auf 7o Getov schlecht-
hin, das absolut G'ottliche des dmeipov, zuruckgefithrt werden.

% Eisler ( Weltenmandel, ii. 666) identifies Anaximander’s dmrepor with the
“ Orphic’ supreme God Chronos or Aliw dmewpos. If this is right, as I incline
to think, dwepos 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’
(uetypa). Once more, it seems right to interpret the name
‘ limitless * in a negative way. It is not fire or air or water or
earth, and has not the distinct and li nited 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 unconsclously 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 scheme correspond
to individuals; the moral ordinance of physis enjoins them
to keep within their regions, exactly as Moira, in Olympian
theology, restricted the Gods to their departments.

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.?

! If I 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
ésadpevor). 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 instine-
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 physis.

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

} Frag. 2= Aet. i. 3. 4, * Cf. Barnet, £.G.P.2, p. 78.
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with differences of density, which are comparatively distinct and,
above all, commensurable.!

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 difficulty 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-substance, not qua 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 1.
Aet. i. 24. 2, brings out the point that this abandonment of quality and
transformation (d\hofwois) for quantity and °coming together and separa-
tion’ leads on to Atomism : *Euwedok\fs, *Avafaybpas, Anudkpiros, *Ewirovpos,
kal wdvres §ooi kaTh owwalpogudy TGV NETTOUEPQDY TWudTWY KOTHOTOIOUTL, TUy-
kploews uév xal dwakploes elodyovat, yevéoes 8¢ xal pfopis ob kuplws® ob ydp Katd
1o woudw ¢E dA\howdoews, kaTd 8¢ 70 woodv ék suvalpoiruel Tavras yiveriat.



150 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

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 as 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 so 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. T: dépa dreipor Epn Thw dpxiy elvae, éf of 74 ywwrbpeva xal
T4 yeyovbra kal Td éodueva xal feols xal Oela ylvesBar, Ta 8¢ Nouwd éx TGY TobTOU
droybrwr, 0. Gilbert, ‘Spek. u. Volksglaube,” Arch. f. Relig. xiii. 313,
holds that the three other elements are pre-eminently meant by feol xal
#ela, and correspond to Anaximander’s second stage; while rd hourd =the
bvra of Anaximaunder’s third stage, particular things, which are born of
those offspring (dwéyovor) of God, the three inferior clements.
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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
body 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 physis,
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
(¢pvoes); only a mixing of immutable elements, and a change

1 Aristotle (Met. A5) 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’
(oTovyeiov). 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.

1 Emped. frag. 8:

¢bois obderds oty amdvTwy
Bvnrdv, ovdé Tis obhouévov Bavdroio TeNeuTy,
AdXXa, wbvoy plées Te dudAhatls Te uryévrwy
eorl, pbois & éml Tols dvoudferas dvbpdmotoy,
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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 7s cannot
come out of what 1s 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 (¢pvois), 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’ (¢does) 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’ (omépuarta). 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: 7ds yap dv éx pi) Tpuxds yévoro OplE rai adpf éx uh oapkbs; Aet.
i. 3. 5.

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

8 Burnet (£.G.P.%, p. 307) thinks Anaxagoras probably used the word
mwavomepula. 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.? Its task
is described as ‘ setting things in order’ (Staxooueiv), ¢ distin-
guishing,” “ separating,” ‘ discriminating ’ (8:dxpias, dmérpiois).
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 physts.
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.

! Frag. 12: xal ywdunw ve wepl wavrds maoay loxet kal loxte uéywrov, Cf.
Simpl. de Caelo, 608 (D.F.V.2, p. 316): ndvra Yryvdokew Tov vobv . . . f ydp
yv@ous bpifec kal weparol 78 yrwefév. Nous constitutes the world, as the
scientific intellect constitutes its representation of it, by introducing dis-
tinctions and discriminations.
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89. The 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 is (i.e. atoms) is no more real than what is not (z.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 is (6v), saying that they move in the void, which he called
what s not (un 8v), but declared to exist just as much as
what 8.

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’?; 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.% p. 344).

3 Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 325a 34: (Aebkermos $40n) éx Tob kar’ dAffeiar évds
otk &y yevéoOar whfifos old éx Thv dAnOds moAAGY v,

4 Ibid. 1. 13 (of the Eleatics): imepBdvres Tip alolnow kai wapdbrres abrip
s T A6y déov dxorovlelw, alluding to Parm, frag. i. 33 ff.
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The All is One, namely God. To save the unity of God, he
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
Mobule. Leukippus declared plainly that ‘ nothing happens at

1 Ariat. de Gen. et Corr. 325a 17. 2 Ibid. 1. 23.
3 Arist. Met. a iv. 985b: wepl 8¢ xwijgews, 88ev 9 wis dwdpxe Tois ofoi kal
oot (Leukippus and Democritus) . . . pgfiuws dgeigar,
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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-
permia), 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 easily 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

! Frag. 2: otdév xphiua pdryy yiyverar, dANG wdvTa ék Abyov Te xal b’ dvdykns.
Hippol. Ref. 1. 12: 7is & av ely 7 dvdykn, ob wpoer. Dieterich, dbraxas, 75,
compares Plato. T%m. 48 A : peurypérn yap olv 9 7003 100 Kbéouov yéveous ék
drdykns Te kal vol cvordaews éyervifn.

¢ Arist. de anim. aii. 4035 31.

3 Alex. in Arist. Met. aiv. 985b: obro: (Leukippus and Democritus) yap
AMyouow dA\phorumoloas Kal kpovouévas mpds dANfhas kiveigfar Tds drduovs.

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 (detkela, 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.
Physis, 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-Moira.

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.

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

Anpbrpiros kal ol wheloTor 1w Puaiodbyws, door Néyovat wepi algfioews, dromy-
Tarby T woiolor” whrra ydp 7d alednrd dwra wowolas.
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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 wivida uis anvme peruicit, et extra

processit longe flammantia moenia mundz,

atque omne TMmMensum peragrautt mente animogque,
unde refert nobis uictor quid possit oriry,

quid nequeat, finita potestas denique cuique
quanam sit ratione atque alte terminus haerens.
quare-relligio pedibus subjecta wicissim

opteritur, nos exaequat wictoria caelo.?

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 susvived 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,



VI
THE MYSTICAL TRADITION

91. The representation of Time fundamental in Mysticism

I~ the foregoing chapter, we haveseen how the scientific tradition
in philosophy is dominated throughout by the concept of
gpatial 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 Motra, 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
Olympian theology, so the mystical philosophies derive their
ingpiration 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, 398: iva & ey uérpov évapyés . . . 6 feds aviper
oo o 8O0 vO¥ kexNixaper fHliov, va Ire pdhiota els dravra galvor Tov olpavdv
werdaxot 7€ dpibuol Ta {Pa, Boois fv mposikor, uadbvra wapa Ths Tadrol Kai
ouolov mwepigpopds. 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.
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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 2—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, 1s
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.?

1 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
(yémres) 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 3¢ ook &otww adrdv mhis,
AN’ év éxdory xaTowkodal woANof, KTA.

% 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,
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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 1t 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 2! 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.? 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 E;r the supersensible reality attributed to memory-images, see P. Beck,
op. cit.

 This theory is advanced by Eisler, Weltenmantel u. Himmelszelt, vol. ii.,
where a great mass of evidence is adduced.

THE MYSTICAL TRADITION 163

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 (dvramodoais), 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 (yéveo:s) 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, 70¢: wahads uév odv &ore Tis Abyos, of ueuviuela, ws eloly
év0évde dpikbuevar éxel, xai wd\w e delpo dpikvoivrar kal ylyvorrar ék Tov
tefvedTwr.

2 Plato, Phaedo, 728 : el ydp ui del dvramwodidoly 7d Erepa Tois érépows yiyrd-
peva, wamepel kixhg mepubvra, AXN ebfeld Tis €ly G yéveais &k Tol érépoy pbvow
els 70 xaravTikpd kal pl) dvakdpmror wdAw éml TO ¥repov umdé kauwyy moioiroe,
olo® 81 wdvra Tehevrdwra TO avTd oxfua Qv oxoln kal TO alrd wdbos &v wdbo
xal xadaairo yryvbueva ; - . . €l yap éx pév &y ENNwY T4 [GrTa ylyvero, Td 8¢
t@vra Ovoko, Ths ppxavhy ph ovxl mdvra xaravakwdivar els 76 Tefvdras ;
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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 onestep further, 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

! 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. 407 b 21 : domwep évdexbuevor kard rots Muboyopikots uihovs
T Tuxoloay Yuxiw els T TUXov évdleafa cdua.

3 Cf. Plutarch, Consol. ad Apoll. 10 (after quoting Heracleitus, frag. 78,
Byw.): o5 yap éx 00 adrod wnlol Svvatai Tis ANATTWY {Ya ouyxelv kal wdhww
whdrrew kal ovyxelw kal 1000’ & wap’ & woiely adiadelwrws, olTw kal % Glots
éx Tis abrhis UAns wdlar uév Tods wpoybvous Nudv &vesxev, elta ourexels adrols
éyévrnae Tols watépas, €l0’ Huds, T’ &Ahous ém’ dA\Nous dvakuk\foer. kal 6 THs
yevéoews woTapoes oliTws évderexds péwy obmore oTioeral, xai wdAw 6 €E évarrias
abrg & Ths pbopds. Zeller (Phil. d. Griech.’, 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 evactement, 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.

4+ 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 ; 1 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.2 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. Relig. viii. 1 ff,
3 See Lévy -Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 360, and Hertz, ‘Répresent. collectives
de la mort,” Année sociol. x.
* Eur. frag. 415, ap. Plut. Consol. ad Apoll. 1045
xUxhos yap alrds kapmwipots Te yfjs purois
Yéver Bpordy Te.  Tols pév atiferar Blos,
7@y 8¢ Pphivel Te kaxbepliferar wakw.
% 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 éxdarys Tis Yuxis Tds
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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,

yevéoers dmodedwkvlas, 8ca fv éxdory wposTaxbév, rosaira els Yy oméppara
megovans. CL also Timaeus, 42p, where God sows (é5meipe) the souls into
earth, moon, and the other ‘instruments of time.’ Phaedo, 83D: dore
Taxy wdhwv mwimrew els dA\\o odpa kal domep omepouévy éugvechar. It is
significant that Anaxagoras calls his primary bodies, as yet unordered by
Nous, “seeds’ (emépuara), and (probably) described the primitive chaos, or
mixture of these, as a panspermia (see p. 153), the word used of the pot of
all sceds 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 sceds being soul-
atoms.
! Musaeus, frag. 5 (D.F. V.2, p. 485) :

ws 8 alrws xal pvAha Pier feldwpos Epovpa’

dN\a uév év pelinow drogfiver, d\ha 3¢ ¢pver’

ws 8¢ kal dvfpdmwy yevel) kal pidov éXlooed.
Aesch. Choeph. 128 :

xai I'atay alridv, 3 74 Tdrra TikTeTaL

Opéyaca v’ adbis Tdvde kipa Naufdve.
Eur. frag. 757N. :

fdwre Te Téxva xlrep’ ad krérac véa

airbs re Grgoxe’ xal 748" dxBovrar Sporol

els yijy pépovres yiw dvaykalws & Exet

Blov Oepitewy Gore kdpmipor ordyw . . .

See Dieterich, ‘Mutter Erde,” Arch. f. Relig. viii. 1 . 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 (nomos) or right (deke), 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 ({ijv xata ¢pvow). 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.” ¢

! Hippodamus the Pythagorean, ap. Stob. Flor. 98, 71: mdvra uév dv Td
Ovard 80 dvdykav ¢voios év peraBolals ka\wdelrar . . . 74 ey bmwd ¢boios els Td
ddnhov avrds Tepuatifbuera kal maAw éx Tob ddfhov €s TO Prarov émsurepxbueva,
duoBE yevéaios xai dvramodboe. plopds, kirhov abravras dvamedifoveas. Com-
pare the mystical passage in Plato, Rep. 546 A ff. : ob upévor gurols éyyeloss
AN xal év émuyelos fdois gopa kai deopia Yuxgs Te kal awparos ylyvovrar, §rav
wepirpomal ékdoTols kUKkAwy wepipopas ouvdmTwot, BpaxvBlos wév Bpaxvmbpovs,
évavrios 0¢ évavrias, kTA.

2 See J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 423.

3 Porph. de abst. iil. 27 : munodueda 16 xpuoody yévos . . . ued Gv ,u.‘év Yap
Aldos kal Néueaus 4 Te Alkn dubher, 81t fhpxobvro 7@ €k yis kapre*  kapmor ydp
apuaw Epepev feldwpos dpovpa abroudrn moAdy Te kal dpbovor (Hes. Erga, 117).

$ HErga,3: &v re dla Bporol drdpes suds dparol Te parol Te . . .

péa uev yap Bpuder, péa 8¢ BptdorTa xakémTet,

peta & dpl{miov purifec kal &onhov défer . . .

Zevs vy Bpeuérns.
Ar. Lys. T72: 74 & iméprepa véprepa Graee Zevs vyulpenérns. Horat. Carm. i.
34, 12 : ualet ima summis mutare et insignem atienuat 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 Themss.! 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
(kaTa kaipov) 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 ’ (dpta épya) which those fruits reward, helps to ex-
plain why the wheel of Time is also the wheel of Right. ‘ Time,
i 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.”® And so, too, there is a turn of the wheel

! Hesiod. Theoy. 901 ; Pind. Ol xiii. 6: év @ yap Edvoula vale xaogiyryrac
Te. . . . Alxa kal Subérpomos Eipriva, taular dvdpda: whovrov. Bgk.® Frag.
Adesp. 140, the Moirai are invoked to conduct Kunomia, Dike, and Eirene
to the city. Cretan ‘Hymn of the Kouretes’ (Brit. Sch. Annual, xv.
p. 357 ff.) :

"Qpac 8¢ BpJoov kariros
kal Bpbrovs Alka katfipxe
whrra 7 dypd dugpere (@
a pihoNBos Eilpiva.
For this hymn, see J. E. Harrison, Themis, especially the concluding
chapter on Themis.
2 Hesiod, Erya, 320:
xprhuata 8 oly apmwaktd, febodora mMoOANOY dueivw.
el yap Tis kal xepal Bin péyav 8XBov ENnrac . . .
peta 8¢ v pavpoie feol, puviBovae d€ olkor
évépL T¢, wabpor 3¢ 7' émi xpbvov BNBos dmrydel.
Solon, frag. 13 (Bgk.%) 9: =)Xolror & 8¢ uév 8@ar feol wapayiyverar dvdpl
éumedos . . . ol & HGrdpes periwow V¢’ UBpuws, ob xatd kbouov ¥Epxerar.
Theognis, 197 : xpfiua . . . Awblev kal oiw Sixy . . . wapubsipov, contrasted with
délkws wapa katpév. Bacch. xiv. 50-64, Dike, Eunomia, and Themis give
wealth ; Hybris, which snatches it from another, brings destruction. The
use of kawpés, to mean ‘due measure,’ and xard xawdr as synonymous with
rerpiws, goes back to this association of Right with Time. Iambl. Vit. Pyth.
182 (D.F. V.2, p. 284): cuprapémesfar 777 700 kawpol Ppvoer THr Te brouaoudvny
Gpav kal 76 wpémwor kal 76 dpudrror. For Time and Justice see W. Headlam,
Journ. of Philol. xxx. p. 290 ff. Dike is daughter of Chronos (Eur. frag.
223 N.).
3 Soph. djax, 646 : dmravd’ 6 paxpds kdvaplBunros Xpbvos
Pvec 7' ddnAa kal pavévra kpdTTETOL
Cif. éviavréds in Plato, Cratylus, 410D: 10 yép 74 pubpera xal T& yryvduera
mpodyor €ls pds kai adré & éavr cferdfor . . . ol uév éwaurév, 1t év éavtg,
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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
(repais): 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 271

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.? 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 :
‘ Bquality is what is naturally lawful for mankind : the more

of 3¢ Zros, 8ri érdie.. See my note on ‘Hermes, Pan, Logos,’ Classical
Quarterly, iii. p. 282. Nauck? frag. adesp. 483: 6pd vyip xpbve Slxay wavr'
dyoveav els ¢pis Bporois. Dieterich, Abraxas, 96 : das ist ein wralt mythischer
Zusammenhanyg zwischen Schicksal, Recht, und Licht.
v Ajazx, 669 : kal vap T& Sewd kal T4 kapTEPUTATS

Tepais vrelker ToDTO Wéw vioaTLBels

xewpdves éexwpobow ebkdpmy Gépe

étloTaral 8¢ vukTds alavis KUKNOS

77 NeukomdAy ¢éyyos Huépg Pphéyeww . . .

Huels 8¢ wds ob yrwobpeofa cwppove ;
Note the references to Time in the preceding and following choruses,
especially L. 711: 0éopea (Themis) elvopiq céBuwy weylorg wdv® 6 péyas Xpbros

papalve.
2 Sec F. Diimmler, Prolegomena zu Platons Staat, Basel, 1891
3 538 ff. : 70 yap loov vbppov dvBpldmots Epy,

7§ Théove & alel moNéuior kabioTarat
rothacoor, Exlpis 8’ nuépas kaTdpxeTaL.
kal yap pérp’ dv@pdmoiot xal wépy arabuor
lobrns Erake kdpludy duopiae,
vukTds & ageyyds Bhégapoy fhlov Te pids
{oov Badifec TOv ériadoiay KUKAOY
xoldérepay alrdv GBbvoy Exet vikwuevoy.
€1’ #hios pdv vOE Te Sovkever BpoTols,
ab 8 odk dvéfe dwpdrwy Exew looy
kal T8 dmwovéuew ;
So again in the Suppliants, 406, the principle of democracy is derived from
the heavenly order (Dimmler, op. cit. p. 13):
Shiuos & dvdoae Suadoxalow év uépet
éviavolaiow,
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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 2’

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 periodi® 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

! 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.

? Frag. 787 N%: dAN oluds del méruos év mukvep Geol

Tpox$ Kvkhelrar kal peraldoaer plow*
Lomep cehfyns Byus edppbras Svo
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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.”1 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 (Mora) and
Justice (Dike).2 He will notice, too, the recurrence of Time,
the Father of all things—Xpévos ¢ wdvrev watip (1. 19). I 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 T'ime and Flow.!
The wheel of Time, in which all things flow and nothing abides,
is the same as the wheel of Right (Dike).

orijva Stvacr’ &v ovwor’ év popdy g,

NN’ £ dd%Nov TplTov EpxeTac véa

wpborwra kaANUrovoa Kal mAnpovuéry’

xéravwep albrfs ebwpereardry davy,

wdhw Swappel kdmwi undév Epxerat.
[Hippocr.] de Victu, i. 5 (after Heracleitus): xwper 8¢ mwdvra kal fela xal
dvfpirwa &rw kal xkdTw duefoueva, huépn kal edppbyn éml TO piKicTOY xal
\dyioror, Os geMipn érl 1o whkioToy Kal NdyioToy, <obrws> Hhios éml T
pakpbrarov kat Spaxtraror. wdvra raird kal ob TaiTd, ¢dos Zmpi, axbros *Aldn,
ddos *Aldy, oxbros Zypl. Porg kelva dde kal rdde reice, waoav Hpnw, wacay
xbpw. . . . Selene is addressed as’Avdyky, Moipa, and Aixy, Orph. Hymn,
Abel, p. 292, 1. 49,

1 Trach. 125: dvéN\ynra yap 008 & wdrra kpalvwr Sacihels éméBake Brarols
Kpovidas: | 4NN’ éwi wijpa xai xape wioL kvkhobaw, olov pkrov oTpopddes xéhevBot.
ubver ydp o albha | »0E Bporoiow olre kfpes | ofire whoiros, dAN &gpap | BéBuxe,
16 & dmépxerar | xalpew Te kal oTépecfar Herod. i. 207: pdfe, ws kokhos TOY
drbpwmnlwy éoTl mpyypdTwy, TEpLpepblevos 8¢ otk é¢ alel Tols airovs elTuxéeww
(wheel of Toxn).

* Note e.g. the recurrence of Dike in all the Epodes: L. 18, év dlkg ral
wapa dikav ; 41, wheel of Moira ; 65, dixdger; 83, Rhadamanthys; 106, dixg
cuvarTbuevos.

3 pwvdevra ouveroist (1. 93).

41, 13, & Kpbyie wai '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, Xpbvos & wdvTwy warip=
85, wéois & wdvrwy 'Péas (=Kronos). The equation Chronos=Kronos is at
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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:?2 ‘ 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.* In the Laws, the solemn address to the citizens

least as old as Pherekydes (D.F. F.% ii. p. 507), whose principles were Zén,
Chthonie, and Kronos: Ziva uéy rov albépa, XOoviny 8¢ vhy yiv, Kpbvor 3¢ Tov
xpbvov . . . év & Td 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 : 1oy ‘Hpdrhetrbv pow Sok@ xabfopdv
malal’ drra copa Aéyovra, drexy®s 7d émt Kpbrov kal Péas . . . 8remdvra xwpet kal
ovdéw péve (cf. Soph. Trach.,loc. cit. péveiyapotire . . .} kal morauod poy dmeixd{wy
Ta 8vra Aéyer Gs Sis és TOv adTov woTaudr olk &v éuBalns, followed by reference to
the Orphic Okeanos and Tethys. InOlympian ii. the Emmenidaiare eduwrvuoc
(. 8), because their name means abiding (éupéverv), though they dwell by a
river (10), and mortals cannot reckon on unfailing ha.ppiﬁess, but divers streams
(poat) of joy and pain flow upon men at different times (a\Aére), and reverse
of sorrow follows upon prosperity at another time (d\\@ xpére). Cf. Isth.
iii. 18: alow 8¢ kodwwdoudvais duépais AN EXNhor’ éidANafev. OL vil. 94 : év 8¢
g polpg xpbrov dXNor’ dANotar Stabbooowow alipar. [KBur.]frag. 594 N (Kritias,
frag. 18, D.F.V.% p. 618): deduas re Xpbros wepl v’ devdy peduart mAjpys
poird TikTwy abTds éavréy, didupol T &pxTor, kTA. Time, as he moves forward,
brings truth to light: 6 7’ éfeNéyxwr uévos dAdfeav érfirumor Xpbros. 10 5¢
capavds lov wépow karéppacev, Ol x. (xi.) §3. There are other cryptic
and etymological meanings in O/. ii. ; for instance, the strange word dyporépa
(éprva), 1. 60, is used because O©7pwr is the ‘hunter’ after dpers and fame ;
cf. Arist. frag. 625 : *Aperd dpaua kdA\worov . . . gar dypedorTes Svauy.

! This sense is still common in Homer, e.g. Od. 11, 218, airy dixy éori
Bpor&wv, ‘this is the way of mortals.” Plato, Laws, 904 E, brings together
this old use and the later, quoting aliry 7o diky éori Bedw ol "Ohvumror Exovoww
in connection with the Justice which assures that the soul shall be rewarded
according to its deeds, 8lkny . . . W wacdr 6iklv SiapepbrTws ETalar of Tdfavres.

2 410: drw moTaudy iepwr xwpobot wayal,

kal Alka xal wdvTa TdAw oTpépeTat.
Verrall, ad. loc., says, ‘ dika, the custom or order of nature,” and compares
Parmenides, frag. 6, mdrrwy 3¢ makwrrpowés éore kéhevbos.

3 Eur. Electra, 726. The chorus doubt whether the sun ¢ould be turned
backwards, Ovards évex’ ddiwclas. Cf. also Electra’s words in the following
scene, 771: & feol, Alkn e wdv® dpoc’, PAOés more. molw Tpbwy 8¢ Kkal Tive
pulug @pbrov kreiver Ouvéorov maida, Boblopar pabelv, where the words QuésTov
waida point the reference to the preceding chorus.

4 268E ff.: 70 yap wdv T6de Tére pév alros o Beds avpmodnyel 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 2° 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

kal cuykurhel, Tére 3¢ dvixev, Brav al weplodor Tol mpogiKkovTos abTy wérpov
elMipwows #3n xpévov, TO 8¢ TdAw alTéuaror els Tdvartin wepdyeras 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 dlxy, that they
should not eat each other like beasts), and ¢ the seasons were tempered to
do them no hurt’ (7o rov dpav abrols dhvwov ékéxpato, 2724). The period is
the (4reat 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 duewov hudy éplary T TOv Sawubvwy . . . elpfvny Te Kal alds kal
edvoulav xai dpfoviar 3ikys mapexduevor. For the reversal of the rotation
of the universe see J. Adam, Republic of Plato, 1902, vol. ii. p. 295 ff.

1 715 (included by Diels, £.V.2, p. 474, among the older Orphic frag-
ments): & uév 8% Oebs, domep kal & wadads Nbyos, dpxiy Te xai TeAevTiy Kal
péoa 7w Bvrwy amdvrwr Exwr, edfelg mepalver katd @low mepiwopevbuevos: TQ
& del cuvemérar Alkn 7ér dmohetmouévwy Tol Belov vbuov Tiuwpds, s o uEv ebdat-
worfaer wéN\wy éxbuevos ouvémerar Tamewds kai kekoounmuévos. . . . Tl6cC:
Tis ofw &% mpifus ¢y kal dxbhovfos fep; Compare Euripides, Troades,
886 :

Zies, elr’ dvdykn pioeos elre vobs Bpordv,
wpoonulduny oe* wdvTa yap 8 dydpov
Balvwy kehevbou kaTd dikny T4 Oy’ dyets.

Cf. [Archytas] Mullach, Frag. Phil. Qr. i. 599: the philosopher dwards
éooeiral Tov Oedv xuToyelofar xkal wdvra T év 74 cuoTouxete kal Tafew Td éxelvw
xaTaxexwpwuéra, kai Tabray Tav dpmarnhdray 6dow éxkmopioduevos T vby kat
edfelav dpuabijuer kai Teheodpoudoar Tas doxas Tols mépaot ourdyas Te kal émvyvols
874 6 Beds dpxd Te kal TéNos kal péoov éori wdvTw TGV katTh Sikay Te kai To¥
6p8dy Noyor mepawouévwy. The language refers to the Laws, above quoted,
and to Phaedrus, 246 E, where Zeds, \atvwy wryvdy dpua, wopeverar diaxooply
rdvra kal émpehotuevos, followed by the host of Gods and daemons. The
immortals emerge on to the back of the olparés, and are carried round by its
mepupopd.  Ps.-Archytas uses xard Sikav (mepalvesfar) as synonymous with
Plato’s rard ¢low (mepaives). Soph. frag. 226 NZ: dAN eis febv ¢’ Spdvra,
k&y #w Slkns | xwpely Kehedy, Kelg’ oBoimopely xpedy,
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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.’® As in Hesiod’s
Works and Days we traced a correspondence between the ordered
course of man’s ways and the seasons called Dike; Eunomia, and
Evrene, so among the Chinese, ‘ T"ai-sut 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
inits entirety. It exists for the benefit of all beings, for does not
its chief manifestation, the light of the world, shine for blessing on
allmen 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. * De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p- 18.

3 De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p. 45. The Greek would be
mapd Sixr. Pind. Ol ii. 17: 70y wewpaypévwr & bikg e Kal mwapd dlkav
dmolyror 008’ &v Xpbros 6 wdvrwy warip dvvatro Oéper Epywy réhos. The original
sense of dlky remains clear in the compound &aikes. CF. Solon, frag. 36
(Bgk.!) ap. Ar. Ath. Pol. 12: quupaprvpoly Tabr’ &v &v Sixg Xpbvov ufrnp
peylorn . . . TjkrA.

4 Ibid. p. 114. Cf. Iambl. Viz. Pyth. 137 (6 Ilvfarybpeios) Slos dras curréraxrac
wpds T drolovdely 7§ ey, kal & Noyos oros Tabrys éorl THs ¢thocoglas, i
yehoiov mooliowr Avbpwror dAN0Béy mofev {mrodvTes 1O b mapd TEY fedv
(D.F.V.2 p. 283).
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universe itself, animalg 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 s Rta. * The
rivers flow Rta.” *‘ According to Rta the light of the heaven-
born morning has come.” . . . The year is the path of Rta.’®
The Gods themselves are born of the Réa or in the Rta; they
show by their acts that they know, observe and love the Rta.
In man’s activity, the Ria manifests itself as the moral law.

The sun is called the wheel of Ria ; 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
as impossible.  Herodotus ® remarks that the Persians above

! 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,’” 7¢ Svra rals aiTdv émikhioeot
Sauévew,

%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) dpios. Did he know that Arta-



176 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

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 Awvesta 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
i3 a work of the devil. Further, ‘ the practical side of veracity
is Justice, whose celestial representative is the Asha. Justice
1s 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.” !

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, Rta, 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
as 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 (kaTa THv To0 ypovov TdEw)
and the ordinance of destiny, Greek philosophers are haunted

is the same as Asha=7ta? It seems possible that, if he could discuss the
derivation of names, his informants might have explained the idea.

1 Chantepie de la Saussaye, Manuel d’histoire des religions, Paris, 1904,
p. 467. Porph. Vit. Pyth. 41: rowaira wapjver (Ivfaybpas) pdhwora §é
d)\neexﬁsw'jo{}v'o vap wbvor Stvachar Tous dvfpumovs mwowely fey mwapamAnciovs,
érel xai Tob feob, ws mapa Ty Mdywr érwldvero, & *Qpoudiny kahobow ékelvor,
éotxévar TO wév alpa pwrl, ThHy 8¢ Yuxiw dAnfelq. Plut. Is. et Os. 370, renders
Asha-Arta by é\nbea.

2 See Lobeck: Aglaoph. 798 ff. ; Dieterich, NVekyia, 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.”® He disinterred, as it
were, that older nature-worship, in which the circle of the sky

! Rratosth. Catast. xxiv. COf. J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena, p. 461 ;

Themis, p. 465 ; Roscher, Lex. s.v. ¢ Orpheus.’

2 (f. also Laws, 885 E, where the first Gods whose existence is asserted
are v5 kal fhos dorpa TE TA cUuTATA kal T TGOV Uplv dakexoounuéva kaAws
olirws, émavrols Te kal unol delhnuuéva ; and it is implied that all nations
recognise these as divine.

3 Arist. Met. Av. 986 : els Tov dhov ovpavdr dwofAéyas T & elval ¢yoi To¥
Ocby.
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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.? 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.2, 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 dyiiparos to Zrvan akarana
(endless time). For the detailed statement of the theory of Persian
influence, see his Weltenmantel, vol. ii.

? For references see Gruppe, Griech. Myth. u. Relig. pp. 1028 ff.

$ Emped. frag. 120; Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 618.

¢ Eudem. Phys. 51 (Simpl. Phys. 732, 26) : 6 8¢ airds xpbros mworepor yiyve-
Tac . . . %) of, dmwoprigeey &v Tis . . . €l §¢ Tis moTElTEE ToOTS ITvBayopeios,
tore wAMv T4 aiTd dpfu, kdyw wvfohoyhaw T paBdlor Exwv Uuiv kabnuévois
oirw, kal 7a dANa wdvTa duolws Ee, kal Tov xpbvor etd\oyéy ot TOV alrdv elvac.

& Eisler, Weltemmantel, ii. 502.
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been superimposed upon the old cycle of reincarnation. That
primitive belief belonged to earth, not to heaven: it t.aug}‘lt
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 1s
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
foous 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’;?® and it 13 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 w. Heraklit, 1905, p. 68. Plato, Ti?naeu:s,
39D: 8 ye Téheos dpibuds xpdrov Tov Téhewov éviavTow r)\neo? TéTE, b"ra: an:a«rw,v
70v SkTw TepbSwy T4 Tpds EAATAa Euumepavfévra Tdxn oXy kepary T Tol TAU-
100 kal duolws draueTpnlérTa KUKAY.

® Orphic tablet from Petelia, D.F.V.2 ii. p. 480, J. E. Harrison, Prole-

gomena, 661 ff. : . o,
yiis wals elpi kal odpavol dorepberros*

avrdp éudy yévos olpdriov. .

* Emped. frag. 115: ¢uyds Oedfev xal ¢\Arys. Plotinus, E;nn iv. 8. 1:‘
'EumedokAfs Te elmow Guapravoligals véuov elvas Tais Yuxals meoety évradfa ai
albrds @uyds Oebfev ~yevbuevos . . . Togotroy wapeyipvov doov xal IlvBaybpas,
oluat, kal ol 4’ éxelvov grirTorro.
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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.” Tt is also the sense
of separation 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 significant that the conflict is represented as between ‘ body ’
and ‘soul.’” To ‘body’ are assigned those senses and lusts
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
‘ separation 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 ‘ music’
(philosophy) for the mere ritual washing away of sin.

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 Movra. The type of all offences was going beyond your
allotted province, overstepping its limits (dmepBacia), trying
to have more than your due share (mAeovefia). 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
1s 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 Mowra. 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’ (kowvos véuos) which is
“according to nature ’ and embodies what is naturally right and
wrong, cites Empedocles’ declaration that the killing and eating

! Aristoxenus (D.F. V.2, p. 282): o Mvfayopwol kabBdpaer éxpdvro Tol péy
owparos S Tis laTpikijs, Ths ¢ Yuxds did THs povaiks.
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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.l This passage significantly connects the
idea of & 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 (xoiwwvia) not only with one another and
with the Gods, but also with irrational animals; for there 13
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 (koivwvia), of which human communities are microcosmic
parts.3 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.t The same notion is repeated in
the myth which Plato puts into the mouth of Protagoras.®
There, Aidés 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

1 Arist. Rhet. 0 13,2 : dore vdp, 8 pavretovral 1o wéyTes, phoet ko O dikator kal
Adikov, Kby ppdeula xowwvla mpds dANHNovs 7 undé cwrbiky . . . ws 'EumredoxAis
Neyer mepl 10D ui) Krelvew T Euyuxor' TolTe Ydp 0l Tigt uéw Sikatov ol & ov
dikatov,

AL 7O ey wdvTww vbupoy Bid 7' ebpupédorTos
aifépos fexéws Tératar &id T’ dwhérov al yijs (Frag. 135).

2 The text is quoted below, p. 202, note 1. Compare also Pythagoras’
doctrine of Themis, Dike, and Nomos, and the rule of Law in every part
of the universe, above, p. 54, note 1; and Heracleitus’ universal Law
identified with the Logos, which is the Life of the world, below, p. 191.

3 Cf. Heracleitus, frag. 91b: Tpégporrac ydp mwdrTes ol dvfpwmetol vbpot Imd
évds Tob Belov* kparel ydp Tocobror Sxosoy é0éher kal éfapkel miat kai meprylverad,
Hippocrates, de Victu, 11 (D.F. V.2, p. 83).

¢ Erga 276: révde vap avBpdmoiss vbuov diérake Kpoviwy, tx8bai uév xal Onpol
xal olwyols werenvols éoféuer GANGNovs, émel ob dixy éoTiv dv atTols avfpdroiat &
&wxe Slkyy .« . .

5 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 (mieovefia)! 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
cosSmos.

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

! Callicles in Plato’s Gorgias, 483; Thrasymachus in the Republic,
Book i.; and the restatement of his argument by Glaucon, Rep. ii. 358 E fI.,
especially 359 c: 8iud 7iw wheovetlar, 8 wioca ¢iois dwxew mépuker ws dyabbv,
vbuw 8¢ Big wapdyerac émi Tip Tol lgov Tewgy.
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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
understood it, was a thing he rejected and despised as radically
on false lines.? 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

1 None of Heracleitus’ obscure utterances about the fate of the soul seem
to me to point to a belief in personal immortality. Frag. 638 (Byw.) yvxfoe
fdvaroes Udwp yevéobar seems expressly to deny it, See Rohde, Psyche?d, ii. 150,

2 Pfleiderer, Heraklit von Ephesus (1886), p. 19 ff. ; Diels, Heraklit von
Elphesos (1901), p. vi.

¥ For the fragments of Heracleitus I give Bywater's numbering, which
Professor Burnet also follows in his Karly Greek Philosophy.

4 Sext. adv. Math. x. 216: cdua udv ofv Exefer elvar 1év xpbvov Alvyoidyumos
kard vov ‘Hpdrhetror® uh Stagépew yap airov 700 8vros kal 7ol wpdrov oduaros.

Cf. O. 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,
the important fact about the order of the world was the separa-
tion of the elements in rigidly defined, spatial provinces; so
that the mutual 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
mystic 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 (amaoxpiois), 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’ (a@dvaror), but
‘ever-living ’ (aellwor); and it lives by death and rebirth into
all other forms.

Thus, it is wisdom to confess that all things are one ’ (frag. 1) ;
“all things come out of one, and one out of all things ’ (frag. 59).
We encounter here, as we should expect, the mystical belief
that the One can pass out of itself into the manifold, and yet
retain its oneness. The secret seemed to Heracleitus to lie in
the notion that the continuity of life is not broken by death,
but rather renewed. Death, in fact, is not ‘ perishing’; it
18 neither an end nor a dissolution; the One Life revolves in

L Cf. Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 337a 1: 813 kai Td@\\a doa ueraBdANe els EAApAa

. alov Td AwNR cduara, ppetrar Ty kOKA@ ¢opdy” Brav ~ydp éf Udaros dip
yérnrae kal €€ dépos wip xal wdhw ék mupds U8wp kUKkAw pduer mepiepAvlérar Tiv

Yéveow ia TO wdAw dvakdumwTew,
¢ 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 the real follows the inevitable condem-
nation of the many to comparative unreality or ‘seeming.’
This is the true ground of Heracleitus’ contempt for Ionian
science and rationalism. He calls it ‘ polymathy,” a ‘ learning
of many things,” which ‘ does not teach insight * (frag. 16). Of
what use, he seems to argue, are their various explanations of
natural phenomena ¢! By what do they exploin 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,” (aTopin)? 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 ’ ! (Life, which is God,
Zeus, frag. 65). ‘1 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).3 ‘ Nature loves to hide herself ’ (frag. 10) ; she hints her

} Zyvés. The nominative Z%r 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: 6 'HpdaXetros . . . dueNfoas cagy Huiv morjoot TO¥
Abyov, ws déov lows wap’ alrols {rely, domwep kal abrds (nrijoas ebpev.

3 I understand frag. 49, xp) vdp €0 pdAa moAAGv loropas ¢ihocbpovs &vdpas
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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
true and half false, embodying a logos, the truth which is
one.?

102. Soul and Logos

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 (yuyn), 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-

elvar, ‘ 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. woAAGY
teropes in his language is a term of contempt; cf. frag. 35: diddoxahos 8¢
whelorwy ‘Holodos® Tobrov érioravrar whelora elbévar, Soris Huépny kal ebgppdyyy
obk éylvwakev* €oTiyap v,

1 Frag. 11: 6 dvaf, ol 70 pavreiby éori 10 év Aehgols, obre Néyet ofire rpimTer
dAN& onualve.. CI. p. 218, note 1, for meaning of ofjua (enualvew).

2 Sallustius, de Diis et Mundo, 3: &teari yap xal Tov xbopor uifoy elweiv,
cwpdrwr uév kal xpnudrwy dv alry gawouévav, yuxwv 3¢ xal véwy xpurrouévwr,
See Plato, Krat. 408 A, on derivations of Hermes, Pan, Logos, especially
6 Néyos wdv oqpalver xal xuxhe? kal woler del, xal lore dumhois, dAqfis 7e
xal Yeudhs . . . 70 wév dAnfés adrob . . . Oelov kal drw olkolv év 7ol Heols,
78 3¢ eldos xdTw év Tols woANols TGv drfpdmwy. 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.2 ii. p. 511.

3 Frag. 34: dpat at wdvra ¢pépovar.  ¢épew, 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
substance persists the same through all embodiments and
transformations. 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 all the transformations, is
Logos, which, in one of its senses, means the proportion of equiva-
lence. Kvery transformation is an exchange: ‘all things are
an exchange for Fire, and Fire for all things, even as wares for
gold, and gold for wares ’ (frag. 22). Thatis to say, the ‘measure ’
or value remains constant, though the form assumed is different.
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 : Dike, for him, is not the * Way,” but the barrier, or the

1 Arist. de antm. 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 (Siaiov) them, it is rightly called * just * (8i(«)aiov).

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’ (Siaidvta xai xdovra, i.. Sa-xa-tov) governs all
things. Another says, it is Fire; another, the Heat that is in
Fire.! Another langhs 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, the living Fire, which,
through all the cycle of its transformations, preserved its
measures, actually was Reason (another meaning of Logos) and
the principle of Justice. 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 eipapuévnr).’?

' 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.



190 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY

Theophrastus adds, * He lays down a certain order (ra&is) and
a determined time for the changing of the world, according to
a 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 opposites 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 (IT6\euos)
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 J ustice,

and all things come into being through Strife.” 2 Strife is Justice ;
if it were not for these acts of ‘ injustice,’ as you call them, men
would not have known the name of Justice.®  Justice is not
the separation of opposites, but their meeting in attunement
or ‘ harmony.” Without opposition there were no agreement.
* What is at variance agrees with itself. It is the attunement

! Theophr. ap. Simpl. Phys. 67 24, 4D: wowe? 6¢ xal Tdfw s xal xpbvov
wptrpévor Tiis Tol kbopov weraBolfs katd Twa elpapuévny dvdykny.

2 Frag. 62: cidévac 8¢ xph Tov wobhepov ébvra Evvbe, kal Alkgy "Epuwy, kal yiyvs-
peva wavra kar’ Epv, . . .

3 Frag. 60: Alxys Svoua ovx dv Hideoar, el Tabra uy . 1 agree with Burnet
(E.G.P.2, p. 151, note 5) that radra means “all kinds of injustice’; but I
think he especially meant what Anaximander called ‘injustice,’ as Burnet
seems to recognise (pp. 158, 160).
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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’ (fr