


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 wit)J striking an­
thropological and sociological insight, Comf ord 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: 

• • 

Philosophy, ivhen she puts aside the finisbed 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 French school of sociologists and anthropologists. Some of his 
most adventurous pages take flight from the hypotheses of Emile Durk­
heim, Marcel Mauss, and Lucien Levy-Bruhl. As the years passed, Corn­
ford sensed affinities between his outlook and that of the dynamic 
psychologists, notably J\mg. The latter's notion of the persisting influ­
ence of ''collective 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 facts 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 they knew it or not, that (a) ideas 
were either spontaneously generat~d 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 call 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 

THE words, Religion and Philosophy, perhaps suggest to most 
people two distinct provinces of thought, between which, if 
(like the Greeks) we include Science under Philosophy, there 
is commonly held to be some sort of border warfare. It is, 
however, also possible to think of them as two successive phases, 
or modes, of the expression of man's feelings and beliefs about 
the world; and the title of this book implies that our attention 
will be fixed on that period, in the history of the western mind, 
which marks the passage from the one to the other. It is gener­
ally agreed that the decisive step was taken by the Greeks about 
six centuries before our era. At that moment, 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 
equa.tion 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, 
Ionian 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 operativP, in our own speculation, for the simple 
reason that they correspond to two permanent needs of human 
nature, and characterise two familiar types 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. Malheur au vague; mieux 
rout le faux ! In the Ionian schools of Eastern Greece, science 
comes to its fulfilment in Atomism. When we contemplate 
the finished result, we see that, in banishing ' the vague,' it has 
swept away everything in which another type of mind finds all 
the value and significance of the world. The Gods have dis­
appeared ; the Soul is reduced to a dust of material particles ; 
in a word, Life has gone out of Nature. Such is the-predestined 
conclusion of a 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 leh so plain a record of th~ir 
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 
Ionian 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 baffiing, 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 Annee Sociologique 1 I owe the solution 
offered of this fundamental problem of Olympian religion. I 
seem to myself, also, to have here found light thrown upon 
certain singularly abstract schemes of conception, which persist 
throughout ancient philosophy-for instance, the grouping of 
the four elements, and the separation and reunion of pairs of 
contrary qualities. These particular applications of the main 
theorem are put forward, not as results established with any 
certainty, but rather as illustrations that may suggest to 
students with a fuller ethnological and psychological equipment 
a line of research hitherto neglected. 

One great philosophico-religious concept remains, and that 
the most fundamental of all-the concept of the ' nature of 
things,' Physis. The object called by this name in Greek philo­
sophy is concrete : it is a material continuum, which is also 
alive and divine, Soul and God-a substance, therefore, invested 
with mythical properties. This substance, rather than the 
manifold phenomena which Nature presents to us through our 
senses, is the primary object of early speculation ; and from 
its inherent properties, as material, living, and divine, the 
various systems can be deduced, according as one or another 
interpretation is put upon what those properties imply. I have 

1 In p11.rticular, Professor Durkheim, 'Representations indivi~uelles et 
representations collectives,' Revue de Metaph. et de Morale, vi. (1898), 
p. 273 ; 'Sociologie religieuse et theorie de la connaissance,' ibid. xvii. 
(1909); De la division d?' travail social, ed. 3 (1911); MM. Durkheim 
and Mauss, 'Classifications primitives,' Annee Sociologique, vi. ; MM. 
Hubert and Ma.use, 'Theorie genera.le de la ma.gie,' Ann. Soc. vii. A 
convenient account of Professor Durkheim's work is given by G. Davy, 'La. 
sociologie de M. Durkheim,' Revue Philosopliique, xxxvi. {1911), pp. 42-71 
and 160-195. I am also indebted to ProfeBSor L. Uvy-Bruhl'e Lu 
fonctions mentales dans les 1ocUtes inferieures, 1910. 
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ealled it the Datum of Philosophy, to mark that it was not 
invented by the philosophers, but derived from a representa­
tion which underlies all the shapes and symbols of religious 
thought. The third chapter traces its origin from a magical 
stage, older than religion itself, and follows out the process of 
its differentiation into the several categories of Greek poly­
theism, especially the contrasted figures of the Mystery God 
and the Olympian. The significance of that contrast, between 
the religion whose most illustrious symbol was Apollo, and the 
mystic faith of the suffering Dionysus, was, by sheer power of 
imagination, divined by Friedrich Nietzsche, from a direct 
study of the phenomenon of Greek Tragedy. From him we 
learnt, in the sphere of art, why it is that Dionysus and Apollo 
shared the heights of Parnassus; but, since his day, fresh 
knowledge has been gained, with respect to the problems of 
historical genesis. A clear advance in the study of the earlier 
phases, not only of Greek religion, but of religion in general, 
is marked by the publication of Miss Jane Harrison's Themis 
(Cambridge, 1912). I have had 'the great advantage of going 
over all the main points with the author, and I have adopted 
many of her conclusions. It is thus possible for me to treat 
very briefly a number of points connected with the development 
of Greek religion, referring the reader to the source from which 
my own knowledge is derived. Miss Harrison's help has also 
been of much value in the revision of this book, which may be 
regarded as carrying on the same principles of interpretation 
into the domain of philosophy. 

From the standpoint reached in the third chapter, we seem 
able to make out that Philosophy, when she puts aside the 
finished products of religion and returns to the ' nature of things,' 
really goes back to that original representation out of which 
mythology itself had gathered shape. If we now call it' meta­
physical,' instead of ' supernatural,' the thing itself has not 
essentially changed its character. What 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 Early 
Greek Philosophy (E.G.P.2); and I have freely borrowed from 
the excellent translation of the fragments which it contains. 
For the fragments themselves references are given to Diels' 
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, ed. 2, Berlin, 1906 (D.F.V. 2). 

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

TRINITY COLLEGE, 

CAMBRIDGE, 

April 1912. 

F. M. CORNFORD 
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I 

DESTINY AND LAW 

1. The Problem 

THE origin of Greek philosophy is a problem which not only is 
of extraordinary interest, but seems at first sight peculiarly 
hopeful of solution. In the case of most questions of origins, 
history fails us ; the earlier links of the tradition we seek to 
account for are hidden in prehistoric darkness. The Homeric 
Epos, for instance, comes before us as a finished product, and 
not a single scrap of documentary evidence records the stages 
which preceded the earliest parts of the Iliad. But it is gener­
ally acknowledged that the beginnings of philosophy lie •.vell 
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.1 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 Bun in the year 585, 

which Thales, the. founder of that school, 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.1 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 1)f 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, 2 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 

l See Eisler, Weltenmantel und Himmelszelt, Munich, 1910. 
2 Allgemeine Geschichte d. Philos., II, i. (1911) p. 3. 
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construction upon it, and imagining that Thales or Anaximander 
was like Adam on the day of his creation, with no tradition 
behind him, no inherited scheme of things, opening his innocent 
eyes on a world of pure sense impressions not as yet co-ordinated 
into any conceptual structure. It is very easy to fall into an 
error of this sort, especially if we begin our history of Greek 
thought, as Professor Deussen does, by dividing the sources of 
human knowledge into two classes : the outer experience, 
which, by means of the senses, comes to us from the material 
world in space ; and the inner experience of our own thoughts 
and will and feelings. 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 ie 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 th,ey ventured 
upon generalisation and hypothesis. They would, in fact, 
have begun by occupying the more accessible fields of natural 
science, and feeling their way towards the laws of psychology, 
biology, or what not. But every one knows that they did 
nothing of the sort. The father of western philosophy, Thales 
of Miletus, immediately announces that the ultimate ' nature' 
of all things is water, and that the universe is alive-" has soul 
in it' ( €µ,tuxov)-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 1-phys1's, 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, 

i Professor Burnet, Early Greek Philos.a, p. 12, points out that q,vuu was 
used in this sense by the early cosmologists. He holds that &.pxfi is only 
an Aristotelian term, not uaed 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, 1 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 hea..vy 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 parched herds, and travail without birth 
Of dying women.' 

How did this belief arise : that Nature is 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. 
2 I.e. not monstrous births (TtpaTa.); cf. Aeschin. in Otes. 111, µfiTE 'Y~" 

1Cap7rovs tf>epew µ~Te ')'tJVaLJ.:as Tfr11a TlKreiv -yoveiicnv l:o1Kora, &.>..:\U. dpara, µfiTE 
{JouKfiµ,aru. KaTU. tf>vuiv 'YovU.s 7ro1e'l<T8a1. 

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

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

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

DESTINY AND LAW 7 

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 (Ilep£ tl>vuew'>). 

'Nature '-the nature of things-was the name they gl\ve 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 
pkysis 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 '; it is 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.1 For the present we shall be 
more concerned with the forms or limits imposed upon its 
spontaneous activity-the twin conceptions of Destiny and Law. 

Thales, the first of the school, identified the living and self­
changing world-stuff with water. Anaximenes, the third, held 
that it was ' air ' or mist. Anaximander called it the ' indefinite ' 
or 'limitless thing' (ro a7retpov). Anaximander it was who 

l Ch:i.p. III, 
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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 into 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.' 1 

Otto Gilbert 2 has explained this utterance as follows. We 
have to do with three grades of existence. 

First, there are' things' (8vTa)-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 3 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 

l D. F. V 2.' i. p. 13 : €~ Wll 0£ ii ")'frrnls fon, To'is OV<1'L Kai r7Jv <f>Oop0.11 ds 
raOra ")'lVE<1'0ai Kara TO XP€WJI' i'h0611aL ")'O.p avra olK'l)JI Kai rlaw ci:>..:>..7):>..ois T~S doiKlas 
Kara riiv TOU xp6vov rtf~iv. 

~ In a valuable article, ' Spekulation u. V olksglaube in d. ionischen Philo­
sophie,' Arch. f. Religionswiss., xiii. 306 ff. 

3 I 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. g1·iech. Altertiims, chap. i.) long before they were 
introduced into science. The conception ·of 'elements' (<1'roixf!a) in the 
narrower sense of primary and unalterable bodies dates from Empedocles 
(cf. Burnet, E. G. P. 2, p. 56). 
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arrangement. They themselves are destined to return into that 
from which they came-the third and ultimate stage of exist­
ence, the ' limitless thing,' which alone is called by Anaximander 
'incorruptible and undying.' 1 

To sum up the process of growth : the formless indefinite stuff 
separates first into the elemental forms, distributci 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. 2 

The separation of the elements into their several regions was 
caused by the ' eternal motion '-which perhaps we should 
conceive as a ' whirling ' motion ( UvT/) 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.3 

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 

1 Arist. Phy.9, ")'4, 203b 6 ff. : Kal rour' Eivai ro 8Efo11 • dOtf11aro11 ")'ap Kal 
d11cJ,\<Opo11, Cis </>'1)<1'111 o 'A11a~lµ.a11opos. 

2 Arist. Phys. ")'5, 204b 22; see Burnet, E. G. P.2, p. 55. 
3 On this subject see Heidel, 'Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philo­

sophy,' Arch. f Gesch. d. Philos., xix. 313 ff. I am unconvinced by Professol' 
Burnet's objection to this view of the 'eternal motion' (E. G. P. 2, 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 eternat motion into their 

1 See 0. Gilbert, 'Spekulation u. Volksghu be,' Arch. j. Rel., xiii. 306 ff. ; 
and Mettorologische Theorien d. griech. Altertuma, 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' (KaTa To XPEwv). 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 
pa.rad.of-monger. He was a man of a very sane and bold 
scientific imagination, trying to state the most reasonable theory 
of the origin and structure of the world, in straightforward terms 
that would recommend it to the enlightened intellects of his time. 
As a reasonable theory, and not as an absurd paradox, it was 
received (we may conclude) by those enlightened intellects. 
Yet the conception is one that could never occur to innocent 
scientific curiosity, looking out with uncoloured vision upon the 
world our senses show us. It is certain that both Anaximander 
and his readers had already in their minds some traditional 
representation of the order of Nature, as familiar to them as it is 
strange to us, which the new theory only restated in rational terms. 

That traditional representation it will be our next business 
~ discover and explain. What especially calls for explanation 
IS that moral character of the cosmos, upon which we have 
insisted. The actual grouping of the four elements is an apparent 
fa.ct ; but why is this fact, of all others, taken as the key to the 
making of the world, and why should it be associated with 
justice? Neither its peculiar significance nor its moral char­
acter is a sense-datum. The emphasis thrown upon it can only 
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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' {Kara ro XPEwv)-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.1 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 (Moira), 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. 2 Zeus himself 
laments that it is 'fate' that his son, Sarpedon, dearest to 
him of all men, must die at the hands of Patroclus.3 He' does 
not venture to undo what fate decrees.' 4 ' It is impossible even 

1 On this subject see Gruppe, Gr. Myth. u. Rel., p. 989 ff. 
2 Od. iii. 236 : ovoe 8eo£ rep I KO.i </>f'/\<jJ d.vopl OVl'O.VTO.L d."'/\o."'11.Keµ.ev' iJ'lr'lf'OTf KEii 

ii~ I µ.oip' 6"'/\o~ Ko.8.f'/\'[]G'L To.1117"'/\eylos 80.11d.T0Lo. 
3 It. xvi. 433 : <ii µ.oL eywv' ll TE µ.oL 'I.o.pn106vo., rpl"'il.TO.TOV d.11optJJJ' I µ.olp' inro 

IleTpbK"'/\o,o M£JJoLnai5o.o oo.µ.~110.L. 
' Pind. Paean. vi. 94: µ.6puLµ! d.vo.Mev Zevs 0 8ewv G'KO'lf'OS oi.i ro"'/\µo.. 
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for a God to avoid the fate that is ordained.' 1 ' What is or­
dained,' says Athena in Euripides,2 using Anaximander's word 
(ro x,pEaw), '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.a 

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' (v'1T'€p µopov, v'1T'€p 
aluav), which in Homer halts between the two meanings : 
' beyond what is destined, and so must be,' and ' beyond what 
is right, and so ought to be.' 

T?us, when the first sense-destiny-is uppermost, it is 
demed that God or man can make anything happen ' beyond 
fate.' 4 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 v7rf.p aluai'. 'Alack,' cries Zeus in the Odyssey,s 

1• Herod. i.. 91 : TiJv r:rpwµEll1JP µ.o'ipo.v d.ouvo.TOV iuri IJ.ro.pev-yew Kil.I eei;. 
This passage is of gre.at mter~st, as apparently stating the view of Delphic 
theology. The Pyth1a explams that Apollo tried to persuade the Moira.i 
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 (Unepov ri)s rerpwµlv7Js). 

: 1. ·T., 1486: o.lvw· TO -yap xpew11 G'OV Tf Ko.l Oewv 1<paul. 
Aesch. P. V., 531 : Xo. Tls ouv d.va-y1<17s iurlv olaKouTp6¢os ; 

Ilp. Mo£po.' Tp£µ.op¢ot µ.vfiµovls T' 'Epwues. 
Xo. Tovrwv t!pa Zeus iun11 d.uOevluTEpos ; 

' • .np. otlKOllV av EKrpu-yoL -ye TiJ11 'lr€1rpWµEv7]JI, 
o't For, mstance, ll. v1. 487 : oil -yap Th µ.' urip o.ruo.11 aviJp • A,a, rpoi'd.ifei. 

µ pev a oil nvd. tPY/Jl-1 re<f>v-yµ.evov tµ.µ.ePaL dv8pwv, I OU KO.K6v ovU µ£v f(j8M 
i7r1Jv T • ~ l Cf p· d p ' 11, f a. rpwTo. "I VY/To.'· • m · yth. xii. 30: TO µ6pu1µ.011 ov ra.p<f>11KT6v. 
r~g .. 2~2 (256), TO 'lr€7rpwµevov ov riip, oi.i u1i5dpeov uxfiueL TeL'xos. 

8 xvi. 780: ~o.1 T6TE i5fi p' inrep o.luaP 'AxaLol ¢ipnp0 , ~uo.v. 
1. 32 : l!J roroi, otov i5fi vv Oeovs fJpOTol eln6wPTaL. 

i~ ~µ.ewv -yd.p </>a(jL Kd.K' tµµe110.' • ol 0€ Ka.I o.vTol 
~fDu'v d.TauOa"'/\lvuw flrlp µ6po11 t!A.-ye' txovuLv, 
ws Kai P0v A('YLG'8os ur£p µ6pov 'ATpEloo.o 
-yfiµ' 4"'/\oxo11 µv'Y](jTfi11. 
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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 the~­
selves, by their own naughtiness, have trouble .beyond. what is 

ordained even as now Aegisthus, beyond what is 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 ~heir fate but the bounds of morality. Hence in such cases 
the balance i~ 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 (ainot).1 . 

The truest account, perhaps, is that the clear notion of absolute 
impossibility is wanting in Homer. The _liov~a-rov, which w,e 
render ' the impossible,' is rather that which lies beyond one s 
power (Svvaµir;); it may lie beyond the power e:e~ of a God, 
for, as we have seen, no God is all-powerful. But it is not abso­
lutely and strictly impossible ; po~e~ may be stretched for a 
moment beyond its due and normal limits, so th~t 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 just possible to 
exceed them; but only at the cost of provoking an instant nemesis. 

Thus in Homer and in Ionian thought generally, we find a 
profound belief in.Destiny (Moira) as an ord}~ance which limits 
all individual powers, whether human or divme; and we see, 
moreover that this ordinance is even more a decree of moral 
obligatio~ than a barrier of sheer physical impos.sibility. 

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 hav~ ~ucceeded in 
defining Moira more clearly, we shall be m a pos1t1on to recon­
struct the still earlier history of the idea. 

i Compare the Croesus passage (Herod. i. 91 above, p. 13, n. I), in which 
Apollo ends by throwing the responsibility on Croesus' pride (iwvro11 aJno11 
a:iro<f>a."'frw), and Croesus acknowledges it. 
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6. Moira as a system of provinces 

Some scholars 1 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 inapplicable 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 
(oµoTtµor;). For we are three brothers, born of K.ronos and 
Rhea, Zeus, and I, and Hades is the third, the lord of the dead. 
And in three lots are all things divided, and each took his appointed 
domain (or privilege, status).2 When we shook the lots, to 
me fell the hoary sea, that I should dwell therein for ever; 
and Hades drew the misty darkness, and Zeus the broad heaven 
among the aether and the clouds : the earth and high Olympus 
are yet common to all. Therefore never will I live according 
to the mind of Zeus ; no, masterful though he be, let him stay 
quiet in his own third part (e1C71A.or; ••. µevfrro Tpt'Ta'TTJ evt 
µotpTJ).' 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, W eizsicker in Roscher's Lexiccm, s. v. • Moira.,' col. 3084. 
' 1. 189: TP'xoa. 6e ral'TI& 6i61&CTT1&,, ltce&CTTOS 6' lµp.opE np.fjr, 
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an equal portion and a like lot are ord,ained.' 1 However, though 
he feels resentment (nemesis), he yields, and retires to the sea, 
his own undisputed element. 2 

In this curious passage the original sense of Moira is clearly 
apparent. Moira simply means ' part,' ' allotted portion • ; 
from that primary meaning it is agreed that the meaning 
'destiny• is derived. Poseidon's protestation shows how it is 
that the Gods, as well as men, have 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 

(T£µ~); it gives him a determined position in a social system. 
Sometimes it is called his 'privilege' ("f~pa~). Within his own 
domain his supremacy is not to be challenged ; but he must not 
transgress its frontiers, and he will feel resentment (nemesis) at 
any 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.3 

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

l l, 209 : O!l"!l"6T' ib lq6µ.opo11 ICCl.L op.ff 11"£11"pwµ./11011 a(O"?J 
ll£LK£frt11 lfUX?JO"L x.oXwro'iO"Lll fll"EeO"O"L. 

z For the three divisions, Ea.rth, Sea, Sky, cf. Il. xviii. 483: Hephaestos, 
making the Shield, i11 µ111 ,..a.10.11 frwf, €11 8' ovpa.11611, i11 8e IJd.Aa.qqa.11; Od. xii. 
315: ,..ala.11-1r6no11-ovpa.11Mle11; Hymn to Dem. 13: oupa.11os £vpvs lJ1r£p8£ ,..a.La. 
TE 1rii<J"a. Ka.I O.Xµ.up011 ol8µ.a. Oa.Xd.O"O"TJS. See 0. Gilbert, Met. Theor., 272• 

Poseidon in the above passage takes a somewhat different view, according 
to which Heaven (Olympos) a.nd Earth, as parents of all the gods (see 
below, p. 18), a.re 'common to all'; the three divisions included in the 
8a.0"µ.6s are Aether (the fiery oilpa.v6s), Sea, and Darkness (Air)-a conception 
which is nearer to the 'elements' (see below, p. 116). 

3 Theog. 2'20: a.r T' d.118pw11 TE Oew11 TE ra.pa.ifja.O"la.s £cf>l1rou0"111. After 
writing the above, I discovered that Walter Headlam ha.d clearly stated 
this view of Moira in his edition of Aesch . .Agam. p. 234, note on v. 1007. 
He says : ' The Mo'ipa.i a.re personifications of these µ.o'ipa.i or 8ia.110µ.a.l (Eum. 
726), apportionments or dispensations, provinces allotted to th_e v.arious 
divinities and severally administered by them. . . . ' 'There exist in the 
system over which Zeus presides certain "vested interests" or "spheres 
of influence" assigned by Dispensa.tion (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 
Moira will turn out in 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 Moira 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 (aUJ~p) 
and Daylight. This opening act we shall discuss later. Next 
follows (I. 124) the division of the world into three parts-Earth, 
Sky, and Sea. 

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

Here, then, we find, as a distinct stage in cosmogony, a 
division of the world into three portions (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• (&rep <f>i}..or17ror; €<f>iµ€pov, 1. 132). It was not, that is 
to say, an act of marriage and consequent birth, but of division, 
repulsion, 'strife' (N e£Kor;), 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 1 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 thefr wealth and distributed their honours, 2 

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.3 Accordingly, 
when some of the sixth-century thinkers-Pherekydes, for in­
stance, or Theagenes of Rhegium-equated the elements with 
the Gods,4 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; ws T' d.</>EllOS oa11cTaPTO Kai WS nµ,d.s QLEAOllTO. This dasmos, held by 

the Gods themselves, will be discussed below, §9. 
3 Cf. Plat. de primo /rigido, 948 Jl:; /in a' di]p TO 7rpWTWS cTKOTELV611 fcTTLv, 

ova€ TOVS 71'0L'YJTa$ AEA'YJ0EJI. Mpa -yap TO G"K6TOS KaAOUcTlll' 'di)p -yap rapd. P'YJUG"t fJaOEt' 
'!jv ouae cTE"Jl.fJ11'YJ oupa1168e11 1rpofJipa111E' (Qd. X. 143). Kai 'lra"J\.111 'iJipa. £11uciµ,£11oL 
1l'ii<Ta11 </>OLTW<TLV €7r' a!av' (Hes. Erga, 255), K.r."JI.. Cf. Plat. Is. et Os. 384 B, o, 
a.nd fl. xv. 191 (above quoted, p. 15), where Hades takes the 'misty dark. 
ness ' ( s6<fJ011 1Jep6evTa ). 

•See O. Gilbert, 'Spekulation und Volksglaube,' u.s.w., Arch. f. Relig. 
xiii. p. 317. For Theagenes see D.F. V. 2, p. 511; Pherekydes, ibid. p. 507. 
Note especia.lly Pherekydes' use of µo'ipa: KelV'YJS aE T~s µ.olpcu l11tp8t11 lun" ii 
TCl.pTapl'YJ µ.olpr;1. ( frag. 5 ). · 
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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 Moirai in their darkest 
aspect, who, ' if the sun should overstep his measures, would 
find him out.' 1 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. 2 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 intelligence or design 

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

l Heracleitus, frag. 94 (Diels) : 1j"Jl.1os -yap o6x inrcp(31J11ETaL µ,hpa. d ae µT,, 
'Epwves fJ.'" AlK71s l7rlKoupoi i~cupfi11ou11111. 

!i Theagenes of Rhegium emphasised exactly this point, allegorising the 
ba.ttles of the Gods in Homer &s the €11a11rlw<TLS 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. Moira is the blind, automatic force which 
leaves their subordinate purposes and wills free play within 
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their own legitimate spheres, but recoils in certain vengeance 
upon them the moment that they 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 plac;e in modern thought. That is 
partly the reason why it is reinstated by nascent science in the 
system of Anaximander. But what now concerns us is to 
realise that this was a reinstatement-the restoration to Moira 
of a supremacy which, as religion developed, had been impaired, 
and almost overthrown, by the growing power of the Gods. 

9. The Dasmos of the Gods 

Just because Moira was at first an impersonal power, an 
opening was left for advancing theology to reverse the position, 
and ascribe her ordinance of necessity and right to the will of 
personal Gods, which formerly had been overridden by it. Thus 
the Gods, who at first were younger than Moira and subject to 
her, might now set up a claim to be the originators of the world­
order, substituting their individual will for her impersonal 
decree. Hesiod himself shows us the stages of this process, and 
combines, in his simple religious way, the two inconsistent 
representations. On the one hand, as we have seen, the order of 
Hesiod's cosmogony implies that the departmental division of 
the world was older in time than the Gods, and he also declares 
that the Gods took shape within its several provinces and arose 
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out of the elements themselves. On the other hand, in the same 
breath he calls upon his Muse to describe how the Gods 'parted 
among them their wealth and distributed their honours •-as if 
this disposition were not, after all, the work of Destiny, but a 
distribution (oao-µo~) 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 Lo.ts, Lachesis. 

In this Homeric passage Lachesis is not mentioned ; but in 
Pindar's description 1 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 ( oa'TEoJl'TO) 
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 sufier him, because he said that his own 
eye saw within Lhe 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, 2 that when the island 
should be sent up into the open light of day, it should be a seat 
reserved to him ('Yepa~) for the time to come.• 

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

1 Ol. vii. 54. This dasmos of the surface of the earth into seats of 
worship is, as we shall see later (p. 38), au older representation, on which 
the da.smos of the elemental provinces between the three sons of Krono1 is 
modelled. 

11 1. 64 : 'EKIAmrEV 6' o.uTlKO. xpv11&µrVKO. µtv Aaxt11&v 
')(.Eipo.f dvTE£vo.&, 8Ewl' 6'. IJpKov /d'lo.v 
µ:q '1f'a.ptj>d.µe11, GMQ. Kp6vov tr~JI 'll"a.,& l'fWfl&, • • , 
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is evident that Lachesis herself presides, and that Zeus can do 
no more than confirm her decision with his nod. 

10. Phe Great Oath of the GodB 

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 (Oewv gp"o~ µ~"fa~). 
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.1 

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 ~ 

i It must be remembered, however, that originally the oath which 
sanctions law is not a contract, but a curse. This may be visibly embodied 
in a substance, such as the blood of a 'sacred' animal, which is charged 
with sanctity, and so with that dangerous force which recoils upon a breach 
of taboo. Cf. the oath-ritual in Plato's Atlantis (Kritias, 119n), where the 
bull was to be killed 'against the top of the column' 011 which the laws 
were engraved, so that his blood ran down over the inscription. On the 
column was also a. "OpKof 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.' 1 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. It is placed in Tartarus, where 
are the 'roots and fountains' of the four elemental provinces­
earth, misty Tartarus, sea, and sky-and those ' limits whose 
dankness strikes a shuddering chill even into Gods.' a 

Now, when we remember that Horkos, Oath, is the same word 
as herkos, ' fence,' 4 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 o~ that quarrel with Poseidon we have already noticed, 
concludes his angry message to his brother thus : 5 ' I declare 
that I am much greater than he in might (fJ/,v) and his elder in 
birth: but his heart fears no.t to call himself 'equal to me whom 
the other Gods hold in shuddering awe (urvry€ovut).' This 

~ I. 736. 
2 I. 790. The tenth branch is simply invented in order to reconcile the 

two. views th~t Styx is a ninefold stream running all round the world 
(noviens S~yx mterfusa coercet, Verg. Georg. iv. 480) and also an actual 
11t~eam which does run down a black rock in Arcadia. The Great Oath iS 
evidently not this stream, but the ninefold barrier. 

a 'lrElpo.Ta ap-yaX€' EVpwura, Ta u crrv-yt!ov<n Oeol 7rEp, 1'lteog. 738. 
4 G. Murray, Rise of the Greek Epic 2, p. 338. 
6 fl, 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' (Kparos-) and limited by a 
frontier of inviolable sanctity. Styx is a representation of Taboo.1 

11. The supremacy of Zeus conj erred by Styx 

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

Styx and Pallas had four children, Zelos, Nike, Kratos, and Bia. 
'No house nor seat of Zeus is without these; no path is there, 
upon which the God does not lead them, but they are established 
for ever beside Zeus, the Thunderer. For such was the counsel 
of Styx, the immortal daughter of Ocean.' This endowment of 
Zeus with supreme power occurred on that day when, summoning 
all the Gods to Olympus, Zeus declared that no God who had 
fought on his side against the Titans should be deprived of his 
privileges {'yEpawv), but each should keep that status (nµ~v) 
which he had before enjoyed. Further, all who had no privilege 
or status under the rule of Kronos should now enter in to 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 ( 1'hemis, p. 72). For taboo as negative mana, see R. R. 
Marett, Threshold of Religion, chap. iii. The notion will become clearer as 
we go on. 

2 Hesiod, Tlteog. 383 ff, See J. E. Harrison, loc. cit. 
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This passage shows the same inconsistency that we have 
before noted. At the beginning it is Styx who-confers on Zeus 
his newly won power; she is only another form of 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 chlldren, Mastery and Force, shall dwell with him for ever · . ' and m 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 (voµo8ecrla). 

In Homer, again, this same transition is marked by the odd 
phrases,' fate of Zeus,'' destiny of God' (Ato~ alcra, 8eov µo'ipa 
etc.), where the original sense of 'apportionment' or 'destiny,' 
not personal will (/3ovA.~), 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 ' (Ka~ v7rep Ato~ alcrav), had not Apollo 
gone to rouse Aeneas and tell him that Zeus 'wills' (,8ovA.erat) 
the victory of the Trojans. Here we find exactly the same con­
ception as before-the might (Kparoi;) of men going 'beyond 
what is ordained' ( u7r€p alcrav) : but Atos- is slipped in, as if 
Zeus, and not Moira, were the source of this apportionment.I 

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 Pi~1dar, Nem. iv. 61, To µ6p111µ011 l1168E11 ?rorpwµ.111011, as contrasted 
with Paean. Vl •. 94, µ6p111µ' dvaMev Zeus ov TO"llµa. Oldenberg (Die Relig. de8 
Veda, p. 199) pomts out that the same phenomenou-0ccurs in Vedic theology. 
The world-order called !Jta, at first supreme over the Gods, comes to be 
represented as the ordinance of Varuna and the Aditya.s. The notion of 
Rta will be further discussed below, p. 175. Aesch. Sept. 485 : Zeus N Eµhwp. 
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one time he had had only a third part for his domain. As 
Nausikaa says to Odysseus: 1 'It is Olympian Zeus himself 
who distributes prosperity to mankind, good or bad, to 
each one according as he wills ' ; and similarly it is Zeus 
who apportions to the Gods their wealth and honours. 2 

Prometheus 3 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 
nomoi.' 

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 nomoi of a state are its written constitution-a thing 
sacrosanct, to be touched or altered only with the gravest 
precaution. It appears, too, that the act of lawgiving was 
especially conceived as a redistribution of provinces and powers, 
a fresh assignment of portions, whether of land or of 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' (7rep'i rov 7rA.elovot;; 

i Od. vi. 188: 
Znls o' aUTOS vtµfl lf\[3011 'OMµ?rlOS d118pw?ro1111 
l<TOXols fiot Ka1Co'i<T111, lhrws i8ih-a<T111, iKd<TT<tJ. 

2 Hesiod, Theog. 71 : o o' ovpavl[i lµfJa<T1Xd1£1 
aVTOS lXWP fJpovTT,P fio' al8a"Jo.6e11Ta KEpav11p11, 
Kapui: 111K1]11as 7rartpa Kpo,,011 • ev oe llKa<TTa 
d8a11dTOIS 01fraEe11 oµws Kai l1d¢paoe nµds • 

885 ; 0 oe TOWLll Eds 01eoa<T<TaTO nµds. 
3 Aesch. P. V. 244 : 

/l?rws Tax111Ta TOI' 7raTpiiio" is 8pol'o11 
Ka8(feT', el-Bus oa[µo<Ttl' llEµfl -ytpa 
4ll.Xo111w B:Xll.a Kai omrroixlfeTo 
apx'l}11 • .. 
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TE 1Cat tuov). Some of the plebeians were unsettled, 'having 
received no portion of land fr7j~ µo'ipav) nor other advan­
tages.' Numa, by distributing (Siavelµa~) land to them, 
and giving a new status (nµa~) to settlers, put an end to 
dissension.1 

Now, in this redistribution the Gods, quite as much as men, 
had their share. There was also an ' ordering of sacred things ' 
(~ 7rep';, Ttt Be'ia Sta1Couµ11uii;). 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 Romufos in respect of customs and laws, and left them un­
touched ' ; but he made good the omissions, ' in many cases 
appointing precincts for those Gods who had not yet obtained a 
recognised position (ro'i~ µ~'Trw nµoov Tvryxavovut Beo'ii;); in 
other cases founding altars and temples, assigning (a7roveµwv) 
to each his festival, and legislating (voµo8eriiv) about their 
services and honours (nµc.ls).' 2 

The parallel could not be more exact. If we are right in 
thinking that Moira ultimately meant the division of the universe 
into distinct 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.3 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 
Eumen·ides of Aeschylus,4 until the final scene of reconciliation, 
rises the protest of the ancient Moirai against the younger Gods 
who have 'ridden down the old laws/ and taken from them 
their status and functions (nµat ). They are only appeased 
when Athena promises them a new ' seat ' and ' function,' 

1 Dion. H. Ant. ii. 62. 
2 Cf. also the la.ngua.ge used by Plato in describing the division of the 

territory of the State in Laws, 745 B ff. 
3 Cf. Ath. Pol. 11: 0 µ(11 -yap o'q1i.os t{iETO 11"a11T' cbr.f.oaO"Ta 71"0t'l)O"Elll a1.\T611 (1;6>.wva). 

E.g. I. 781 : lw tJeo! •EWTEpot ra>.cuovs 116µovs 
Ka8t71'7f'aUa0"8E-Kd.K XEPWll EfXEo-8/ µov • • , 
e-yw O' 11.nµos, K. T. >.. 

Ka8L71'7f'd.teo-8at, 'to overrun territory with horse' (T~11 X.WP'IJ" Ka8ir'lf'., Herod. 
ix. 14), revives the old spatial sense of 116µos presently to be considered. 

DESTINY AND LAW 29 

and makes them ' portioners in the land, with honours all 
entire.' 1 

13. Law as a Dispensation 

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

'who is it that knows how to dispense (Stave'iµat) the seed 
over the soil ~ 

'The farmer. 
'And the farmer dispenses (Siaveµet) to each soil the seed it 

deserves~ 

'Yes. 
'The farmer, then, is a gooddispen~er ~voµev~).of thes~ things: 

and for these matters his laws and dispensations (voµo" 1Ca£ 

SiavoµaL) are right.' 
In this passage' laws' and 'dispensings' are cle~rly synony­

mous. We find the same conjunction in the Eumenides. In one 
place 2 the Chorus accuse Apollo of' abolishi.ng.a~cient disp_ensa­
tions' (Stavoµa~), when he tricked the Moirai mto ~eleasmg a 
mortal from death ; in another and parallel passage the same 
God is accused of ' breaking the law (voµov) of the Gods, by 
respecting the cause of man and abolishing the ancient apportion­
ments (µoLpa~).' These passages show that th~ no~ion of 
'dispensation' links together Moira and Nomos, with either of 

1 I. 891 : A0. l~etTn -yap O"OL T'qO"liE -yaµ.6p(j) l x8011os 
el11ai OtKalws ls TO rav nµwµ/11y. 

XO. cbauu' 'A6ava, Tlva µ£ ¢+is l!~Et11 l!opa11; 
A 0. 'lf'r.f.O"'IJS d.'lf''l)µ.011' oltuos' oexov oe u6. 
XO. Kai o~ OEOE"fµ«L. Tls OE µ01 TLµ~ µIm; 
A0. ws µ.?) n11' otKoll efJ8EllfiW IJ.11tiV O"E8e11. 

2 }. 730 ; O"(, TOL ra./\auis Ota11oµcif KaTalji6£0"a! 
olvft' rap'l]'ll'r.f.T17uas d.pxalas 8ed.s. 

1 I. 172 : ra.pd. 116µ.011 8£Wll {JpbTea µ111 Tlw11, 
ra.>.at~evels 6€ µ.olpa.s ¢6£0-as. 

See W. Headlam on Agam. 1007; and cf. Joh. Dia~., Els i:!o-ioo.p60eo-y.
1 

a>.X'!_· 
i'oplat 886 frt o€ Kai Tas Molpas d.ro T'qs 0eµioos ZEvs -ye11119, ra 0-011 "11 Tats 
8eµiuTda.u Btavoµal T"'es Kai µtiptO" µ.o! rpoo-1/KovTes -ylvonaL. S~hol. ad Plat. 
Leg{J. 625 A, roil.tTdas T'qs µtas fw'qs Ti/s lJX'l]s ~6/\ti~s, 116µ."w: Of ~~11 ota11?'6":"'" 
TO. µIp.,, l~ wv +, r6>.n. Aesch. Supp. 403, Zevs ,,.,µwv u.uLKa. /"C" KaKois, uo-1a 

o' tJ1v6µ.ou. 

l Bo Dobree; T;jaf')'' a.,..olpov codd. ip.p.o•pov, lp.p.otP'I' are also coD,jectured. 



30 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY 

which the word Biavaµ~ is synonymous. In Pindar, 1 again, the 
word nomos itself denotes the act of dispensing: Cheiron, the 
wise centaur, taught Asclepios 'the dispensing of medicines with 
gentle hand' -cf>apµa""'v €BtBaEe µaA.a"oxeipa voµov. 

Another derivative, voµevr;, which in the extract from the 
Minos means •dispenser,' is of course more commonly used of 
shepherds who take their Hock to feed on their allotted pasture­
their voµor; or voµi], 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 ~vvoµor;, 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.3 

We have dwelt upon these details in order to bring out the 
fact that behind the familiar sense of N omos, ' 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.4 

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 N omos 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 coordinared. 
The plural nomoi can mean a social order so constituted; as when, 
for instance, Pindar 5 speaks of the monstrous child of Ixion and 
the Cloud as' having no status among men, nor yet in the social 

1 Nem. iii. 55. 
2 110µ6r is early used metaphorically: 'Wide is the range of words '-hrt11111 

roXi>s 110,ms lv8u. KU.l 111811., Il. xx. 249 ; cf. Hesiod, Erga, 403 : dXP?iios a' luru.' 
,.,,.111111 110µ6s. Procl. in Plat. Tim. 21 E, p. 30c, ci pl11 110µ.0s (Egyptian no1ne) 
drci roil ve11eµ.fio"8u.' r1}11 -yij11. 

a Aesch. Suppl. 565: (:Jporol of -yas r6r' ~uu.11 lvvoµ.oL. Pind. P. ix. 69: 
r1111. ol X,8011/Jr 11.luu.11 , , , 111110µ.011 awpii<TETU.,, 

' Cf. J. L. Myres, 'Herodotus and Anthropology' in Anthropology ancl the 
Olaaaics (Oxford, 1908), p. 157. I owe much to this valuable eBBay, and 
especially to Professor Myres' remarks on ¢vuu and 11dµ.os. 1 Pyth. ii. 43. 
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order of the Gods '-o~'T· "" avBpacrt "fEpaucpbpov, O~'T· ev OeGJv 
voµoir;. 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 1 speaks of the spirit of power of the infant 
Herakles, strangling the snakes in his cradle, the word he uses 
is E1Cvoµwr;, 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 N omos and v~µeiv : 
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 woo<l­
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,2 dwelling on the practice of tree-worship by all 
the Aryan races of Europe, says: •From an examination of the 
Teutonic words for " temple " Grimm has made it probable that 
amongst the Germans the oldest sanctuaries were natural woods. 
However this may be, tree-worship is well attested for all the 
great European families of the Aryan stock. Amongst the Celts 
the oak-worship of the Druids is familiar to every one, and 
their old word for sanctuary seems to be identical in origin and 
meaning with the Latin nemus, a grove or woodland glade, which 
still survives in the name of Nemi .... Proofs of the prevalence 
of tree-worship in ancient Greece and Italy are abundant.' 

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

1 Nem. i. 56. 
2 GolaeJi Bough a, part 1. vol. ii. p. 8. Cf. Plin. Nat. Hiat. xii. 1: 'Haec 

(i.e. trees) fuere numinum templa, priscoq.ue ritu simplicia rura. etiam nunc 
deo praecellentem arborem dicant, nee magis auro fulgentia atque ebore 
simula.cra qua.m lucos et in iis silentia. ipsa. adoramus.' N,,6r (temple) has 
been derived from the same root (1111.F-o) as 1"11.vs (ship): both seem to have 
been hollow trees. Cf. O. Kern, 'Zwei :'.iultinschr. a.us Kleinasien' in 
Beitr. z. Gesch. d. gr. Phil. u. Relig, p. 88. Berlin, 1895. 

3 Ling. Lat. vii. 6. 
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brings out the fact that the two essentials of the augural templum 
are its fixed and oriented boundaries and the marking of these 
boundaries by trees. ' A templum is a place whose limits are 
defined with a set formula for purposes of augury and auspices.' 
He quotes the archaic formula for the templum in the Arx : 

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

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

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

Inter ea oonregione, oonspicione, cortumione, utque ea rectissime 
sensi. 

' 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.1 In this augural templum, bounded 
by trees, we seem to have a survivcl.l of the sacred clearing 
in a grove, the ancient nemos sanctuary. It is a 'range' 
assigned for the peculiar working of a divine power. 2 

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' (&ovTov, a{3aTov) by the pro­
fane-by persons, that is to say, who are not themselves sacred, 
sanctified, ceremonially brought into a state in which contact 
with the mysterious power is no longer dangerous. 

Now, one ancient title of the sacred presence inhabiting a 
grove or nemos is none other than Nemesis. 3 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 

l 3ee the description of the augury taken to determine whether Numa 
should be king of Rome (Livy, i. xviii. 6). 

2 Compare also Pindar's description of Herakles founding Olympia (Ol. 
x. (xi.) 45). Herakles begins by 'measuring out a grove' (11ra.fJµ.8.ro 4X11or 
and 'staking it round' (repnrcl.~a.,s• AXnv o'iKpive). 

1 I owe thi1 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-lYranch 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 i~ of course possible that 
the identity of the two names is a coincidence; that Nemesis 
meaning vengeance is derived from nemein by a di:fferen~ 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, cpepetv) 
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 nomoi, 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. 2 

1 Mr. Cook is not responsible for the answer I suggest to this question. 
11 Livy, i. S : 'locum, qui nunc saeptus descendentibus inter duos lucos eat, 

asylum aperit.' Dion. H. Ant. ii. 15: µ.tfJOpLOll iiuol11 opvµ.wv. See Fra.zer, 
'J'otemism, i. 96, and Golden Bough 3, part I. 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 1 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. Cor:respond­
ing to these two aspects, Nornos 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. Nornos, 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 
Moira stands for the limit of what you may do, and for what will 
happen if you exceed your limit. 3 N ornos rather means what 
you must do within your limits, the regular and rightful 
functions you must exercise or ' wield '-another sense of netnein, 
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 

1 Ol. viii. 86: e!Jxoµa.L dµtf>l Ka.Xw11 µolpq. Nt!µeaw liLx6f3ovX011 µ~ fNµE11· d.X:\' 
d7rfiµa.llTOll if)'Wll {JloTOll Q.VTOQS T 1 at~OL Ka.i 7r6A!JI, a:1rfiµa.11Toll, because 7rr,µa. is 
the more frequent gift of Nlµrn·Ls: Hes. Tlieog. 2-23: TLKTe lie Ka.1 Nt!µeq111, 
7rT,µa. 811'1'}To'iq1 {Jp6Toiq'· Cf. 'l'heol. Arith. p. 32 (of Pythagoreans): NiµE""' 
K«AOU(!L T~ll 1f"EllTalJa. • IJEµEi ")'OUIJ 1Tp0(1'1'}K611TWS Td TE ovpd,11,a. Kai (JE'ia. Kal tf>vrnK<l 
ITTOIXEta roi s 7rfllTE. 

2 The old sense of 1,Bos seems to survive in Empedocles, frag. 17, I. 27, 
who says of the elements : 

Ta.vTa. ")'ap iud TE 7rd11Ta. Ka.I 1jXLKCL ")'llllla.11 (a.uL, 
riµT,s li' riXX'l'}s riXXo µlliE,, rd.pa. li' l]Oos ~KdlTT'fl. 

3 µo'ipa. means 'limit' in Od. xix. 592 (one cannot always go without sleep), 
'17rL ")'dp TOL EK&.IIT'fl µo'ipa.11 (()'l'}KCLll d()d11a.roi 811'1'}TOL0-t,.and is almost equivalent to 
taboo in Hesiod, Erga, 744: 

µ.'l'}lU roT' olvox61'J11 ri8£µ.E11 Kp71r7}pos ii7rep8t: 
'll',11611TW11' 6Xo~ ")'0.p E'll'' avri;i µ.o'Lpa. TfTVKTa.1. 
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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, 1 

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 (voµ,fii;), each 
daemon being sufficient in himself in all things for his own flock 
(oli; avToi; €v€µ€v), 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 2il n: ws 11u11 Ka.Ta T61J"o11s, Ta.vro11 roiiTo v7ro BEw11 d.px611Tw11 1r1in11 Ta Tou 
K61T µov µip'I'} limX'l'}µµll'a.. Ka.1 li-i) Ka.I Ta t°wa. Ka.Ta ")'Ell'I'} Ka.L a")'tAa.S ofo11 PoµT)s 8e'Lot 
lJmXfitf>EITCLll lialµoves, 0.VTa.pK-i)s els '!rallTa. l!KO.ITTOS eKalTTOLS /;Jp ofs <1.VTOS l11tµE11, 
IJJur' ofJT' lJ:ypLol' 1,11 oi!oe11 ofJu d.XX7,Xw11 iliwoa.l, 7r6XEµ6s T' ovK i11T,11 oUlie 11Td.q1s To 
7rapci7ra.ll. 

2 Erga, 276: TlJJlliE ")'ap a118pw7rOLrTL 1'6µ011 liilTO.~E Kpo11lw11, 
lx8v1TL µ£11 KCLL 8'1'}pqi Ka.L olw110£s 'lrETE'l'}llOlS 
i.uOlµev d.XX7,Xovs, irEI ov JlK71 iurl11 Ell a.tiroi's • 
d.118pW7rOllTI o' lawKE lilK'l'}ll • • , 

Compare also Empedocles' Reign of Love, below, p. 236. 
s Pol. 272 E. For Nemesis and the Daemons see Ps.-Timaeus, r. Y,t•x&.t 

K6qµw 104 E; ii7ra.11Ta. li£ Ta.Ora. (about the soul-wandering) i11 lie11Tlpq. 'lr'Ept6lilf' 
a N t!µ.E(!LS ITlllllitlKpLllE ITUll lia.lµoui 7ra.Xaµ11a.loLS x8011lou TE, TOlS iw6rTa.IS TWJI 
d.J18pwrl11w11, ols 6 r.:i11Tw11 O.yeP,wv Oeos brfrpeipe li1olK'l'JITLJ1 K6uµ.w • ••• 
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to their natural kinds-that 'original boundary (gpor;) and law 
by which Zeus distinguished their several natures and set each 
kind apart ' l_is compared to the local distribution among the 
Gods of their several seats of worship. In the Kritias,2 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' (Si1C'1Jr; ""A~potr; °Aa'Yxavovrer;); andmaking 
themselves at home in their several countries, 'as shepherds 
(voµ:ijr;) 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' (voil Stavoµ~), to which we shall give the name of' Law' 
(Noµos-). 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 distinction 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 
(µ,o'ipa), distinction (Sta1€ptu.tr;), dispensation (Stavoµ~), lawgiving 
(voµo8eula), ordering (Siatcouµ'T]utr;). The personal God of 

i Plut. Mor. 964 B= Porph. de abst. i. 5, p. 88: ofJBe tf>dpµ.o.1eo11 ofJBe la.µ.o. rijs 
~ TliJJ 13to11 d.11o.ipo60'7/S d.ropto.s ~ T'l/11 Bi1eo.100'61'7/11 lxoµ.e11, All µ.'l/ TOii d.pxo.'io11 116µ.011 
1eo.l 1Jpo'll q,u"A.6.TTwµ.e111 Cl' 1ect8''HaloBov (loc. cit. aupra) o Zws Tur q,uam Bie"A.wv 1ea.l 
11µ.B'os lBlg. Twv 'Ye11wv l1e6.Tepo11 'lx9vai µ.Ev, 1e.T. 'A.. ' 109 A ff. 

• La;UJs, 713 D: T~" Toil Nov Bia.110µ.1/11 iro11oµcito111-o.s N6µ.ov. 
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religion and the impersonal Reason of philosophy merely re­
enact as ' dispensers ' (N oµijr;) 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 1 learnt at Dodona that the Pelasgians worshipped 
nameless gods, whom they called simply theoi, because ' they had 
set all things in order {tcouµrp 8€vrer;), and all dispensa.tions 
(voµac;) were in their hands.' 

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

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

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

1 ii. 52. E'or the association of KOO"p.e'iv and 11lµ.eiv, cf. Plato, Protag. 320c : 
The Gods ordered Prometheus and Epimetheus KoO'p.~O'o.i TE 1eal 'lleiµ.o.i Bwd.µeis 
l1eaO'Tois ws rplrei ; and the rest of that myth. 

2 eCBeo.. For the meaning of eti3or, see A. E. Taylor, Varia Socratica, 
i. 184 (Oxford, 1911), who shows that the word in current usage meana 
' bodily form ' or phyaique. 



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 ( aiyaeoi 8atµove~ ), 
each rooted to the portion of earth inhabited and cultivated by 
his worshippers. This was his moira, and within it all dispensa­
tions (voµat) were in his hands. He was the sole guardian and 
saviour ( cpv'Xa~, uroT~P) 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 moira of earth was numerically different from the 
power residing in another.I 

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 js 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 
(moirai) dearly marked off from one another lry boundaries of 
inviolable taboo, and each the seat of a potency which pervades 
that department, dispenses its power within it, 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, 031led 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 MOIR.A 

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 Lache,sis 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 1 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 

'° 
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divine powers by Moilra, how did that representation itself 
arise 1 No more than the cosmological application of it, is it 
a matter of simple common-sense, which would occur to any 
man who sat doWJl, 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 1 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 1 

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. 



42 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY 

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 eftort 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.1 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 lik~ Anaximander could run a pen through them and 
leave the world and the heart of man none the poorer. They 
had grown so personal and individual and human that nothing 
but a wide freedom of allegorical interpretation could keep the 
old idols on their bases. But when the Gods were eliminated, 
a moral or sacred character still clung to the framework of the 
world itself, that system of provinces within which the Gods had 
sprung up and developed, till they were overblown and died. 
The stuff of the world, the physia. portioned out into those 
provinces, was also, as we shall see, a conception of mythical 

1 Cf. Simpl. Pltys. 24, 13, who, after quotiRg Anaximander's sentence 
about 'paying the penalty for injustice,' adds : ro111nKwTlpo1s oDTwt lw6µa.u111 
a.~Tcl >..l"'fwv. Similarly, Aristotle dismisses Plato's technical term11 ra.prilie1"'fp.a. 
and p.eTiX."'' 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 Mder of the WO'l'ld as a collective 
represenwtion 

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 re']J'f'esenmtions 

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. Levy-Bruhl, Fonctiom mentalea da.m lea ao~tes in/trieurea, 1910, p. I. 
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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 plu1osopher 
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 govemance­
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 B.C., studying his 
inner and outer experience, was confronted with the same 
problems seen in the same light as the English philosopher of 
to-day. The difference-the immense difference-between the 
two lies in their several inheritances of collective representation. 
It is a difference that comes home to any one who has to ' trans­
late' (as it is called) from Greek into English. He will soon 
discover that, when once we go beyond the names of objects like 
tables or treea 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 differenct s 
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 I-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 represen"lations 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 1 If it is 
not deduced by experience and observation, what is its origin ~ 
The notion of a universal order in all Nature is strikingly general 
and abstract. Still more inexplicable, at first sight, seems the 
moral or sacred character attributed to this order. Let us first 
consider what we mean when we speak of it as ' moral ' or 
'sacred.' 

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

If 'morality touched with emotion ' is a bad definition of religion, 
' custom touched with emotion ' is a good definition of morality ; 

1 Obligatoriness is taken by Durkheim ('Definition des phenomenes re· 
ligieux,' A nnee 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, aud capable 
of imposing beliefs and communicating to them that mysterious or ' sacred• 
character which marks the articles of religious faith. 

t See Levy·Bruhl, Lesfonctiona mentales dans lea socieUs i1iferieures, 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.I But, for all that lies 

1 See Durkheim, Sur la division du travail social', p. 175. 
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beyond the sphere of simple physical necessities 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.I 

Further, we should be deluded indeed, if we fancied that we 
ourselves are in this respect very different from the savage. 
A host of notorious facts would spring up to refute us. Why is 
it that the religions of the world are 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 

1 Cf. Durkheim, Sur la div. du trav. soc. 3, p. 180: 'Si l'on a cru parfois 
que Ia. contrainte avait ete plus gran<le autrefois qu'aujourd'hui, c'est en 
vertu de cette illusion qui a fait attribuer a un regime coercitif la petite 
place faite a la liberte individuelle dans les societes inferieures. En realite 
la vie sociale, partout ou elle est normale, est spontanee; et si elle est 
anormale, elle ne peut pas <lurer. C'est spontanement que l'individu ab­
<lique; et rneme il n'est pas juste de parler d'abdication la Oll il n'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. I 

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 pas~ed 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 e:ffect of this change of 
atmosphere, which comes with the Milesian School. A repre­
sentation of the world-order which had once been a mystery, 
fraught, in its earlier days, with awful emotion and serious 
practical consequences, is now put forward as a rational theory, 
which any one who can understand it is free to take or leave. 
In that sense, this representation has ceased to be religious, and 
become scientific: it is no longer imposed as a matter of faith, 
but offered for intellectual acceptance. On the other hand, the 
representation itself-the view of the world so recommended-is 
still, through and through, a moral representation, in the sense that 
a moral or sacred character is ascribed to the world-order itself. 

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

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

We think we understand why positive laws of conduct are still 
enforced by those emotions. If we were called upon to defend 
them, we should urge that, in the main, they correspond to 
practical interests at all times important for the existence or 
wellbeing of socialised humanity.1 But why should the same 

1 I do not imply that I think this account true. I accept Durkheim's 
view: 'Le seul cara.ctere commun a tons les crimes, c'est qu'ils consistent 
••• en des a.ctes universellement reprouves par lea membres de chaque 
socieU' (Sur la div. du tnm soc.•, p. 39). 
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emotional sanction ever have become attached to beliefs about 
the order and structure of non-human nature ; and this so 
firmly that, even when religion had decayed, it was long before 
science could vindicate them for her own domain, in which no 
belief is sacred, and all emotion, save curiosity, is out of place~ 

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

Moira came to be supreme in Nature over all the subordinate 
wills of men and Gods, because she was first supreme in human 
socWty, which was continuous with Nature. Here, too, we find 
the uUimate reason why Destiny is moral : she defines the limits 
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 1 that all natural objects, and even abstractions, are 
classified in one solid system, the parts of which are coordinated 
according to degrees of kinship. The principle, moreover, of 
this classification is the seven regions of space-north, south, 
east, west, zenith, nadir, and centre. To one or other of these 
seven regions everything in the universe falls. Each region, too, 
has a certain colour, the centre having all colours at once.2 The 
social structure corresponds : three clans of the tribe are assigned 
to each region, except the centre, which has but one. 8 The 

l Durkheim et Mauss, 'Classifications primitive&,' Ann. Soci~l. vi. p. 34. 
Most of my evidence and, to a large extent, the theory based on it are taken 
from this essay. 

11 Similarly colours a.re attributed to the zones by Eratosthe~es, ap. Ach. 
Tat. and Hera.cl. Pont., quoted by Coniugton on Verg. Georg. 1. 233 : rlne 
31 ol tw11a' rEpm>..4i3n 'urdPf111T01 al 360 µ.t11 'Y>..«11A:oio n>..u,110Tlpu' A:114iro,o, 
.,, at µ.lu Y,utpapf, n A:Cd IA: 71'1/pOf 01011 lp118pt, • ••• 

1 See also Levy-Bruhl, Lu f onctions menta.lea dana lea socuUs inf'1-ieures, 
p. 33: 'Les regions 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 Zunis, 
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 fiTe 
(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.' 1 

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 indigenes se rassemblent en grand nombre 
en Australie, chaque tribu, et, dans chaque tribu, chaque groupe totemique, 
a une place qui lui est assignee par son affinite mystique avec telle ou telle 
region de l'espace. Des faits du meme genre sont signales dans l'Amerique 
du Nord.' 

1 Payne, Hi~tory of the New World, ii. p. 2&3. 
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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.1 

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 ((.i7rapxat) 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 
("OA.vµ,7ros-).' 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,' tepov), except the gates. Bnt 
for this precaution, they could not without fear of spirits (avev 
8wn8aiµov£as-) have carried in or out necessaries which were 
not pure.3 

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,' rpixOa 0€ tfJ1Kri8E11 rnrarpvt.aoov, fl. ii. 668) and 
the division of the world among the Gods, which he describes in the con­
text. Kameiros, Ialysos, and Lindos d:1rd.up8e l!xov, oia ')'aZa11 rplxa oaCJ'Cfa­
µe1101 7rarpwlav, aCJ'TEWJI µo'Lpav, KEKAr/llTat Of Cf</>tv i!opai. Cf. above,§ 9. 

2 Pa.nly-Wissowa, Real-Encycl. s. v. 'Comitium.' a Plut. Vit. Rom. xi. 
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24. Moira a projection of lVomos 
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 N omos from the tribal group to the .ele­
mental grouping of the cosmos. We can read a new sense mto 
the apophthegm ascribed to Pythagoras, 1 that ' Themis in the 
realm of Zeus, and Dike in the world below, hold the same place 
and rank as N omos 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.2 

1 Iambl. Vit. Pytli. ix. 46 : TOVS 'Y4P 6.vOp1fnro11s El6bTas /Jn Tb7ros li7raS 7rpo1T6li­
Ta.t 6,KatOITVlf'llS p.11007r0LEW T~ll avTi)ll Ta~tll l')(Etll 7rapfJ. Ti; ti.Li Ti)ll 0£µ.w Ka.1 rapiJ. 
Ti; II>.o1frw11L T~ll A£K7111 Kal Ka.TO. Tci.s rb>.ets TOii Nbµov, tva b µ~ 6tKalws bp' 4 
TfratcTa.t roiwv lip.a. .pa£1171T"'' rd.11Ta. Toll tc61Tµov 1Tu11a.6ttcw11. The conception of 
Dike will be further discussed below in chap. vi. 

2 Soph. Ant. 449 : 
KP. Kal 8ijT' fro)\µas ToviT6' v7rE p(!Jaivetv v6µous ; 
AN. ov 'Yd.P Tl µ01 Zeus ~" o tc71pv~as T&.6e, 

oM' .;, ~vvoiKor Tw11 Kd.Tw Oew11 L!i.ltcr, 
Toiov1T8' ev 6.vO,,Wroi<nv CiptlTEJJ v6µ011s • 
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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 i/,self 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 struct,ure 
and behaviour of human soci,ety. The human group and the 
departments of Nature surrounding it were unified in one solid 
f abrw of moirai-one comprehensive system of custom and taboo. 
The divisions of Nature were limited l>y moral bound,aries, because 
they were actually the same as the divisions of sqci,ety. 

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.1 

But it especially suits our purpose because, as we shall see, 
its essential principle involves an extension of the structure 
and classification of human society to include the departments 
of the non-human universe. In this phase, in fact, we shall find 
Moira and N omos 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 

ouoli 1TB£11e111 To!TovTov t/J6µ71v TO. !Ta 
tc71piJ-rµ.aO', l:J1TT1 /J:ypa7rTa K6.1T</>a.Xij Oewv 
v6µ.1µ.a. 8uva1T8ai Ov71TOll 6v0' v7rep6paµ.e'i:v, K.T.>.. 

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

1 Totemism and Exogamy, in four vols. Macmillan, 1910. 
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of the Greeks. It may have been so; certain facts seem to 
point in that direction ; but the question ia open,- and lies outside 
our argument. No one denies that the races who peopled Greece 
and Italy were, both in hist_oric 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 
c~ntinwty between a human and a non-human group-a continu­
ity which is said to amount to identity. This is all our t~esis 
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 Gt-oup 
The first point to be noted about ~ 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.' 1 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, Totemi.mi, i. 4. 
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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 rrw,tters 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 is 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 
is collectively responsible, and in some cases a man cannot cut 
his own finger with his own knife without paying blood-money 
to his mother's family. 'Being of their blood, he is not allowed 
to spill it without paying for it.' 1 Or, the blood may be thought 
of as the life of the totem-the one life derived from the common 
ancestor and immanent throughout the clan. 

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

1 Frazer, Totemiam, 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.1 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 tprimacy of the group 

We have dwelt on these details with a view to making it clear 
that, in a society so organised, the unit is the group, not the in­
dividual ; and, whether or no the ancestors of the Greeks had 
a developed totemic system, we may be certain that, the further 
we go back into the prehistoric past of any race of mankind, 
the less the individual will count, and the more his social group, 
however it may be defined, will be the unitary factor. As 
evidence of this, survivals are not wanting among the Greeks. 
Pindar makes us familiar with the daemon, or genius, of a clan, 
to whom, rather than to the individual competitor, the glory 
of success in the Great Games is ascribed in so many of his Odes 
of Victory.2 In the tragedians, especially Aeschylus,3 we en­
counter the notion of hereditary guilt-of those ' taints and 
troubles which, arising from some ancient wrath, existed in 
certain families,' 4 and were transmitted with the blood to the 
ruin of one descendant after another, who, in the view of a later 
individualistic morality, were personally innocent. These and 

1 The view that endogamy is taboo because marriage involves the shed­
ding of blood is disputed; but see Durxheim, 'La prohibition de l'inceste,' 
A nn~e Sociologique, i. p. 1 ft'. 

2 See my chapter on the Olympic Ga.m~s in J. E. Harrison, Themi8, 
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 lJaEµw11 -yi111171s of the house of Tan· 
talus. By representing herself as an incarnation_ 9f this, she shifts responsi­
bility from her individual self on to the collective soul of her clan. 

' Plato, Phaedrus, 244 D: 116uw11 Kai ·?r611w11 Tw11 P.E"Yl<TTw11, A lJ~ ?ra>.a,C,11 iK 
µ.,,,,,µ.a.TWll ?roof,, ,,, TllTI TWll 'YE"w" n"· 
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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.1 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 ' 
( ~ l ''\ ' (} I ) µoip Ol\.O'T} avaToco . 

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. 

2 Frazer, Totemism, i. 118 : 'There is something impressive, and almost 
grandiose, in the comprehensiveness, the completeness, the vaulting ambi· 
tion of this scheme, the creation of a crude and barbarous philosophy. All 
nature has been mapped out into departments; all men ha"e 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 magic. 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 N omos. 

29. Survivals in Greek cosmology 

There are two outstanding features of the Greek philosophic 
cosmologies which seem to become intelligible in .ihe 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 
showus, 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 a.ll as the most obvious and simple representation of nature, a.nd 
indeed did the whole thing, as. we shall later see, before it felt the need of con­
ceiving the 'philosophy' implicit in it. See also Levy·Bruhl, Fonct. ment. 
p. 284. 
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sophers often strike us as by no means superficially obvious ; 
and-what is also important-they are remarkable for their 
generality and abstract character. Physical science, neglecting 
the task of accumulating detailed knowledge by observation, 
immediately on its first appearance, attacks the problem of the 
ultimate ' nature • of all things. Or again, it assumes, as an 
admitted a priori 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.1 

30. (a) The Four Elements 

The totemistic organisation of society is complex, involving, 
as it does, the division of the tribe into a number of subordinate 
groups, each with specialised functions. We cannot suppose 
that a system which entails such a nicely adjusted di~sion 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 l'histoire de la science hellene, 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, h:Ul, snow, thunder, rain­
bow, earthquakes, animals. 
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group or tribe-a human herd, as yet undifierentiatcd and un­
specialised. The breaking up of this group may have been~ as 
biological analogy suggt:sts, a simple pro.cess of segmentat1?n, 
due to the mere mechanical cause of the mcrease of population 
in a given area. The primary homogeneous group was held 
together by a solidarity of a low mechanical t_rpe, _whi?h ~as 
much less binding force than the higher orgamc sohdar1ty m­
volved in the mutual dependence of specialised groups. As 
population grows, that mechanical solid~rity is di:ffu~ed over ~ 
continually widening area, and grows thmner and thinner until 
a trifling cause may make it snap. The tribe is like ~ pool of 
mercury: the larger it is, the slighter the shock that wi~l scatter 
it into separate drops. Each of the new groups resultmg from 
this segmentation, being smaller, will be more strongly united.1 

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 m~y be cau~ed) 
we find a structure of the higher type-an orgamsm. 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 a7mpov) 
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. Tht: ' 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 

l For this theory of the two kinds of solidarity and the cause of segmen· 
tation, see E. Durkheim, Sur la division du travail Bocial. 
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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.2 

If we press our analogy with the processes and factors of 
tribal organisation, the Love which draws all the elements into 
the indiscriminate mass, called the Sphere, corresponds to the 
solidarity of the whole tribe. Strife, or feud, is the disintegrating 
force, which causes segmentation into minor groups. Each 
group, like a clan, has a solidarity of its own, and an internal 
consistency. The separation of unlikes is the same fact as the 
coming together of likes-earth to earth, water to water, and so 
forth ; so that the action of N eikos 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. 3 

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' ( EKKpunr;;, a7roKpLui-,) 
from the indeterminate One, of 'contraries' (€vavT{a). Two 

l Arist. de Gen. et Corr. (3 6, 333 a 16. 
!I The details of the system are discussed below, pp. 224 ff. 
3 This interpretation of the Philia and Neikos of Empedocles was firs~ 

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 distinct regions, but grouped in pairs. Two 
contraries must be conceived as equal in nature and power, 
neither of them the mere negation or absence of the other.1 

They are, like the three Homeric Gods, 2 equal in status or in lot 
(luonµot or luoµopot). Empedocles a 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, 4 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 

i For a.11 this subject, see 0. Gilbert, Met. Theor. p. 28 ff. 
2 See above, p. 15. 
s :Frag. 17. 27: 

TavTa 'Ycip ltra TE ,,.&,vra Kai tjX1Ka 'Yevvav l!atr1, 
nµ.~s o' 4AA?)S 4XXo µ.e·aci, 7r&.pa c1' n8os iKd.trTiiJ, 
EV O~ µ.tpEL KpaTtOV<TL 7r€p1vAoµ.£vow ')(,p6voio. 

Sophocles, El. 86, follows Empedocles (Gilbert, Met. '.l'heor. 35) : w cpaos 
a')'POV Kal 'Y~S ltr6µ.01p' d17p. 

• For this meaning of n8os, see above, p. 34, 
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speculation, and, after all that has gone before, we shall not be 
surprised to find it dominant in ethical speculation also. Its 
moral and social colour is no mere trapping of superficial meta­
phor ; it is ingrained and essential. 

But-to go back to Anaximander's scheme of cosmology-it 
is not only with the birth and perishing of individual things that 
we are concerned, but also with the previous stage, in which the 
'contraries' were sifted out by the eternal motion into their 
distinct regions-the first appearance of distinction within the 
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 la.ter systems-notably in those 
of Parmenides and Empedocles-mythical associations and 
implications, which he has expurgated, emerge again. In par­
ticular, we can discern that the prototype of all opposition or 
contrariety is the contrariety of sex. 

The Eleatic Stranger in Plato's Sophist notes this feature, 
in reviewing the early physical philosophers. He complains 
that they treat us like children, and put us off with fairy tales. 
One will tell us that there are three Beings, which 'sometimes 
carry on a sort of warfare with one another, and then again 
become friends and go in for marriages and child-bearing and 
nursing up of their offspring.' Another speaks of a pair-Wet 
and Dry, or Hot and Cold-whom he ' marries off and makes them 
set up house together.' 1 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 

l 242 c : 0 µ.ti' WS Tpla Ta 6vrn, 7rOA€µ€L oe dXX?)Xois ivlon aVTWV {frra 71"1), TOT£ oe 
Kai ¢lXa 'Y''Y"6µ.eva '}'aµ.ovs T€ Kai TO KO VS Kai rpo¢as TWP h')'6VWV 7raplxeTaL. ova oe 
l!upos £l,,.r.JJ11, u'Ypov Ka! ~rJpo11 f) 8epµov Ka! 1fvxp6v, <ruvoiKl!°et Tf a.vTa Kai EKolow<rt. 
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drawn asunder always, it is always being drawn together•; 1 

the softer (Empedocles) relaxing this 'always,' and saying that 
the All is one and many in 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 
('Yeveo-t~) 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, 2 ' Chaos came into being ; then, 
Earth with her broad breast, for all things a seat secure for 
ever, and misty Tartarus in the hollow of the wide-wayed Earth, 
and Love, the fairest of the immortal Gods.' 

' First of all, Chaos came into being •-what does that mean ~ 
' Chaos ' was not at first, as we conceive it, formless disorder. 
The word means simply the 'yawning gap '-the gap we now 
see, with its lower part :filled with air and mist and cloud, 
between earth and the dome of heaven.3 Originally Earth 

1 Cf. [Arist.) de M1tndo, 5: fuws lie Tw11 l11aPTiw11 Ti ¢vuLs r'AlxEraL Kai lK 
TOUTWll cbroTEAEL TO uuµ.rpw11011 • • . WU'lrep riµ.{'AEt TO 6.ppe11 O"VJJ'lj"fO."f€ 7rpos TO /Ji)Xv 
Ka.I ovx idupo11 7rpos TO oµ.6¢vX011. Heracl. frag. IO (Diels), 59 (Byw.), 
licarpepbµe11011 uvµrplpETO.L K. T. X., is quoted in illustration. 

11 Theog. 116: 7j Toe µ!11 7rpWnuTa. Xcios re11ET', a.vrO.p l'lrELTa. 
I'a.Z' eupuurep11os, 'lrctPTWll gfios aurpaX(s al££, 
Td.pTa.pa. T 1 T,ep6e11Ta. µ.vx~ x1Jo11os eupvoiM11s 
T,li' "Epos .••• 

s It is this gap that is filled with heat when Zeus makes his thunder­
storm, Theog. 700: Kavµa. lie /Jeu7rluco11 Karexe11 xcios. Schol. ad v. 116: ol 
Of flpi)u!Ja., rpa.ul xcios 'Ira.pa TO xelu81u, <I luTL ")(,tEUIJa.c. ol lie ¢a.u111 ri'lro TOU xa.liew, 
<I f(1'T£ xwpE'ill • • • Ti oi'i11 els Ta ITTOLxela. OtctKpLITLS Ka.I OLO.XWP'J<TLS, xaos. • • • 
AAAO~. xcios AE"fEL TOii Kexvµevov Mpa., KO.I rap Z1111600Tos OUTWS <P11ul, Ba.KXllA[o71s 
Of xaos TOP Mpa. w116µ.aue, AE"fWll 7repl TOV rierou. 'N wµ.S.Tat li' i11 arpryfrlj} xaet ' 
(drpi/Tlj} is the true reading, Bacch. v. 26). Cf. Ibycus, frag. 28: 7rorS.Ta.t fl 
€11 d'A\vrpl'I' x&.,,. 
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and Heaven were one, as Melanippe the Wise, m Euripides,1 

had learnt from her half-divine mother : 

' It 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 2 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, 
VTho held asunder spacious Earth and Heaven. 
He pressed the sky, the broad and lofty, upward, 
Ay, spread the stars and spread the Earth out broadly.'S 

In the Babylonian cosmogony, from which that of Genesis is 
derived, Marduk cut in two pieces the monstrous Tihamat, and 
'one half of her he set in place, he spread out as heaven.' The 
primitive Egyptians, likewise, described Shu as separating the 
sky (Nut) from the earth (Seb). In the Taoism of China, an 
original 'Chaos' splits of its own accord into the two opposed 
moieties called Yang and Yin, the regions of light and darkness 
associated with heaven and earth.4 

i Frag. 484 N2, ap. Diod. Sie. i. 7, trans. Professor Murray. 
2 i. 496 (Diels, Frag. d. Vors. ii. p. 479): 

1)ni5EP li' ws ra.la KO.L ovpa11os T,lie OciXauua. 
ro TPL' hr' riX\?jXocuc µ.ci)c uv,ap11p6ra. µ.op¢~1 
vefreos l~ OAOOLO 01frpc/Je11 aµ.rpls gKO.<TTa. 

3 Bloomfield, Religion of the Veda, p. 124. 
' De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, New York, 1910, p. 152. It may be 

noted that in this system there ie 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 re'[>'f'esentation 

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 CI:rretpov. 
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 Lafiesche, who deJivered in 1905 an 
address at the unveiling of a statue of the Medicine Man.1 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 ln-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 Lafiesche 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, 2 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. Lafl.esche, Who was tht 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 (<TuCTToixim) of opposites, in which, exactly as if in 
two exogamous phratries, they grouped ten pairs of principles, 
like so many clans.1 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, 3 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,4 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.5 

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-

1 D. F. V. 2, i. p. 271. 2 Arist. il'Iet. A 5, 986a 15. 
3 See below, p. 190. 
' µl!;ir, µlrr"(euOa.i <f>iMTTrri, is perhaps the commonest metaphor for marriage 

in Greek. 
6 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:' 1 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 Moira andNomos to primitive social structure, thrown 
some light on the second factor, and incidentally on the third. 

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

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

1 Timaeus, 50 c. 2 Met. A6, 988a 3. 



72 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY 

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 Oustoin 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 : 1 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, aynamic, side-the connotation of 
force, of primordial, active, upspringing energy-a sense which, 
as its derivation shows, is original. 2 

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 Moirai 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 Of. J. Dewey in Baldwin's Dictionary of Philos. and Psychol. s. v. 

'Nature.' 
2 Thus, by the 'nature' of a thing the Scholastics understood its essence 

specially 'considered as the active source (or principle) of the operations by 
which the being realised its end' (Dewey, lac. 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 0€011) to perform it, when some natural 
impulse prompts us to do something else. But the mere mention 
of' custom' (Ta 110µ,tµa, -ra 110µ,ttoµE11a) reminds us of the active 
content of N omos, 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.1 But this outcry marks an age of individualism and 
self-consciousness.2 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' 

1 Thus at the end of the fifth centm·y «pu111S ii used in the sense of natural 
instincts as opposed to the restra.iµt of rriora.lity. The Adikos Logos in 
Aristophanes' Clouds, 1078, says : tµ,ol 8' oµ,1Xw11 'XPW TV cpu11e1, 11KlpTa., "jl'ha., 
116µ,15e µ,718£11 a.l11x.p611. lsocr., Areop. 38, says that, in presence of the august 
.A.reopa.gus, you may see people who in other circumstances a.re unbearable 
OICllOUllTO.S TV t/JUl1EI xpfi110a, tca.1 µ.fi.]\]\011 ro'is itcel 110µ.lµ.ou ~ Ta.ls O.VrWll tcatclalf 
iµ.µ.i11011T(J.S. 

9 Cf. J. L. Myres, 'Herod. and Anthrop.' (Anthropology and the Classics, 
Oxford, 1908), p. 158, who points out that the opposition of 116µ,os and t/Ju11's 
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 is, 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.1 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 01: 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. 2 Thus the' nature' 
or ' essence ' is the social function : the physis is the nonwi ; 
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 nwira is the unity of its nomoi. 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 

1 Cf. Levy-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 i11 collected by Levy-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 pure system 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 
oo-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,1 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 

1 'For magic as pre-presentation, see J, E. Harrison, Tliemis, p. 44. 
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afterwards. That is how it may present itself to us, and perhaps 
to the magician of a decadent age, when the faith of magic has 
grown fainter. But, in the early stage now under consideration, 
magical action consists in actually doing what you 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 rhythm of a dance or the prescribed gesture of a 
pantomime, motions which both enhance the feeling and give 
it vent. The desire is realised in the representation of its end. 
When the totem-clan meets to hold its peculiar dance, to work 
itself up till it feels the pulsing of its common life through all 
its members, such nascent sense of individuality as a savage 
may have-it is always very faint 1-is merged and lost; his 
consciousness is filled with the sense of sympathetic activity. 
The group is now feeling and acting as one soul, with a total 
force much greater than any of its members could exercise in 
isolation. The individual is lost, ' beside himself,' in one of 
those states of contagious enthusiasm in which it is well known 
that men become capable of feats which far outrange their 
normal powers. Yet here again we are inclined to misuse the 
language of later phases of development. ' Ecstasy,' ' getting 
outside oneself,' implies that one ordinarily has a self, and 
can only get outside it under the exceptional stimulus of excite­
ment, deliberately induced to that end. 'Enthusiasm' means 
being possessed by a power other than oneself which enters 
one at privileged moments. Both these conceptions belong to 
mystical religion, which must have recourse to ritual stimulants 
precisely because it has lost the primitive sense of constant and 

l See P. Beck, Die Na.c!tahmung, 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 
is expressed in conception-how it is represented. But in the 
first stage of magic, at present under consideration, there is not, 
as yet, any need for a representation at all. The collective 
life pervades the whole group in undisturbed continuity; the 
collective emotion is felt, the customary actions are performed, 
in sympathetic co-operation, by the group as a whole. Now, 
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.1 

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 

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

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 within it. 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 Tri~es of Central A iistralia, 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 is 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 1 

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 c~nsciousness is, thus, superindividual. It 
resides, of course, in the individuals composing the group­
there is nowhere else for it to exist-but it resides in all of them 
together, and not completely in any one of them. It is both in 
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myself and yet not myself. It 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.1 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 
I shall feel myself powerless against it. 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 

i See R. R. Marett, Thre11hold of Rel,igion, chap. iii., 'II 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 
as keeping individuals in their places, and asserting against 
arrogant egoism the self-protective instinct of the social group. 
These abstractions are all various ways of conceiving what the 
savage calls Taboo. We shall see, moreover, that when the 
positive content of the superhuman power is absorbed in the 
twin notions of God and Soul, its negative, repressive force 
still . rises ab?ve them both, in the .figure of Necessity or 
Destmy, 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 
~t? the collecti:e power of the group. This power is only 
mc1dentally mamfested 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
sente~ at all, the content of the representation will not be purely 
ne~ativ~, b~t rather consist of the positive, dynamic properties 
wh1c~ give it body &.nd force. This energy is normally expressed 
not m 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' (auwµaTov), 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, O'l'enda, 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.1 

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 c~mmon 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 
s~me 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 

i MM. Hubert et Mauee (' Eequisee d'une theorie genera.le de la magie,' 
Annee Socio/,. vii. p. 116), after an interesting e.nalysie of mana, remark 
that it may be ta.ken ae universally believed in, at a certain etage of 
development. At later eta.gee it i~ replaced by d~emone and t~en by 
metaphysical entitiee, e.g. the Indian brahman, which ends by b~mg_ an 
active principle immanent in the world, the real (ae opposed to illusion) 
union (yoga) with which confers magical powers. 

s The Melaneaians, Oxford, 1891, p. 118. 
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observer, 'The Oma.has 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 tlie 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.3 

A system of magic thus involves a system of classificktion. 

l A. C. Fletcher, 'The Significance of the Scalp-lock,' Journ. of Anthrop. 
Studies, xxvii. (1897-8), p. 436. For other accounts of the conceptions of 
wakonda, 01·encla, 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. 115 ff.; A. C. Haddon, 
Magic and Fetichism, London, 1906, chap. vii.; Levy-Bruhl, Fonctions 
mentales, 141 ff.; Hubert-et Mauss, 'Eequisse d'une theorie genera.le de la 
magie,' Ann~ Sociol. vii. (1904), p. 108 ff. On the work of these la.et-named 
authorities, the theory put forward in this chapter is baaed. 

2 On the other hand, the continuum ie prior to distinct individuals. Cf. 
Levy-Bruhl, Fonctiona mentales, p. 109. 

a Thue, 'among the W akelbura and kindred tribes of Northern Queeneland 
we are told that everything, animate and inanimate, belongs to one or other 
of the two exogamous claseee into which the tribes are divided. A wizard in 
performing his incantations may me only things which belong to hia 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 'gmus ,' '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. 2 

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 a savage the vehicle of kinship-the sympathetic e<mtinuum, 
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,' Ann. Social. vi. 
11 Cf. Levy-Bruhl, Fonctions mentales, etc., p. 145: 'Wakan (Wakonda 

ne aaurait mieux ae comparer qu'a un fluide qui circule, qui se rt!pand dans 
tout ce qui eziate, et qui est le principe myatique de la vie et de la vertu des 
etrea. Cf. also the mulungu of the Central African Yaos"'-a conception which 
covers the individual soul, collective soul, and the mystic property possessed 
by all 'sacred' or 'divine' things (ibid., p. 141). 
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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 t(ltem-ancestor.1 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' (physis). 
The terms mana, wakonda, etc., specially emphasise its character 
as force-the expression of life in action. 2 

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 (nomoi) ; 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 N achahmung, 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 I sha.11 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). 

4 7. 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 moirai, 
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 framewo.rk within which it springs up. 

The primitive complex of notions- we have just defined-moira, 
physis, and nomos-was ineradicably fixed in collective repre­
sentation. The reinterpretation of it into terms of personal 
Gods or human souls all took place inside the outlines of this 
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 facts1 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.1 

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 
so 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 altoge.ther. 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 han& · 

' 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. 

1 This identification was, so far as I know, first put forward by MM. 
Hubert et Mauss, Annee 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 
distinc-tions, 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 liie in its positive, 
dynamic expression-it is thus the souZ 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 distinct 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 Primar.y 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.I 

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 a.gain 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 tp0ols 

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 
p9wers 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 r.wira-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.1 

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 

l Of course, various changes in the mode of life will also profoundly 
mo<l.ify 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 Soci'.eties 

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, Tekhines, Idaean Daktyls, Korybantes, Satyrs, 
etc., and in some cases actually survived as secret cult-societies 
far into historic times.1 

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, Tkemis, where they are so fully 
trea.ted that further discussion of them here is unnecess:iry. 
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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-f\rnctions, 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.1 

53. The Daemon of the Magical Socieiy 

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. Levy-Bruh!, Fonctions mentale,, etc., p. 92: 'Originairement (danB 
la mesure ou l'usage de ce terme est permis), l'idee d'ame ne se trouve pas chez 
les primitij's; Ge qui en tient la place, c'est la representation en general tres 
emotionelle, d'une ou de plusieurs participations qui coexistent et qui s'entre­
croisent, sans se fondre encore dans la conscience nette d'une individualite 
vraiment une. Le membre d'une tribu, d'un totem, d'un clan, se sent mysf.ique­
ment uni a son gro·upe social, mystiquement uni a l'espece animale ou vegetate 
qui est son totem, etc. . • . Ges communions, dont l'intensite se renouvelle et 
s'accroit a des moments determines (ceremonies sacrees, rites d'initiation et 
autres), ne s'empechent nullement les unes les autres. Elles n'ont pas besoin de 
s'txprimer par des concepts de.finis poitr etre profondement senties, et pour etre 
senties par tous les membre.~ du groupe. Plus tard, quand ces ceremonies et 
ces rites auront peu a peu ces~e d'etre compris, puis d'etre pratiques, ces 
participations conservees dans les usages et dans les mythes precipiteront, pour 
ainsi dire, sous forme d' '' cimes multiples" •.. et plus tard en.fin, tout 1n·es de 
nous, comme le montre l'exemple des Grecs, ce8 cimes multiples cristalliaeront a 
leur to·ur en une dme unique, non sans que la distinction d'un principe vital et 
d'un Mte spirituel du corp8 reste 1•isible.' 
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humanity, is lifted to a higher plane; it is, in some peculiar 
sen~e, 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 theoi; the magician for 
Hesiod is a 'divine man' (8e'io~ av~p).1 The epithet 'divine' 
the term' rlaemon,' at this stage mean nothing more than th:t 
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 rlaemones 
in so far as it resides in them and they partake of it. 

54. The Daemon of the Gens 

The seco~d type of daemon or collective soul corresponds to 
the new umtary group of a society whose structure is based on 
real consanguinity. This is the daemon of the gens or house. 
Su~h a~ entity.was probabl~ at first impersonal; the process by 
which it acqmred personality and even individuality will be 
discussed later. 

The Spirit, Fortune, or Genius of a gens is the common factor 
of a ~oup united by kinship-as it were their collective per­
son~lity, all th~t t~~ fa~! of kin have in common, underlying 
their separate mdiVIdualities, and making them different from 
any_other clan or house. It survives the death of any individual 
or ~e~era~ion. . It is the. transmitted vehicle of hereditary 
qualities, mcluding the tamt of hereditary guilt. It is also a 
continuuml identified with the blood, which entails collective 
res~onsibility : any kinsman may be held accountable for any 
action of the whole group or of any other kinsman. Hence the 
blood-feud or vendetta.2 

55. Daemons of natural departments 

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

1 !or the suggested derivation of t~eos from thes· which appears in 
ro>..vOer;Tos Oeuua.uOa.,, perh&ps fJeuµ.hs, L&tm/estua and/eriae, see G. Murray 
in Anthropology and the Classics, p. 77. For the Oe'ior d.111,p of Hesiod cf 
J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 95. ' • 

11 For some survivals of this daemon of a. gens see above, p. 54. 
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It 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 (ryevo~), to which they are related 
exactly as the daemon of a human kindred (ry€vo~) is related to 
his group. 

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



98 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY 

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 µo'ipa 
'Yij~) 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 
('A'YaOo~ tialµwv), 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.1 

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 
Themis, chap. viii. Sext. Math. ix. 40: KafJchrep To T7)v 'Y71" fJeov voµl!;e1v, oiJ 
T7)v aiJ"ha.KoToµovµlv-qv 7) d.vau11.a:trToµiv7]11 06ula.11, dXXci. 77)11 Bi~Kovuav iv a.iJ'Tf] Ka.l 
1ea.p'trorp6po11 rpvui11 Ka.l ll11Tws 6a.iµo111wTd.T7Jv. 
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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, r.:;:>pears to subsist to this day in China, arrested at the 
stage of growth we have now reached. Taoism presents singu­
larly clear traces of a course of development parallel to that 
which we have hypothetically reconstructed. We need only 
quote a few statements from a first-rate authority on Chinese 
religion.1 

' 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 Yang is 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). 

1 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 Tao 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 dispwys ; 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.' It is '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, 1 

whose two opposing principles of heavenly light and earthly 
darkness are ·closely analogous to Yang and Yin. What especi­
ally concerns us now is the parallelism between the magical 
practitioners of the human Tao and their divine counterparts­
the departmental spirits or Gods of the natural order. Shen is 
manifestly the Chinese for beneficent mana; it is the substance 
of which Gods and the souls of 'divine' or holy men are alike 
composed. Its primitive continuity survives in the doctrine 
that ' the universal Athmos, or Shen, pervades everything, and 
man's life is derived from an infusion of a part of it into himself. 
Therefore he may prevent his death by constantly absorbing 
Athmos from the world surrounding him ' (p. 146). 2 

58. From Polydaemonism to Polytheism 

In the foregoing discussion of the daemonic phase of religion 
we distinguished four types of daemon in Greek theology. These 
were (1) the daemon, or genius, of the gens, or social group united 
by blood-kinship; (2) the local A.gathos Daimon, the Good Spirit 

1 For Parmenides' system, see below, §§ 115 ff. 
2 Cf. Aristotle, de Anima, av. 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 
individual-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 impersonal 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 his 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-
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sentation. In proportion as it comes to be felt more and more 
as ' not 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 1 

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.1 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 

1 Germ. 11, 12. Cf. E. Durkheim, Sur la div. du trav. soc.3, p. 42, from 
whom these instances are ta.ken. 

NATURE, GOD, .AND SOUL 103 

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. 2 

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

1 E. Durkheim, Sur la division du travail social3, pp. 156, 172. 
' Herod. vii. 104 : iA.Er'!fJEpo' "(ap iovus ov '11"a11T« iA.d18Epol Elcn · hrE<TT' "fdp """ 

ae<T'll"OT'l)S Noµos. Arist. Pol. 1287a 28, 0 µ£11 OUll TOii 110µ011 KEAEllWJJ 4pxe111 aoKE'i 

KEAEUElll ll.pxec11 TOii 8eo11 Ka.i TOV llOUV JJ.OIJOIJS, 0 a'lJ.,,fJpW'll"OIJ KEAEUWJJ '11"p0<1Tt8'1)<Tt Ka.I 
811p£o11· 71 TE -yap '1n8vµ.la TOIOUTOll, Ka.i 0 8vµ.os l1pxovrn.s Ka.I TOUS d.pl<JTOVS ll.11orai 
a1atj>fJdpEI' a10'11"Ep 411EV opiteWS llOVS 0 11oµos t<TT£11, 
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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 stati;ts and 
moira are on the same level with Zeus-he is la-oµopor; and 
ia-ouµor:;. Zeus, he adds, had better try to terrorise his own sons 
and daughters, who must of necessity obey his commands.1 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 M01:ra. 

61. The King as Arch-magician 

But, as Dr. Frazer has pointed out, the functions of the 
~rimitive king are not solely, or even chiefly, political. In the 
light of what has gone before, the reason is clear. The 
collectiv~ ~owers deposited in him were not merely repressive 
and pumt1ve ; 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 
app~arance we described above. From such a society it is 
poss~ble that h~ ~ay directly emerge, extending his scope from 
mag1?al to political power. But, here again, his position at 
first Is of the type we have called daemonic; he gathers to him­
self the force derived from the group. Only later will he become 

1 fl. xv. 197: 8uyarlp£1:F1J<v yap re Kai uia1J< {3tf..upov d'I} 
t!K7ray"Aois f1rEflJIJLV fPLIJIJeµEv, oVs TEKEP avr6s, 

2 , ... oL eo~v OrpUvoVTO<; d.KoUo-ovTaL Kal <ivd.j'K17. 

_ Le\ y-Bruhl, Fonct .. ment. p. 29~- In most societies of a type slightly 
higher than t~e Australian, the desired (magical) result is no longer assured 
by ~he tote_m1? group. _ ' Un men:~re du group~, partiwlierement qualifie, est 
souvei_it l~ :ehicul_e, oblige ou choisi, de la participation qu'il s'agit d'etablir.' 
The md1v1dual 1s sometimes designated by his b1'rth fo · h" _ , r a man 1s 1s 
ancesto:s, or a particul~r _ancestor reincarnated. ' C'est ainsi que les chefs 
et les rois, de par leur origme, sont souvent le8 intermediaires necessaires.' 
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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.' 1 '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.' His judgments or 'dooms' (8€µia-nr:;) 
are, as Hesiod 2 tells us, inspired. The word Themis, 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 3, part I. vol. ii. p. 1 ff. 
2 Theog. 80 ff. For Themis, see J. E. Harrison, Themis, chap. xi. 
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power in nature which is the magnified reflex of his own august 
potency. 

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

62. The .Eponymous Hero 

Somewhat similar to the development of the king is the growth 
of the representation called the eponymous hero. The source 
of this figure is transparently revealed by the fact that his name 
is not an individual appellation, but merely the singular form of 
the tribal name. Ion, for instance, is neither more nor less than 
the Ionian-the type and genius of all 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 (avopo1CTa6lai) of the warriors in the Iliad 
are simply real conflicts between the tribes, individualised into 
the personal achievements of the eponyms that represent them. 2 

This is mainly the work of epic poets, who endow a daemon 
of purely mythical origin with a quasi-historic personality, so 
vivid and distinct that the Euhemerists of all ages will defend 
his historic existence. 

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

1 So in Il. i. 238 the sceptre is held by the kings who are 6wi111r0Xo1, of TE 

81µ,i<Tra.s 7rpos Aios Elpua.ra.1. Their judgments are derived from Zeus. 
2 E. Bethe, ' Homer und die Heldensage,' Neue Jahrb. klasB. Alt. 1902; 

G. Murray, Ri.se of the Greek Epic 1, 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 (cf>vA.aE, CTror~p), 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.I He will then become 
a daemon-of-all-work, charged with all the main functions 
which contribute to the social welfare-a saVIour m 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-

1 This explanation of hero-worship by the blend of Hero and Aga.thoa 
Daimon is due to Miss J. E. H&rrison (Themis, chap. viii.). 

2 Hesiod, lfJrga, 125 of the Spirits of the Golden Race : 
.,,.xo11roli6ra.1 • 1ea.I. roilro -yipa.s f3a.1nXri'io11 lvxo11. 
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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. I 

64. The Individual Soul and Immortality 

In the king and the hero we have found transitional forms 
whi~h ~~ke, as it were, a bridge from the daemon of a group t~ 
the md1vidual soul. The chief was, probably, the first individual.2 
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 de~sitary 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 wo~ds, the soul possessed 
by these individuals does not begin and end with their lifetimes, 
but is immortal. 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 'l'liemi~, I have 
tried to show that the Pindaric legend of Pelops consists of ritual myths 
of this kind. 

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

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

One such cause may have been the dream-image or memory­
image,in which some inquirers have sought the whole origin of the 
belief in immortality.3 The point to be noted about this image 
(eidolon) is that it is from the first individual-it is the visible 
'shape' (eidos) or appearance, which is recognisable as belonging 
to one particular person whom we have seen and known. It 
would, therefore, be peculiarly e:ffectiv~ in facilitating the idea 
that some part of every human being survives his death. 

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

1 Erga, 156 ff. They were dvopwv +,pwwv 8€'iov ')'lvos, +,µUifot, and 15Xf3w' 
ijpwos, 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., i.e. their specific function. ' 

3 Mr. A. E. Crawley (The Idea of the Soul, London, 1909) has defended 
the memory-image in a new and interesting way, as against the older dream­
theory. While emphasising the importance of the group-soul, I would not 
seem to underrate these other factors. 
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same in all men alike-and thus bears the mark of its original 
collective character .1 

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 tbe soul as the 
principle of force and motion. It is under these two heads that 
Aristotle, in the first book of his Psychology, groups the theories 
held by his predecessors, about the nature and functions of soul. 2 

So, at last, we reach the notions of the individual ker, daemo~i,, 
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 seeb 
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 Olympian 

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

1 For Homeric psychology, see Rohde, Psyche, chap. i. Among the 
Melanesians, 'if a man ha.s mana it resides in his "spiritual part" or 
"soul," which after death becomes a ghost .... Not every man has ma.na, 
nor every ghost ; but the soul of a man of power becomes as such a ghost 
of power .... Jliana 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 : TO(fQ.VT'Y/lf 0 oa.lµwv (qxev a.ifrou 

7rp6voLa.V, ll11'WS KO.AWS "Afiifera.L r1Jv {:Ja.cr£>..eta.v, wcr{)' iJcra. µlv ava.')'KO.LOJI 1)11 ?ra.pa.­
(fKWa.cr!Jijva.t at' aqe{:Jela.s, Ta.lira. µiv (upos brpa.telf, it WJI a' olov r' 17, ocrlws Ka.i 
oLKa.lws >..a.{:Jelv r~v iipxfiv, Eva.')'6pt,t oie<f>u>..a.~ev. For the guardian genius of the 
individual, see Rohde, Psyche 3, 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.1 

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. 2 

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 Il).ust 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 Nietzsche in his Geburt der Tragodie, 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· ev8eot; 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 t4e 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.1 

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 

l Schol. Ar. Knights, 406: {3&.Kxov oil Tov D.iovvuov lK&.'7\ovv µ,611011, &.XXd Kai 
?TaVTas Tovs n7'.ounas rd. llp')'La. 
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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.1 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,2 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 Jesus-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, us 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.1 Accordingly, the 
characteristic rite of Olympianism is the commercial sacrifice, 
regarded as a gift or bribe, in exchange for which benefits are 
to be r~turned .. 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 persuas10n and the methods of commercial barter.2 

1 Cf. the analysis of religion in Plato's Euthyphro. 
2 Cf. Plato, Rep. 364 B, where the mendicant magician at once del!lcribes 

his ~ower a.e ' derived from the Gods' ( ouvaµir h (}ewv 7rOpitoµ.iv71) and claims 
to 'mduce the Gods to serve him' (Tous (}eous 7rel(}oJJTls <T</mnv V'lr7/PETEw). 
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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.1 But, for more intellectual minds, these 

1 See A. Da.uJet, ' La Diligence de Bea.uca.ire' in Lettres de rnon Moulin. 
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local Gods will be weakened and discredited by the mere exi:;tence 
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 moirai in that cosmic dasnws of the elemental regions which 
we described in Chapter I. It has already been remarked 
that this is a late and artificial proceeding. It seems to be 
based on a primitive elemental complex, which includes the 
powers instrumental in providing man with food-the thunder 
(fire), the rain, the clouds, and the earth. These were at first 
grouped in a pair-earth and the thunder-cloud, which breaks 
into fire and descends in rain to fertilise the dry ground in the 
primal marriage of Earth and Heaven, united by Eros. In the 
triple dasnws 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.1 

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 Oepor:; and XE'iµa of Homer-in which the hot and 
the dry are leagued against the cold and the wet, 2 and each pair 

l 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 Titano11tachia, see 
J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 453. 

2 This opposition peeps out in odd places; cf. the herald's speech in 
Aesch. Agam. 655, ~1111wµ.011a.11 "(ap, llvus ix8i11ro' ro 'lrplv, 'lrvp Ka.l 8a:> .. a.1111a., and 
in Eurip. Troades, prologue, the same unholy alliance, on the same occasion, 
of Athena, who contributes the thunder and fire of Zeus (SO), and l'oseidon 
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 to~ 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.1 

Now, already in Homer it is clear enough that Zeus ~nd 
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, an~ on 
their warfare and aggression. We must not, however, lose sight 
of the fundamental principle of Moira, as ordaining the dis­
tinction of spatial provinces. Before we leave religion for 
philosophy, we must bring out one more aspect of this principle, 
because it will show us another contrast, of vital importance, 
between Olympian and Mystic religion. 

i Hippocr. de Nat. Hom. 7: ws -yap o €11ia11ros µ.ertxn µ.£11 'lfcis 'lfavrwv Kal rwv 
Oepµ.wv Kai rwv ifuxpwv Kai rwv ~11pw11 Kai rwv fl"(pwv • . • • • Plato, Symp. ISSA, 
quoted below, p. 121. 

2 Aet. i. 8. I (Thales). 
3 See Heidel 'Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philosophy,' Arch. j. ' . Gesch. d. Phil. xix. 333, and 0. 0-ilbert, Meteor. Theorien. chap. 1. 
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69. The Olympian God cut of! 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' (¢86vo~). 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'etre: he forgets that his utility was once all that there 
was of him. The history of the word nµr, illustrates the transi­
tion. In Hesiod it retains much of its original sense : the 
'Ttµf, of a God Is the office which determines his status ; it is the 
same as his "fEpa~, the privilege to do something, to operate in a 
certain department. But, when we come to developed Olym­
pianism, the burden of Ttµ1} 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 messag~ 
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 u<iJ-¢prov. Going 
too far is 7rXeoveEia-' having more than your equal share' ; it 
is fJ/3pi~, 'getting above yourself'; or it is v7rep/3aula, '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 
¢86vo~. 

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.' 1 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 

l Pind. Nem. vi. I. Cf. frag. 104c (Schroder): nµ.cd 6t fJporoiu' 1mcp1µ.i""''· 
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some fair daughter of Porkos, whose dwelling is in the sea. 
. . . There is a vengeance of the Gods.' 1 

lxion'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.3 It is noteworthy that the Chorus in the 
Prometheus Bound invoke the Moirai when they pray that they 
may never share the bed of Zeus, nor approach in marriage any 
of the inhabitants of heaven. 4 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 Aikman, Partl1eneion, l. 13 : 

Kp&.rriue 'Ya.P Alua. Ta.11rw11 
[Kai II6pos] '}'fipa.lTaroL 
[OLwv · d.XX' d.7r ]£6LXos d.Xd. 
[µ~ns d.110] pW7rWI' is wpa11?i11 7rOT'fiu8w, 
[µriM 7re1]p·~w '}'«µ~11 rav 'Atj>poalTa.11, 
[K117rpla11] 1ba.uua11, 1' rw' 
[ ~llEL6- ]~ 7ra'Wa II6pKw 
[el11a:\lw. X&.]pLTES at .i1as a6µ011 
l elu~awov ]u111 ipo")'Xftj>apoL • • • 
tun TL$ 8LWll TlO'LS. 

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 A iaa. 
(So in Thucydides 'Y"wµri, man's foresight and decision, and Tvxri share the 
world between them. See my Thucyd. Mythiatoricus, p. 105.) In Plato's 
Symposium, 203 B, Poros is father of Eros-the Eros which does pass from 
earth to heaven ; and we can understand why the Scholiast on the Aikman 
fragment says that Poros=Hesiod's Chaos: <ln TOii llopov erp7}Kfi TOii a.ilTOll TWL 
V'lrO roiJ 'H(TLoaov wµvOevµevwL x&.eL. But Strength (man's mana) has not 
winged sandals to cross 'Chaos.' ' Eros' is a. bad passion. Only the 
Oharites (i.e. victory) may innocently exalt man to the Gods. (Cf. Emped. 
frag. 116 : xcipLs urll'}'fo ouur:\'l}ro11 'A11&.'YK7J"·) They are ipo-'}':\icpapoL: Eros 
dwells in their eyes, and they may look up to heaven. 

2 Pind. Pyth. ii. 30: al 060 a• d.µ'll'ActKlctL I tj>epi'lro110L re:\f8011n· TO µ/iv ijpws 
<ln I eµtj>u:\LOll alµa 7rpWTL<TTOS oilK &.rep rixvas E'lf'fµL~E Ovarols, I lln Tfi • • • I A1os 
li.KOLTLll bmpB.ro. XpT, ae KctO' aUTOll a.id 'lraJITQS opfi.11 µfrpov. I suspect that in 
the first offence, 'the mingling of kindred blood,' we have a misunderstood 
r~~iniscence of the introd_uction of patriarchal marriage within the pro­
h1b1ted degrees of the matriarchal system, which is known Lo have prevailed 
among the Locrians. The two offences may be only two ways of regarding 
this breach of taboo. 

a Pind. Pyth. iv. 90. 
4 Aesch. P. V. 984 : µ~Tori µ', w r6r111ai Mo!pa1, >.Exlw11 Auh d111d.reLpa11 tao1uOE 

Ti'Xo1Jo-a.11 • µ:qae 1r'Xa.0El-rw '}'a.µfrq. TLJ1l rw11 l~ oiJpavoiJ. 
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like the insolence and violence of the wooers of Penelope, which 
'reached even to the iron heaven.' 1 

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 Symposium (p.186 ff.), Eryximachus, 
a pythagorising physician, sets the two conceptions of Eros­
the Olympian and the mystic-in clear contrast. In opposition 
to the Eros that goes with insolence and excess (o µeTa Tf]i; {Jflperoi; 
"Eproi;), he speaks of the Eros who is orderly (Kouµ.wi;), and indeed 
is the principle which binds all things into an order, a cosmos, or 
a harmony. Both these Loves are present, he says, in the 
blending of the seasons of the year ; and when the hot and the 
cold, the dry and the wet, are regulated in their relations to one 
another by the Love which is orderly, and they are mixed in 
temperate harmony, then they bring a good year and health to 
men and beasts and plants, and there is no injustice. But when 
the disorderly and excessive Love prevails in the yearly seasons, 
there is much injustice and destruction done by pestilence and 
various diseases. Frosts and hail and mildew are caused by 
this aggression and want of orderly adjustment (7r"Aeove~tai; Ka£ 
aKou1-dai;). Such is the physician's point of view; he regards 
the whole medical art as concerned with establishing the orderly 
and harmonious Eros between the opposites that make war 
upon one another in the body, each being impelled by the bad 
Eros to usurp the domain of its antagonist and set up' injustice' 
and disease. 2 

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

1 Od. xvii. 565 : rw11 fJ{3pu re {3l71 re uLa'fipeo11 or'Jpa.11011 YKEI. 
II Cf. Plato, Laws, 9060: rtw 7r'XEOllE~la11, '" pi,, uapKlllOLS uwµa.UL "00'7)µ<1. 

Ka.:\or'Jµ.e11011 t Ell ae wpa1s frwll Ktd illLU.VTWJI 'XoLµ6JI, Ell at 7r6i'\euL Kai 7rOi'\Lre£au TOVrO 
aO TO pfiµ.a. Jl.ETfi0'](.7/Jl.Cl.TIO'/JhOv aa1tdu11. 



122 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY 

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.' 1 

Plutarch, we believe, is unquestionably right in associating this 
doctrine with the mystical cults centred round the figures of 
those suffering daemons, like Adonis, Osiris, or Dionysus, whose 
passion (7ra817) 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. 202 E: iv µ"11/' Ile 611 dµtf>oTipwv 1111µ.'lfXT/poi, wcrn To 'ITav a.vrb a.uTl/J 
cr1111lieliicr8a.i. For this ~v11liecrµos, see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 418 ff. 

2 Plut. Def. Orac. 415 A: lµol llf lioKovcri 7rXelova.s Xilcrai Kai µd!ovas ii'IToplas 
ol TO TWll oaiµ611w11 ')'ivos lv µ"11/) 8ivns 8ew11 Kai d118pW7rWJI Ka.I Tp6'1TOJJ nva r1]11 
KOIZIWll[a.11 7}µ.wv 0"1111&.')'0JI els 7'1.UTO Kai CTl!Jla'ITTOll l~wp6nes. efre µ&.')'WJI TWll 7rEpl 
Zwpo&.crrpT/1' 0 M')'OS O~T6s iunv, dn epaiKtOS d'll"' 'Optf>ews dr' Al')'V'ITTLOS 1) il?p{yyr.os, 
ws TEKµaip6µe8a Ta.is lKaripw8t TEAETaL's d11aµeµ1')'µi11a. 'ITOAAa 8111/Ta Ka.1 1f'iY8iµa 
TWJI OP')'Latoµi11w11 Ka.l opwµivwv lepwll opwvns, 
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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, it 
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.1 

It is that very living stuff out of which daemons, Gods, and 
souls had slowly gathered shape. It is 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. 

i Cf. O. Gilbert, Meteor. Theorien, 703 : Diese A 11ffassung der M aterie (in 
Ionian monism), nach der die anderen Elemente Erzeugte des einen sind, bedarj 
keiuer besonderen gottlichen Kraft, die iiber dem Stoffe als solchem 8tehend, ilm 
ordnet und bestimmt, bewegt wid leitet: der Stoff selbst, als der Grundstoff und 
als die abgeleiteten Eimelstoffe, lebt : und als lebend und personlich gedachtes 
Wesen bewegt er sich; der Stoff ist die Gottheit selbst, welclie, in iltm waltend, 
eins ist mit ihm. 
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THE DATUM OF PHILOSOPHY 

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 stu:ff 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 
e:ffort. 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 

12' 
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' likeness,' and so the medium of interaction betwee:.n like and 
like. Out of this primitive representation arose, b.Y di:fferen­
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 stu:ff ; their substance is simply the old sympathetic con­
tinuum; more or less etherealised. In the case of th·e Gods the 
process has gone further than it has with souls, beeause Gods 
-or at least Olympian Gods 1-have no visible an.d tangible 
bodies ; but it is still possible for souls, which have such bodies, 
to be identified with the blood. On the other hand, the anafogy 
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 stu:ff, 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 
physis. 

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 

1 Gods like the sun and stars have of course visible bodies, but they too 
a.re 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 ipso facto tracing the framework of the world. 

After all, when we consider what it is that is presented to the 
~hilosopher for his study, it is not the real world of things, as 
it may be supposed to exist in objective independence of human 
conscio1:8ness. 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.1 

7 5. 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 
Ionians said that the physis of things was water or air or fire, 
what did they mean by the subject of these propositions 1 What 
was the content of that ultimate thing which they variously 
identified with one or another of the sensible elements 1 

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 

i It is, I hope, clear that I am speaking only of the theories put forward 
a.bout the nature or ultimate constitution of the universe, not of the detailed 
explanations of various natural phenomena (earthquakes thunder meteon . . , ' ' 
e~o. ), which are sometimes mere guesses, sometimes deduced from a priori 
views about the structure of the world, sometimes supported by genuine 
observation. 
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of his predecessors' theories in the first book of the Met,a,physics 
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 h.as Soul in it (ro 7rav gµ,ifrvxov). This statement 
accounts for the mobility of physis. Its motion, and its power 
of generating things other than itself, are due to its life (ifrvx~), 
an inward, spontaneous principle of activity.1 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 
eidola, ghosts, concepts, images, etc. 2 It is soul-substance, 

1 Cf. Plato, Laws, 892c : <1>uu111 fJouX011ra1 Xl-ye111 -yl11eu111 r1,11 repl rO. rpwra • 
el oe </Ja.11fiuera1 ifuxti rpCJT011, OU rup ouoe 6.1/p, 1f!ux1/ o' iv rpwroir 'Yfi'YfiV1/fJ.fV'T/, 
uxeoo11 6p8&rara. Xi-yoir' 6.v elva1 01a.cpep6vrws </>uuei. 

ll On this subject see the valuable articles of P. Beck, 'Erkenntnisstheorie 
des primitiven Denkens,' Zeitschr. f. Phil. u. phil. Kritik, Leipzig, 1904, 
bd. 123, p. 172 ff. and bd. 124, p. 9 ff. 
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not ' body,' differing from body in being intangible and in­
visible. The water or air or :fire in which it is recognised is 
related to it as body to soul; these elements are embodiments 
of physis, but physi·s 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 lonians 
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' 
(ro Oe'iov): the All, says Thales, is full of daemons or Gods. 
This predicate preserves the attribute of superhuman force or 
rnana, which was contained in the notion of the magical con­
tinuum, and gave rise to the twin representations of Soul and 
God. We saw in the last chapter that Greek religion included 
two contrary notions of the divine and of its relations to man 
and nature-the Mystic notion and the Olympian. The divinity 
of physis thus contains the germ of a latent contradiction, the 
discovery of which will constitute a dilemma for philosophy. 

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

76. Physis as Soul 

It is a general rule that the Greek philosophers describe 
physis as standing in the same relation to the universe as soul 
does to body. Anaximenes, 1 the third Milesian, says : ' As 

1 Frag. 2: olov .;, ifux1/ .;, ?,µ.erlpa d.1,p ovua. uu-y/(pare'i ?,µ.o.s, Kal IJ"A.011 rov K6uµ.ov 
r 11evµ.a Ka.1 6.1,p rEp1exE1. Compare Pythagoras' 'boundless breath' outside 
the heavens which is inhaled by the world (Arist. Phys. 66, 213b 22), and 
Heracleitu/ 'divine reason,' which surrounds (rep1lxn) us and which we 
draw in by means of respiration (Sext. Emp. Adv. Math.,_vii. 127). See 
Burnet, E.G.P.', pp. 79, 120, 170, and Eialer, Weltenmantel,11. 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 
to be purer 1 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 (Tov 
7repi~xovTo<;) being cut off and enclosed in animals that the 
animals become endowed with soul. But if the air when split 
up remains homogeneous, and yet soul is divisible into non­
homogeneous parts, it is clear that although one part. of soul 
may be present in the air, there is another part which is not. 
Either, then, soul must be homogeneous, or else it cannot be 
present in every part of the universe.' 1 

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

1 De anim. av. 17 ff. The case of the Indian dtman appears to be exactly 
parallel to that of phyais and the individual soul in Greece. The oldest 
Upanishads recognise only one soul: 'It is thy soul, which is within all.' 
'He who, while dwelling in the earth, the water, the fire, in space, wind, 
heaven, sun, etc., is distinct from them, whose body they are, who rules 
them all from within, ''he is thy soul, the inner guide, the immortal." . . , 
This atman who alone exists is the knowing subject in us ... and with 
the knowledge of the atman, therefore, all is known .... The dtman created 
the uni~erse a~d ~h~n entered into it as soul,' and this gives rise to the later 
conception of md1v1dual souls, imprisoned in the eternal round of BGmsara 
and needing deliverance. See Deussen, Relig. and Pltilos. of India, Upani­
shad.~, Eng. trans. 1906, p. 257. 
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' Soul • and physis are not merely analogous, but identical. 
The two conceptions-Soul, and ultimate matter-are as yet 
fused in one, just as we found that at a certain stage mana 
and the blood-soul were fused in the magical continuum. The 
later differentiation of the two conceptions will bring out one 
of the latent contradictions which divide the philosophic schools. 
As the properties of life come to be distinguished from those 
of inanimate matter, philosophers will have to make their 
choice between conceiving the ultimate reality as mind or as 
matter, as living or as dead. Whichever choice they make, 
the nature of Soul will still be the same as that of physis. 

77. Soul as Moving 

In reviewing the psychological doctrines of the earlier schools, 
Aristotle remarks : ' There are two points especially wherein 
that which is animate is held to differ from that which is in­
animate, namely motion and the act of sensation (or perception): 
and these are, speaking in general, the two characteristics of 
soul handed down to us by our predecessors • (de anim. a 2, 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.1 The existence 
of motion in the universe is thus an immediate proof of Thales' 
doctrine : ' The All has soul in it.' 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 load.stone, because it moves iron. 3 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 ' (LawB, 896 A), a.nd deducing the 
conclusion that the heavenly bodies have souls and 'all things are full of 
Gods' (Oew11 el11a1 7r'A.fipTJ 7rci11rn), a.a Thales said (899 B). Cf. Arist. Phy1. 265b 32. 

2 Aet. i. 7. 11 : TO 0€ 1rii11 tµ.i{luxov llµ.a Ka.i oa.1µ.611wv 7rA~pes' otT/KEtl! oe Out TOU 

11roixe1woous irypoO 0{111a.µ.1v Oela.v K111rinK1)v aiirov. In Diog. L. ix. 7, rciPTa. Y,uxwv 
el11a.1 KO.L oa1µ.611w11 7r'A.1/pri is attributed to Heracleitus. Cf. also Sext. Math. 
ix. 76. 3 Arist. de anima, a. ii. 14. 
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done, between the ' elemental moisture ' and the divine power 
pervading it. For Thales the moving soul was the same as 
the ultimate element, recognised in water, which pervades all 
things. The same holds of the ' ever-living fire ' of Heracleitus. 

At first, then, mechanical motion was not distinguished from 
vital activity. Once more we shall reach a parting of the 
ways when the distinction comes to be drawn ; and before the 
two are recognised as independent and coordinate facts, science 
will go to the opposite extreme, and, instead of interpreting 
all motion as the spontaneous, internal activity of physis, will 
try the expedient of levelling down life to external mechanical 
motion, communicated by colliding particles of dead matter. 

78. Soul as Knowing 

The second function of Soul-knowing-was not at first dis­
·tinguished from motion. Aristotle 1 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 (afo·81J<Tt~). not distinguished from 
thought, was taken as the type of all cognition, and this is a 
form of action at a distance. 2 All such action, moreover, was 
held to require a continuous vehicle or medium, uniting the 
soul which knows to the object which is known. Further, 
the soul and its object must not only be thus linked in physical 
contact, but they must be alike or akin. 

The early philosophers, almost or quite unanimously,3 assumed 
the maxim that ' like knows like,' which is a special case of the 
more general axiom : ' Like can only act on like.' 4 Here again 

1 De anim. a. 4, 408b 1. 
!1 De anim. a. 5, 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 (11'ci<rxec11 TL Kai Kc11e'iu8ac), and that the 
same is true of thinking and knowing.' 

3 Heidel, Arch. Gesch. Pltil. xix. 357, disputes Aristotle's and Theo­
phra.stus' exceptions to this rule. 

' Another application of this maxim, 'Like attracta like,' is assumed by 
the philosophers down to Pia.to, a.nd this assumption makes them to explain 
weight and lightness by the tendency of all bodies to move towards their 
'kinared'-1/ 11'p0$ TO ITllJ'j'E11E$ oBos, Plato, Tim. 63E; cf. Burnet, E.G.P.2, 
p. 396. 
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we encounter a by no means obvious principle, which is surely 
not drawn from experience, but accepted from collective repre­
sentation. The formula which states that this action can only 
take place between ' like ' objects, is derived from that old 
magical doctrine which grouped things into classes of kindred, 
united by a sympathetic continuum. This continuum is, as 
we have seen, a pervasive 'soul' running through all the class. 
It is the vehicle and medium of motion and interaction of all 
kinds, and so of that special kind of action called ' knowing ' or 
'perceiving,' which is an attribute of Soul. The maxim had 
become embedded in common sense, and was accepted without 
question by the philosophers. 

It follows 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 Timaeus constructs 
the soul out of the elements. Like, he there maintains, is known 
by like, and the things we know are composed of the ultimate 
principles. . . . 

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

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

1 De anima, a. 2, §§ 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.' 1 

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 ala-811-ra (sense-objects) and 
alu811r~pta (sense-organs) is the cause of our being able to per­
ceive objects. The aA.)..o{w<nr; (i.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 aluB11Ta and aiu811T1}pta 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 

1 Arist. de anim. a. ii. 15, 405a 21. Diog. Apoll. frag. 4 : 6.1'9pw11'0I. 'Ydp Ka.I. 
Ta 4>../\a. tci)a. &.va.11'vt!ona. twH riiJ Mp1. Ka.I rouro a.oTols Ka.I. ifuxfi llTn Ka.I. 11o·q1T,s, 
• • • Ka.I. tlciv TOVTO d.-1ra.>.."/\a.xfJfi, cill'o911n1TKH Ka.I 7, 11of]1Tis t1l'IAE[11'e1. 

2 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 1 says that it is 
'the divine (To 0€'iov), immortal and imperishable.' The Air 
of Anaximenes, similarly, is spoken of as a God. Diogenes of 
Apollonia says of the same element that ' what men call air is 
that which possesses thought, and it directs all and masters 
all ; for just this is, I believe, God, and it reaches everywhere 
and disposes all things and is in everything.' 2 

Speaking of the heavenly bodies, Aristotle 3 says: 'Our fore­
fathers in the remote ages have handed down to us a tradition 
in mythical form, that these substances (the :firmament and the 
heavenly bodies) are Gods, and that the divine encloses the 
whole of nature (7r€pt~xei ro 0€'iov T~v 0A.11v cpvuw). 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 ( Odwr; €lpi]a-0aL), 
and reflect that, while probably every art and science has often 
been developed as far as possible and perished again, these 
opinions have been preserved until the present, like relics of the 
ancient treasure.' 

The importance of this attribute, ' divine,' as applied to the 
primary physis is overlooked by historians of philosophy ; 
yet it can hardly be over-emphasised. Philosophy is the im­
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 

l Phys. 'Y4, 203b 12. 2 Frag. 5. a ~Iet. A 8, 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.1 

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. 2 Really, it was an entity of the same order as ether, 
and it was regarded in the same way as amenable to a priori 
mathematical treatment. You could take one or another of 
its recognised properties and deduce the consequences. Thus, 
the Eleatics emphasised its unity and perfect continuity to 

1 For the divinity of the elements see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 664; 
0. Gilbert, 'Spekulation u. Volksglaube in der ionischen Philosophie,' Arch. 
f. Relig. xiii. 306 ff., and Arch. f. GeBch d. Philos. xxii. 279: die ganze 
ionische itnd eleatische, nicht minder auch die Pythagoreische Spekulation ist 
nicht als ein Suchen nach der Gottheit, d. h. nach der die Weltentwicklung 
bedingenden und tragenden Gotte.ssub~tanz. 

2 It will be remembered that Dr. Frazer writes: 'Both branches of magic, 
the homreopathic 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 l!)arly Ilist01·y 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 m:my, 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 between them 
is whether the ' divinity,' which had all along been ascribed to 
this Being, implied 'unity,' in a sense that condemned all plur­
ality and motion to be unreal, or merely implied immutability 
-a property which a polytheistic tradition could ascribe to 
material atoms without sacrificing plurality and motion. When 
we look at Atomism in this light, we see 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 priori 
way, as if it were a mere scientific hypothesis; but they all 
alike believe that they are speculating about an actually exist­
ing ultimate reality. The reason why they do not realise its 
hypothetical character is precisely that it was not invented 
by any of them, but taken over from pre-philosophic religious 
representation. Above all, the point on which we would insist 
is that the principal object of Greek speculation is not external 
nature as revealed through the senses, but a metaphysical 
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representation of reality as a supersensible extended substance, 
which is at first both alive (Soul) and divine (God), and also has 
a 'matter' of its own, distinct, or distinguishable, from visible 
and tangible 'body' with its sensible properties. The problem, 
all along, was : given that reality is a substance of this sort, how 
can it. be related to the sense-world; how can it be adapted 
and remodelled so as to account for what we perceive ; how 
can we get out of it the world we see around us 1 

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 ~he 
fabric, is thrown out, like a statue or a poem, as the express10n 
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,1 which originate in the two types of 
religious system above distinguished. 

82. The Scientifzc Tendency : expktnations 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. 2 

At a later stage, the myth becomes 'aetiological,' that is to say, 

i Cf. Diog. L. proem. 13, tf11Xo<rotf>las 6l 6vo -yey6va<r111 apxal, iJ n d?ro 
'AJ1a.~1µ.av6pov Kai r, d7r6 IIuOa-y6pov. 

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 rousality 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 eLtirely 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.1 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 
moirai. 

1 This is confirmed by the study of primitive languages. Levy·Bruhl 
(Fonct. ment. p. 165) quotes Gatschet (The Klamath Language, p. 554): 
'Lell categ01·ies de position, de situation dans l'espace, et de distance sont, dam 
les repreaentations des peuples sauvages, d'une importance ausai capitale que 
celles de temps et de causalite le sont pour nous.' 
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At the same time, to the magician knowledge is power ; the 
impulse which drives him is still the desire to extend the 
influence of his mana (or the mana of the group, for the whole 
process is collective) to its utmost bounds. To form a repre­
sentation of the structure of Nature is to have control over it.1 

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 is done ') into the past (' this was done ') ; 2 

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 As late as Anaxagoras we shall find that Mind masters (Kpar£1) the world 
because it knows it ; •for knowing defines and determines what is known' 
(Simpl. de Oaelo, 608, Ti -yd.p 'YPW<TIS opll°££ Kal 7r€panii TO 711wqlJiv, D.F. V. 2, 

p. 329). For this conception of the work of the intellect, see Bergson's 
Evolution Or~atrice. 

2 P. Beck, 'Erkenntnissth. d. prim. Denkens,' Zeilschr. f. Pldl. u. phil. 
Kritilc, 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 
as 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.1 

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 poin~ 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 discoYer a fixed, immutable 
structure of the 'nature of things' (the Ideal World, which is his qr{!(m ), and 
insists that this supersensible ground (alrla) of the sensible world is the only 
'cause' worth looking for. 

2 Geometry is known to have had a. strictly practical origin in an art of 
social importance-the land-measurement practised by the 'cord-fasteners' 
(har7Jedonaptai), who marked out the divisions of the soil in Egypt after the 
inundations of the Nile (see Burnet, E.G.P. 2, 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,1 rationalistic, and fatalistic in tendency. 
Above all, both are realistic, in the sense that is opposed to 
other-worldliness. Science, no matter to what heights of 
disinterestedness its specific emotion of curiosity may some­
times rise, remains practical from first to last, and for it all 
value lies in the sense-world. True, it will mistake its own 
conceptual model of atoms and void for the real structure of 
the universe, and condemn the senses because we cannot see and 
touch the supersensible. But its affections are never set upon 
this metaphysical construction ; the spectral dance of imaginary 
dead particles has never smitten the 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 

i 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' 
( ll.'ll'e,pot K6crµ.oi). 

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, l 
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 Cf. Burnet, E.G.P. 2, 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 thei; 
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 physis, because its function now is to inform 
and animate, not Gods, but the world we see : it is the ' nature 
of things.' 

But, although we can see that this was simply an effort of 
abstraction, it was not as such that it could present itself to 
Anaximander. He thought he had found, not a mythical 
representation, which was only entitled to be considered as 
hypothetical, but the actually existing primitive substance. 
Hence, instead of isolating it only in thought, he isolates it in 
time, and conceives it as the first state of the world, out of which 
the world we see must somehow have arisen. Physis is not to 
him an hypothesis, but a 'beginning' (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 moirai. 
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 (a7ToKp£a-i~) 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' (am:tpov)-a word which specially suggested 
to the Greek mind the having no beginning, middle, or end. 
Physis is thus called ' the unlimited,' primarily in contradis­
tinction to the elemental provinces which are limited, though, 
as we shall soon see, this sense of the word is not distinguished 
from others. Here, then, we have the first two stages of exist 
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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.' 1 This governance is moral, 
showing itself in the dispensation of the elemental regions. 
In presence of this transparently mythical conception, it is 
probable that the' eternal motion,' which is said to have caused 
the separation, should not be understood in a purely mechanical 
sense. It is ' eternal ' because native to the divine, the ' im­
mortal and imperishable ' physis, whose motion, like itself, 
must be without beginning or end ; but, since physis is alive, 
its motion is probably not distinguished from grdwth-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.2 

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

1 Arist. Phys. 'Y 4, 203b 6: 1eal 7rEp1exE111 lf.7ravra 1eal 1eufJEpv8.11. O. Gilbert, 
'Spekulation u. Volksglaube,' Arcli. f. Relig. xiii. p. 312: Damit trite aber 
dem tu.tsachlich bestelienden Kampf- und Raubzustande der Welt eine hiihere 
sittliche Ordnung gegenUber und diese letztere kann nur auf ro 8t:'io11 schlecht· 
hin, das absolut Gottliche des l1.7rE,po11, zuruckgefuhrt werden. 

11 Eisler ( Weltenmantel, ii. 666) identifies Anaximander's ii7rnpo11 with the 
'Orp~ic' supreme God Oh~onos or Alw11 11.n,pos. If this is right, as I incline 
to thmk, l1.7rt:Lpos would mamly 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' 
(µ.e'i-yµ.a). 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 
wme. 

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 (-yevecn~) is birth, and all birth results from the 
mixing of opposites. Anaximander emphasises the antagonism 
of opposites, rather than the necessity of their union to give birth 
to existence. In so doing, he unconsciously revives that primi­
tive morality which emphasises the absolute supremacy of the 
group over the individual, and, as against the inflexible custom 
of the tribe, bans all individuality and personal freedom as 
arrogant aggression. The elements in his 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.1 

1 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. Empedoclee, as wa 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 (/i~p), which, by the way, had always 
been regarded as the appropriate clothing of divinities (¥pa 
er.nraµevot). He thus reverted to the position of Thales, merely 
substituting air for water as the embodiment of physis, and 
no doubt thinking that he was effecting a simplification. In 
another direction, however, he really took a considerable step 
towards that clearness of conception at which science instinc­
tively aims. He turned his attention to that point in Anaxi­
mander's scheme where obscurity and confusion most obviously 
reigned-the problem, how to get the qualitatively different 
elements out of the indeterminate physi.s. 

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.' 1 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. 2 

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 

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

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 o{ 
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 lilrn 
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 geometres de la Grece (1900), p. 18 ff. 
Aet. i. 24. 2, brings out the point that this abandonment of quality and 
transformation (d.XXolw(m) for quantity and 'coming together and separa­
tion' leads on to Atomism: 'Eµ7rE5oKA?)s, 'Ava~a:y6pas, Ll.71µ6KpLTos, 'E7rlKovpos, 
Ka! 7rd.JITES IJ<TOI. KO.Ta <TUJ!o.Opoi<rµov TWP hE'IM"O,UEpwv <TWµ/J.TWll KO<T,U071"0LOU<TI, <Tvy­
Kpl<rEU µ.e11 KO.l 5Lo.Kpl<Tm El<Tii'}'Oll<TI, '}'EVi<JEIS u Ka! q,Oopas ov Kvplws. ofl '}'ap /CO.Ta 

To roiblr le d.J\J\01w<TEws, Ko.Ta lU To roqo11 iK <T1111u.fJpo1f1/J.11D T«vTcu '}'lYtf1'8u.1. 
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as Anaximander's physis. From it, we are told, Anaximenes 
said, 'the things that are and have been and shall be, and the 
Gods and things divine, took their rise, while other things come 
from its offspring.' 1 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 l!S 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-

1 Hippol. Ref. i. 7 : dlpo. 47rt1po11 lt/>11 'T~ll tip:(~" el110.1, IE o~ TO. "(1P6µ.i11a. Ko.l 
'Te "fE"fOll6'Ta. KO.l 'TQ lu6µ11a. Ka.I 8toils KO.l Olla. "(l'/J!itT8a.t., 'TQ o~ Xo1ird. '" 'TW'/J TOUTOll 
cliro-y611wP. 0. Gilbert, 'Spek. u. Volksglaube,' Arch. f. Relig. xiii. :us, 
bolds that the three other element. are pre-eminently meant by 8eol tca.l 
e~ia., and correspond to Anaximander's second stage; while 'Ta ~onrd.=the 
bra. of Anaximander's third stage, particular things, which are born of 
those offspring (clir6"(01101) of God, the three inferior elements. 
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spondingly abhorrent to a science that is bent upon making 
physics conform to the perfect lucidity of geometry. The un­
conscious aim of such science must be to get the life out of 
matter, and finally to eliminate life altogether from its con­
ceptual model of the real. Empedocles, mystic though he 
was, and little aware of what he was doing, forwarded this 
aim, and so has a place in the development of the scientific 
tradition. 

It was even partly because he was a mystic, that he was led 
to this advance. Mystical religion, with its doctrine of immor­
tality, emphasises the distinction between the soul and the 
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.1 

The social origin of these jwo 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 physis 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 
(cpvu1,t;;); only a mixing of immutable elements, and a change 

1 Aristotle (Met. A 5) says that Empedocles was the ·first to introduce the 
cause of motion in a double form, assuming, not a. single source of motion, 
but a pair which are opposed to one another; and Arist<>tle 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.1 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 ' 
(cnoixc£ov). 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: 
cpfJan oil8E116s ian11 d.7rd11Tw11 

81/'f/TWll, ov8E TIS 00Xoµi11011 8a11dTOIO Tl!hl!llT~, 
d.XM µ611011 µl~u TE 81d.XXa~ls TE µ1"1bTw11 
faT{, cpfJalS 8' f71'l TOlf 6110µ.d.f"t"Ttll d118p1fnro1alll, 
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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 Atom.ism. He put a more 
rigorous construction upon the principle that what is cannot 
come out of what is not. He is not content to say, with Em­
pedocles, that flesh, for instance, is made of earth and water 
etc., mixed in a certain proportion ; for that would mean that 
what is flesh has come out of what is not flesh.1 That implies 
a birth (cpu<ri1;), a sheer coming into existence, of something 
which did not exist before-the very thing Empedocles had 
denied to be poBBible, when he said that all becoming was 
nothing but mixing, and that 'birth• (¢u<ri1;) 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. 2 

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• (<r'TT'epµarn). 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.' 3 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 

l Frag. 10 : 71'Wf "'fap 411 etc µ~ TpixlJs 'YEVOITO Bpi~ teal aap~ itc µ~ aaptc6s; Aet. 
i. 3. 5. 

1 Frag. 3: 'Of the small there is no smallest, but always a smaller,' etc. 
8 Burnet (E.G.P.2, p. 807) thinks Anaxagoras probably used the word 

ra11a7l'Epµ£a. 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.1 Its task 
is described as 'setting things in order• (Sta1Co<Tµe'iv), 'distin­
guishing,' 'separating,'' discriminating' (Sta1Cpt<Tti;, a'TT'o1Cpt<Tti;). 
It is nothing but the scientific intellect itself, which has taken 
the world to pieces, and now is projected to the further end, and 
charged with the task of sorting out the heap, and reducing 
it again to order. With an admirable scientific economy, its 
action is restricted within the narrowest limits. It is invoked 
to start mechanical motion : body, no longer being self-moving, 
must receive its first motion from something which can move 
itself, something which is alive, a soul-substance, a physis. 
But, once the motion is started, the more we can explain the 
structure of the world without falling back on this first cause, 
the better. From the scientific point of view, Anaxagoras' 
great merit lies in this economy, of which Socrates in the 
Phaedo (98 B) so bitterly complains. Socrates would have 
had Anaxagoras use his Nous at every turn, and explain every 
cosmic arrangement by showing how it was best that it should 
be so and not otherwise, making Nous a benevolent God, who 
designs everything for the best. Some modern writers appear 
to sympathise with Socrates, as if they were unaware that the 
progress of science demanded that, so far from endowing this 
mythical soul-substance with additional attributes, such as 
benevolence, it should be deprived even of intelligence and life 
and reduced simply to motion. A purely mechanical ex­
planation of the world must be tried, before it is found wanting; 
~n~ we ought rather to .be thankful to Anaxagoras for refraining 
(1f it ever occurred to him) from setting up a mythical teleology 
and ' explaining ' the known by the unknown. ' 

. 1 Frag. 12 : Kai "fJ1diµ7J11 'Ye repl ra11rot rlicra11 tirxn 1eal lirx.vei µl"fi1Tro11, Cf. 
Su~pl. de Oaelo, 608 (D·!· V. 2, P· 316}: rdna. "fL"fJIWITKELll ,,.;,,, POVll ••• Ti "fGP 
'Y""'"'s opll"ei Kal repaToi To "f11w1rfJl11. Nous constitutes the world as the 
scientific intellect constitutes its representation of it by introdu~ing dis-
tinctions and discriminations. ' ' 
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89. The Atmnism 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.1 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, 2 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 (i.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 (Bv), saying that they move in the void, which he called 
what is not (µ~ 8v), but declared to exist just as much as 
what is.' 

Leukippus accepted Parmenides' doctrine, that ' out of what 
is in truth one, a plurality cannot come, nor yet a unity out of 
what is really many ' 3 ; but here the two ways part. The 
mystic, 'transgressing against sense-perception and ignoring it, 
holds that he ought to follow the argument' ; 4 and the premiss 
of that argument, to which, as a mystic, he must hold, is : 

1 For the Pythagorean number-atomism, see below, § 114. 
2 Ap. Simpl. Phy1J. 28, 4 (D.F. V. 2, p. 344}. 
1 Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 325a. 34: (Aw1nrros ifti8'1J) IK Tali 1ea.T' cl>.:ij8e1a11 £11as 

oilK 1111 "ft!lllirfJa1 rM)fJos oM' eK ,,.r;,,, clX'IJ()ws roXXw11 l11, 
' Ibid. 1. 13 (of the Eleatic1): urep{Jd.11res rl]v a.tir81]UIP Ka.I ra.pi6011TfS a.iJTtp. 

wr ri; X6"flf 61011 d.tco>.ovfJe&,, alluding to Parm. frag. i. 33 ft'. 
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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, 1 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. 3 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 
MolJile. Leukippus declared plainly that ' nothing happens at 

1 Ari1t. de Gen. et Corr. 325a 17. s Ibid. 1. 23. 
3 Arist. Met. A iv. 985b: 'lf'tpl 8£ KW'ljO'et.is, /J(Je11 i) 'lf'Wf urd.(YXe& To'is O~q'L Kai 

oVro' (Leukippua and Democritus) ••• 1>'1-fJrlµ.ws 6.tpeiO"a11, 
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random; but everything for some reason and of necessity.' 1 

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
permw), 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.3 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 

1 Fra.g. 2 : ov8£11 x.p9Jµ.a p.6.TTJll 1+y11eTai, dXXii rdvra tK h6'YOV Tf Kai u?r' a11ci'}'K71s. 
Hippo!. Ref. 1. 12: Tis 8' av ef71 7/ aJ1ti'YK"1, ov Oir.l1p10'EJI. Dieterich, Abraxaa, 75, 
compa.res Pia.to. Tim. 48 A : µ,eµ.t'Yµh71 '}'ap oi11 7/ Toii8e Toii K60"µ.ov '}'tveO"ts i~ 
dv d.'YK'1S TE KaZ "oii O'VO'TaO'EWS ''}'EJ1J1'1jfJ71. 

11 Arist. de anim. a ii. 403b 31. 
3 Alex. in Arist. Met. Aiv. 985b: o~oi (Leukippu1 and Democritus) 'Y°'P 

Xiyow111 axx.,,>.orvrorJO'aS Kai Kpouoµhas 11'pos aX\·qXas KIJIE'iufJac rds aT6µ.ous. 
Arist. de anim. a 2, §§ 3 a.nd 4, contra.sts the Atomi1t1 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.' 1 

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 (deike'la, eidol,a) 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, 

i Ariat. de anim. a. 2, 3. 
2 So all aenaea are reduced to one-Touching; Ariat. de Setisu, 442a 29: 

/:J,,71µ,/JicpiTOS iced ol rXEicrroc rw11 tf>vucoM-yw11, &roe Xfyovuc 1rEpl a.luUT,<rEws, drorw· 
TO.T6"11 TL 'lrOWV(T(. 'lrciPTa. -yap Tei a.luevci li'lrrci ll'OCOV(T(, 
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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 uiuida uis animi peruicit, et extra 
processit longe ftammantia moenia mundi, 
atque omne immensum peragrauit mente animoque, 
unde refert nobis uictor quid possit oriri, 
quid nequeat, jinita potestas denique cuique 
quanam sit ratione atque alte terminus haerens. 
quare-relligio pedibus sub}ecta uicissim 
opte1·itur, nos exaequat uictoria caelo.1 

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 sulvived their 
dispersion in the latter half of the fifth century. Thus, we 
regard the series of systems, now to be considered, as thrown 
oft in succession by a mystical religion, whose view of life and 
of the world they, each and all, attempt to formu]ate. 

1 Luer. i. 7Z. 
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!:H. The representation of Time fundamental in Mysticism 

IN the foregoing chapter, we have seen how the scientific tradition 
in philosophy is dominated throughout by the concept of 
spatial externality, as Olympian theology had been dominated 
by the figure of Moira, delimiting with rigid distinction the 
provinces pf all individual powers, divine and human. Guided 
by that concept, science culminated in geometrical Atom.ism, 
and the reign of Moira, under the name of Necessity. In the 
mystical tradition, to which we now turn, the concepts of Time 
and Number (the measure of Time 1) 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 
inspiration and their conceptual scheme from the religion of 
Dionysus. Before we come to details, we must point out why 
the notion of Time is fundamental in this type of religion. 

We may start from the structure of the group-the organisa­
tion of the cult-society itself; for there, as we have learnt, 
the origin of its typical system of representation may be 

l Cf. Plato, Timaeus, 39B: r11a o' E(71 µ.frpov eJJapj'Es • • • 0 0EOS a-P'i/Y.,1011 
••• 6 07) l'Vll KEKhfiKaµ.EJJ i]ALOP, Yva l>n µ.ci.Xuna Elr ll1fallTQ, tpal110L TOJI oupal'OJI 
/HTctO'XO' T£ apL0µ.ou Ta )ciJa, 61FOtS 1}11 7rp01F'i/KOP1 µ.a0611ra 1ra.pU, T~S TaVTOV Kai 
oµ.olov 'TT"Epitpopfi.s. 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,' Zeitscht·. f. Philos. 
u. p!tilos. Kritik, Leipzig (1904.), bd. 123, p. 172 ff. 
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sought.1 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 bonfined within impenetrable 
provinces; the polytheistic notion of Moira is absent. 

Next, in a temporal sense of continuity, the life of the group, 
being a common life which transcends every individual,. is 
immortal, which, to the Greek, means 'divine.' This conception 
gives rise to several cardinal doctrines of mys~icism. . . 

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 
thro~gh the living; the dead are still part of the group, in the 
same sense as the living. This life, which is perpetually renewed, 
is reborn out of that opposite state, called ' death,' into which, 
at the other end of its arc, it passes again. In this idea of 
reincarnation, still widespread among savage races, we have 
the first conception of a cycle of existence, a Wheel of Life, 
divided into two hemicycles of light and darkness, through 
which the one life, or soul, continuously revolves.3 

i Diodorus, v. 64, 4 (D.F. V. 2 , p. 473), preserves the statement of Ephorus 
that Orpheus was the pupil of the Idaean Dactyls, ~ho we:e magicians 
{'y61Jns) and practised spells, initiations, and my~t~~ies, ~hrch Orpheus 
first introduced into Greece. Pythagoras also was imtiated m Crete by the 
Idaean Dactyls and at Leibethra in Thrace. These trad~tions mark. ~he 
continuity between the Orphic cult_-societies .a~d. the magical f~a.termties, 
and also the fact that Orphism revived a pnm1t1Ye type of religion. See 
J. E. Harrison, 'l'ltcmi8, p. <1G2. 

2 Cf. Porph. de abst. iv. 11 (of the Essenes): µ.la 0£ ouK if<rnP aurwv 7r6X1s, 

dXX' iv iKatTT!/ KarotKovlT' 7ro"J\"Aol, KrX. • . . 
s Levy-Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 358, points out that the sharp d1st~nct10n 

between living and dead does not exist at a low level of mentaht! :. a 
'dead' person still lives in a certain sense, and belongs both to the hvmg 
society and to the dead. CW e may note that '~nm?or~ality' so. co~ceived 
precedes any clear conception of death. The belief m immor:ahty is thus 
partly due to a failure to grasp the nature of death. There is ~o need to 
look further for a. cause of the belief.) flee 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 it came. As we shall see later, this group of 
doctrines is of fundamental importance for the understanding 
of the mystic philosophy, and of the systems that emerged 
from the Pythagorean school. It concerns us, therefore, to 
give some account of the process by which the old savage doc­
trine of reincarnation came to have this moral significance. 

92. The Cycle of Reincarnation 

We need not discuss at length the origin of the belief in re­
incarnation, as it exists among savages. It is, probably, a very 
simple matter. When the totemist is engaged in multiplying 
his totem-species, his whole attention is bent upon the idea of 
new animals, or plants, that have to be brought into existence. 
The image of these animals or plants before his mind must 
be the memory-image of those that have already existed and 
been eaten. Thus, what he desires to bring into existence is 
to him the same thing as what has existed already. How could 
he help believing that the new animals and plants are the old 
ones, come back again from the other world ? 1 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 1 We are not in a position to answer this question 
fully. It is complicated by the view, now being put forward, 
that the characteristic doctrines of Orphism were derived from 
Persian religion, and came into Greek thought in the sixth 
century, when Persia was in contact with the Ionian colonies 
of Asia Minor. 2 About this theory we must keep an open mind. 
Religious ideas, as we have remarked, are easily assimilated 
only when there already exists an indigenous system of thought 

1 ~or the supersensible reality attributed to memory-images, see P. Beck, 
op. cit. 

1 This theory is advanced by Eisler, Weltenmantel u. Himmelszelt, vol. ii., 
where a. great mass of evidence is adduced. 
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into which they readily fit. Orphism is, indubitably, a revival 
and reformation of Dionysiac religion. Wherever the new 
ideas came from, it is probable that they were not totally foreign 
to the existing cults. Our object must be to throw into relief 
the chief elements of Dionysiac belief, and to distinguish from 
them the later factors which can be classed as specially Orphic. 
It will appear that, although Orphism was sufficiently like the 
older worship to emerge from it, or be grafted upon it, there is 
a latent contradiction between the two conceptions of immor­
tality and of the soul, which severally belong to the two systems. 
This contradiction will give rise to two contrasted types of 
mystic philosophy. 

The philosophy that lay implicit in the old doctrine of re­
incarnation is drawn out by Socrates, when, on the day of his 
death, he discusses with his Pythagorean friends the mystic 
view of life on earth and in the other world of the unseen. He 
recalls 'the ancient doctrine, that souls pass out of this world 
to the other, and there exist, and then come back hither from 
the dead, and are born again.' 1 One of the arguments by 
which this view is supported, is that there must be a constant 
process of repayment (avTa?Tooocri'i'), 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 ('Y€v€crts-) 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. 2 

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 Pla.to, P!taedo, 70 c: raXa1os µ,e11 oi11 l11n TLS M"(os, o~ µ,eµ.1rfiµ.e8a, ws el11l11 
i118€11ot d¢11c6µ.e11a1 eKe'i, Kal 11"aALJI "(E oe:Opo d</>LK110VJITaL Ka1 "(l"(llOJITal lK TWJI 
·h811etfiTW1I, 

2 Plato, Phaedo, 72 B: El "fc/.p µ.1, dd dJ1Taroo100£71 Tei. lrepa Tols bepou "fl'Y116-
µ.e11a., WIT11"tpe1 KVK'Xlf' re:pit6J1Ta, d'X'X' ev8e'id. TIS ef71 .;, "1"1£111$ lK TOU lirepov µ.611011 
Els To KaTaJJnKpv Kai µ.1, d.11aKciµ.rro1 'll"aALV E'll"i ro frepo11 p.TJoe 1<aµ.r1j11 ro1o'iro, 
ol118' lfrt rcbra re>..wrwvra TO afJro 11xf}µ.a av 11xol71 Kai TO avro ra8os a11 r&.801 
Ka1 ra.v11a1ro 'Yl"11l6µ.e11a ; • • • fl 'YdP lK µ.€11 TWll (J,).)\w11 rel. SWJITa "(£-y1101ro, Ta at 
tw11Ta 811fi11Ko1, Tis µ.71xa111, µ.1/ ovxl rciVTa 1<ara11aXw81}11aL ~ls TO re{/11c£11a1 i 
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and primitive. We are to conceive a limited quantity of soul­
substance, 1 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, 2 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.3 

03. Grades of Initiation 

We advance one step 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 

1 The interpreters who speak of a.' constant quantity' of absolutely im­
material 'spirit' seem to me to be using words without meaning. 

2 Arist. de anim. 407 b 21 : &a-trEp lvoexoµ.Evov Kara -roils ITv8oyop1Ko!Js µ.v8ovs 
-r~v -rvxoilcrav ifvx~v ds -ro -ruxov i11ouea-8a1 a-wµ.a. 

3 Cf. Plutarch, Consol. ad Apoll. IO (11.fter quoting Heracleitus, frag. 78, 
Byw.): ws -yap fK TOV a.u-rov 1r1}AOV ouva-ral TIS trAaTTWll ici)a. <TV')'XELP Kai traALll 
trAa-rntv Kai rru-yxE'iv Kat -roiJO' tv trap' ~,, trOL€tv cio<aAdtr-rws, oi!-rw Kai r, <f>va-is 
fK T~S auT~S ilA1JS traAai µ.er TOUS 7rpo-y6vovs i}µ,wv l£Ha-xev, d-ra. G'VP€X€CS au-roi's 
i-yhv11a-e -rous tra-rlpas, EW' 7}µ.u.s, El-r' l£AAovs itr' l£AAovs civaKUKA1]a-e1. Kai o -r~s 
-yevfrEws 'lf"O-raµ.os oi!-rws evOeAEXws piwv oa'll"on a--r1]a-€-ra1, Kai traALV o ii; ivanlas 
au-rci) 0 T~S ¢8op8.s. Zeller (Phil. d. Griech. 5, i. p. 640), following Bernays, 
thinks that Plutarch derived the general drift of this whole passage from 
Heracleitns, including the image of the potter. Cf. 0. Gilbert, Jl/eteor. 
Theoi·., 335. Levy·Bruhl, Fonct. ment. p. 398: Quand un enfant nail, 
une individualite di!finie reparait, ou, plus exactement, se ref orme. 'l'outl!­
naissance est une reincarnation. • . . La naissance est done simplement le 
passage d'uneforme de vie a une autre, 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.3 

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; 5 for, in the spring, all life needs to be 

1 Cf. the Oma.ha rites of infant initiation described by Miss Alice Fletcher. 
See above, p. 69. 

2 Cf. Dieterich, 'Mutter Ertle,' Arch. f. Relig. viii. l ff. 
3 See Levy-Bruhl, Ponct. ment. p. 360, and Hertz, 'Represent. collectives 

de la mort,' A nnee sociol. x. 
4 Eur. frag. 415, ap. Plut. Consol. ad Apoll. 104 B: 

KVKAos -yap a.uros Ka.ptrlµ.o<s -re -yijs <f>v-ro'is 
'Yfll€L flpoTWll TE. TOLs fl.Ell a.ll~eTaL f3los, 
-rwv oE tf>8l11E1 -re KaKOEpl!;E-ra.' r&.A111. 

5 See J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena, chap. ii., and Theniis, p. 289. Cf. 
also Plato, PolitictuJ, 272 E, where the souls, before each new birth, are 
deacribed as falling into the earth as seeds, 7r&.a-a.s iKa<TT?JS -r~s ifvx~s ras 
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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-stufi may pass 
at one time into a man, at another into an animal or plant. 
All alike are creatures of earth.1 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, 

'"tfllfqEIS d'll'OOEOWJ<Via.s, /Jqa ~II fKa<TT!/ 7rpo<rra.x9iY, To<ravra els "t~ll <T'll'Epµa.ra. 
'll'eqoiJq't/s. Cf. also Timaeus, 42D, where God sows (lu7re1pe) the souls into 
earth, moon, and the other ' instruments of time.' Pltaedo, 83 D ; wurr: 
ra.xu 'll'aAll' 11'l11'THll ds d'.:>.:>.o qf:Jµ,a. KQ.L WlT'll'E p lT'll'El(JOµh'tl iµ<f>ur:qea.1. It is 
significant that Anaxagoras calls his primary bodies, as yet unordered by 
.Nous, 'seeds' (u7ripµa.ra.), and {probably) described the primitive chaos, or 
mixture of these, a.s a panspermia (see p. 153), the word med of the pot of 
all seeds offered at the spring festival of Souls and Seeds (cf. J. E. Harrison, 
Tltemis, p. 292). Democritus used the same term (Arist. de anim. 404a 4) 
to denote 'the elements of all pltysis,' the spherical seeds being soul­
atoms. 

1 Musa.ens, frag. 5 (D. F. V. ', p. 485) : 
ws o' ailrws Ka.L <f>{,;\;\a. rpuEI sfiowpos IJ.povpa. • 
d'.X:\.a. µeY lv 1u:\.£yow d.7ro<f>Ol1m, d'.:>.:>.a. of rpun • 
ws of Ka.I d.118pw7rwv 'Yeve11 Ka.I <f>v::\o,, t:>.fo·qe1. 

Aesch. Ohoeph. 128: 
KQ.L ratav a.t•T1Jll, 7) Ta 'll'al'Ta. T[KTETQ.I 
8piifa.qa r' a~e1s rwYoe Kfiµa :\.aµfJ0.11t:1. 

Eur. frag. 757 N. : 
ea'll'Tft Te TEKl'a xlJ.rep' a~ KTiira.1 11la 
afrr6s TE 9YV<TKEI' Ka.! Tao' IJ.x9011ra1 flporo[ 
els "tfJY rpipOYTES "tfJY' d11a."tKa.lws o' txe1 
{J£o,, 9eplte111 &urE Kap'll'1µ011 qraxv" • • • 

See Dieterich, 'Mutter Erde,' Arch. f. Relig. viii. l ff. for all this 
subject. 
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by alternation of birth and repayment of death, m 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 (dike), or 
else the answering processes of natural life will likewise leave 
the track. 3 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 (si]v KaTO. cpuaw}. We 
understand, also, why the Works and Days opens with a long 
discourse on Right (Dike}. In the very first lines, too, we 
encounter the image of the wheel. The Muses are to sing of 
Zeus, through whom mortal men become illustrious or obscure ; 
' easily he lifts them up to strength, and then, when they are 
strong, he casts them down ; easily he causes the light of one 
that shines to wane, and another to wax from obscurity.' 4 

1 Hippodamus the Pythagorean, ap. Stob. Flor. 98, 71 : mina. µey w11 ra 
911arci. 01' dv&:yKall <f>601os iv µr:rnf3o:>.a.!s Ka::\ivoe!rai ••• ra µ€v v7ro <f>vows tis ro 
ll.li't/AOV auriis npµan!;oµEva Kai 11"QAIV EK TOV cioij:>.ov is TO Ovari:!ll hnuwepxoµEva., 
dµo1{3~ "tEl'frlOS Kat a11Ta1rOOOUe1 <f>Oopiis, KUKAOV aura.vras aVQ.'ll'OOlt·ouuas. Com­
pare the mystical passage in Plato, Rep. 546 A ff. : ou µ6vov <f>VTo'is 11nelois 
ci::\M Ka.I i11 f7rt"y€iots sciJ01s <f>opa Kat arpopla 'fvxijs TE Kat uwµaros "tl"tl'OPTa.I, /ira.11 
11'Eptrpo7ra.1 f:KO.oro1s KuK::\wv 11"ep1<f>op'1.s qvvd7rrwu1, f3pax11f3io1s µeJ1 fJpaxv11'6povs, 
ivavrlo<s OE evavrlar, KTA. 

2 See J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 423. 
3 Porph. de abst. iii. 27 ; µ1µ't/UWµe()a TO xpvuovv '"tfvOS . • . µee' WP µe11 "Ya,P 

Alotiis Kai -:f fµHns 7i T€ AlK'r/ wµl:>.ei, /Jn TJ(JKOUVTO T~ iK "y~S Kap7r4'' K«p7rov "td.p 
u<f>1qiJ1 t<f>epev telowpos d.poupa auroµd.rri 1rOll.AOv Te ml ll.rp8011ov (Hes. Erga, 117). 

4 Erga, 3 : ll11 T€ ala f3porol a11opes oµws ll.<f>arol TE <f>arol T€ • 

pfa µ€v "t"-P {3p1cia, pia 0€ f3pi0.ovra xa:>.frre1, 
peta. o' cipl!;ri:>.ov µi11ue€l KaL 6.0'r/AOV M~EL • • • 
Zeus vif1{3peµfrns. 

Ar. Lys. 772; Tei. o' V'll'fprepa vepupa. O~UEI Zeus vifL{3peµfr't/S. Horat. Carm. i. 
34, 12 : ualet ima summis mutare et in1Jignem attenuat deus obBcura promena. 
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Dike is the Hora, the Season, who brings wealth; her sisters 
are Eunomia (Law-abidingness), and Eirene (Peace), who was 
represented in art, carrying the infant Wealth (Ploutos) in her 
arms. Their mother is Themis. 1 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 Kaip6v) in the circle of the year. 2 

This primitive correspondence between the ordered process 
of the year bringing fruits, and the appointed path of 'season­
able works' (wpta €prya) which those fruits reward, helps to ex­
plain why the wheel of Time is also the wheel of Right. ' Time, 
in the length of his unnumbered years, gives birth to all things 
out of the darkness, and, when they have come into the light, 
hides them again.' 3 And so, too, there is a turn of the wheel 

1 Hesiod. Theog. 901 ; Pind. Ol. xiii. 6 : iv ri 'Yap Evvoµla val fl rncri'YPTJTaL 
re . ••• !l.!Ka Kal oµ6rpo7ro~ Eipijva, raµio.L aviipcicrt ir:\ovrov. Bgk. 3 Frag. 
Adesp. 140, the ,lfoirai are invoked to conduct Eunomia, Dike, and Eirene 
to the city. Cretan 'Hymn of the Kouretes' (Brit. Sch. Annual, xv. 
p. 357 ff.) : 

•opai 15€ f3p'Ji5ov rnr~ros 
Kai {3p6rovs fl.Im Kar~pxe 
7rclvra r' a'Ypt' d.µ¢eirJe !:<ii' 

ci. cj;i:\o:\f3os Elpijva. 

For this hymn, see J. E. Harrison, Tltcmis, especially the concluding 
chapter on Themis. 

2 Hesiod, Er:;a, 320: 
xpl)µara 15' ovx ctp7raKra, Oeocroora 7rOAAOJI aµ,elvw. 
£i -yap TLS Kai XEPO"L {3t[I /.lf'Yav 6;\f3ov g)\TJTCU ... 
pe"la 0£ µiv µavpoucrt 8€0£, µivuOovcrL ii€ oTKov 
avt!pt rc[i' 7ravpov Q,! r' hi xp6vov o:\('Jos 07rTJ0€t. 

Solon, frag. 13 (Bgk. 4 ) 9: ?r\ourov 15' 8v µiv owcri Oeol 7rapa'YL'YYcrai civiipl 
lµ,7reoos ... OV o' tiviip€S µeriwcriv vrp' vf3pio~, OU Kara K6crµ.ov t'pxerai. 
Theognis, 197: x.p~µa .•. !l.i60e11 Ka1 crvv illK-n .•• 7rap,u6viµ,ov, contrasted with 
aiilKWS 7rapa Katp6v. Bacch. xiv. 50-64, Dike, Ewwmia, and Thfmis give 
wealth; Hybris, which snatches it from another, brings destruction. The 
use of Katp6s, to mean 'due measure,' and rnrd. rnipov as synonymous with 
µ.erpiws, goes back to this association of Right with Time. Iambl. Vit. Pyth. 
182 (D.F. V. 2, p. 284): O'l!JL7rapiirecr0at rii TOU Katpou <f>ucret rijv TE 6voµa5oµevriv 
&pa11 rn! ro irpe7rov Kai ro ci.pµorrov. For Time and Justice see W. Headlam, 
Joitrn. of Philol. xxx. p. 290 ff. Dike is daughter of Ghronos (Eur. frag. 
223 N.). 

3 Soph. Ajax, 646 ; aTTavO' 0 µaKpos Kavapl8µriros Xp6vos 
cpun r' tiiiri:\a Kal rpa11evra Kpu7rrcrai. 

Cf. c!viavr6s in Plato, Cratylus, 410 D : TO -yap rd cpv6µ.£va Kat ra 'YL'Yll0jL£Jla 
7rpoci'YOIJ fir cpws Ka1 avro Ell €avr</) <'~nasov • . • Ol µ.Ev iv1avr611, OTL iv t!avriiJ, 

THE MYSTICAL TRADITION 169 

that abases pride. Ajax, in the speech ':hich op~ns with the 
above words, goes on to acknowledge this ne?essity of. ab_a~e­
ment. ' Even things dread and powerful . yield to digmties 
(nµ,aZi;;): 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? ' 1 . . • 

In the age of the Sophists, when controvers~al wntmgs on 
the subject of politics began to appear, the dispu_tants were 
eager to claim the authority of Nature for the particular form 
of government they were upholding. Several traces of one 
such treatise survive in Euripides. 2 The author bases the ru!e 
of justice, or equality, among men on the equality observed_ m 
Nature's course. Thus, Jocasta in the Phoenissae 3 argues with 
Eteocles: 

' Equality is what is naturally kiwful for mankind : the more 

of i5€ lfros, ~n frci5n. See my note on 'Hermes, Pan, Logos,' Classica~ 
Quarterly, iii. p. 282. Nauck2, frag. adesp. 483: op~ 'Ya~ xp6vlj) olKaV .7rdPr 
li:yovcrav els cj;ws {3poro'is. Dieterich, Abraxas, 96: das ist em uralt mythischer 
Zusammenhang zwischen Schicksal, Recht, und Licht. 

l Ajax, 669 : Kal ')lap ra OELPa Kal ra Kd.prcpwrar:: 
nµ,a'i~ inrdKn" rovro µ,f:v vicf;ocrnf3eis 
')(etµ{;; PCS fK')(WpOVO"lP euKdp1TCjJ (lfpEL' 
i~lcrraraL 15€ Pl!KTOS alav~s KvKXos 
rii :\evK07rWAlp ¢f'Y'YOS 1)µt!pq. cj;Xl'Ynv .. 
7,~e'is 15€ 7rWS ov -yvwcr6µ,ecr0a crwcf;pove'iv ; 

Note the references to Time in the preceding and following choruses, 
especially l. 711: ()£crµ. 1a (Themis) dwoµ.lq. cr€f3wv w'Yicrrq.·.ir&.vO' o /.Lf'Yas Xpovos 

µ,a.palvEL. 
2 Sec F. Dtimmler, Prolegomena zu Platons Staat, Basel, 1891. 
s 638 ff. : TO 'Yap rcrov v6µiµov civ0pw7rOLS tcpu, 

rw ir;\eol't 15' ale! iro:\Eµiov Ka!Jtcrrarai 
r~v:\acrcrov, £xOpfi.s ()' 7,µiipas Kardpxerai.~ 
Ka11·ap µhp' civ8pW7rO<O"L Ka1 JLEP"YJ crraOµ,wv 
lcrbrris fra~e Kd.piOµ,bv l51wp1ue, 
PVKTOS o' a<fiE'Y'YES {JXf<papov 7,:\lou TE rpws 
rcrov {3ai5i!;EL TOV ivtaV<T!OP KUKAOY 
K0Vlifrepo11 at!rw11 cf;Oovo11 lxfl viKwwvov. 
eto' 1):\ws µiv vu~ re oovXeuEL f3poro'is, 
<TU o' OUK d.vt!~eL owµ.aTWP txeiv (crop 
KaL rciJo' d.7rOPfJL€LP; 

So again in the su.1ipliants, 406, the principle of democracy is derived from 
the heavenly order (Dtimmler, op. cit. p. 13): 

o~µos o' avaCTCTEL i5iaooxatcrtV fJI µ.{pn 
€11 Laucrlatcriv. 
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and the less are in eternal enmity, and herald the day of hatred. 
Equality it is, that ordained for man measure, and the divisions 
of weight, and the distinctions of number. Equal, on their 
yearly course, move the rayless eye of night and the light of the 
sun, and neither of them grudges the victory of the other. So 
the sunlight and the night are the servants of men; and can 
you not bear to hold an equal place with your brother, and 
allow him an equal share? ' 

96. Heaven-worship 

From the seasonal round of summer and winter, it is an easy 
step to the worship of the heavenly bodies, whose rhythmical 
revolution numbers the circuit of the years. Among many 
peoples, this shift has occurred when, first, the monthly waxing 
and waning of the moon, and, later, the annual periodicity of 
the sun, came to be regarded as sympathetically linked with 
the growth and decay of vegetation. Sunshine was, perhaps, at 
~st 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 periodig 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.1 

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.2 And again, the Women of 

1 The seasonal year being probably older than the solar or even the 
lunar calendar, the Horai would naturally be prominent before the moon 
and the sun were worshipped as the measurers of time and the givers of 
life. For the sequence of calendars-seasonal year moon year sun year 

P H . , ' , 
see a.yne, istory of the New World called America, i. 474 ff. 

2 Frag. 787 N2 : <iXX' ovµos ael 1rOTµos fJI 1rVKJlcP (JEou 
rpoxci) KVKAelrcu Kal µeTaXXcf.<T<TEL ¢vuL11 • 
riJ<T7rEp <TEAi/ll'YJS l'rfu evcpp611as avo 
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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 (Moira} and 
Justice (Dike}. 2 He will notice, too, the recurrence of Time, 
the Father of all things-Xpovo~ o 7rall'rwv 7raT~P (1. 19). If he 
is also alive to Pindar's cryptic methods-one of those en­
lightened ones, to whom the poet's words are to have a voice 3-

he will observe that Zeus is addressed as the 'son of Kronos 
and Rhea,' and detect that these names signify Time and Flow.4 

The wheel of Time, in which all things fl.ow and nothing abides, 
is the same as the wheel of Right (Dike). 

11r1;vaL clv11aLT' a.11 oti1ror' iv µop¢v µLq., 
<iXX' i~ d6ijXov 7rpWTOll tpxeraL llEO. 
7rp6<Tw'lra. KO.AAV11ov11a Kai. 1rA7Jpovµlv'Y}' 
xwra.V7r€p avTf)S EV1rpE1rEITTnT'YJ ¢a11ii' 
7rciXw {uappei. Kcbd µ't]OEll lpxera.1. 

[Hippocr.] de Victu, i. 5 (after Heracleitus); xwpEL elf 7rana. KO.L IMa KUi 
tiv8pW1rLVct 411w Kai KaTW aµe1{J6µeva., -fiµ€p'Y} Kai evcppOP'YJ f7rl TO µijrnrro11 Kai 
iXciXL<Tro11, ws 11eXiiv'YJ ~1ri To µfiK1<Tro11 Kai £XaxL11To11, <ollrws> i]Xios i'lrl ro 
µ.aKpora.ro11 Ka! {JpaxuTa.To11. 7rana. ra.{ml. Ka.I. ou ra.iir&., tf>d.os Z'Y}vl, 11K6ros 'Alcly, 
t/>tios 'Atav, <TKOTOS Z'Y}Pl. tf>oir(i KEtva. woe Ka.1 racle KEi<Te, 11'ii<TaP &p'Y}P, 1riit10JI 
XWP'YJ"· • • • Selene is addressed as 'A11a-yK'Y}, Mo!pa., and AlK'Y/, Orph. Hymn, 
Abel, p. 292, 1. 49. 

l 1'rach. 125: dPah"'('YJTa -yap ova' o 11"ti11ra Kpa.£1111111 {Ja<TIAEVS i11'i{Ja.Xe 8110.roi.s 
Kpo11l6a.s· I dXX' e7rl 7r7;µa. Kai xapa 1rii<TL KVKAOVITLV, 01:0114.pKTOV <Trpo¢tiaes 1c£Xev801. 
µ.i11ei -yap oiJT' al6Xa. I 11v~ fJporo'i11L11 oiJu K7;pes I oiJTe 7rXoiiros, dXX' 4¢ap I {Ji{Ja.Ke, 
T</J li' i1ripxeTO.I I xalpn11 TE rnl <TTlpnrOa.1. Herod. i. 207: µd.Oe, WS KVKAOS TWJI 
a118pw7r'Y}lw11 f(fTL 1rP'YJ'Yµarw11, 7rEp1¢ep6µE110S a~ OUK i(i a.lei TOVS atirotjs evr11xie111 

(wheel of Tux'YJ). 
~ Note e.g. the recurrence of Dike in a.ll the Epodes: l. 18, i11 alKq. Ka.I 

7ra.pd 8lK«P; 41, wheel of Moira ; 65, 81Kd.te1; 83, Rhadama.nthys; 106, cllKq. 

CTllPO.PTOµ.£POS. 
a cpwvaEVT« <TIJl'ETOWL (1. 93). 
' l. 13, w Kp6rn· 'll"a.i'Na.s, an odd form of address, obviously used for the 

sake of introducing both names. That Kronos=Chronos is rendered prac· 
tically cerlia.in by the lia.utometric responsion, I. 19, Xp611os o 7rci11Tw1111"ari1p= 
85, '11"6u1s o 11"cinw11 'Pla.s (=Kronos). The equation Chronos=Kronos is a.t 
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97. Tao, 1/ia, and Asha 

Dike means' Way.' 1 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 fl.ow 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,3 

and which Plato curiously turns to account in the myth of his 
Politicus. 4 In the Laws, the solemn address to the citizens 

least as old as Pherekydes (D.F. V. 2, ii. p. 507), whose principles were Zen, 
Chthonie, and Kronos: Ziiva. µb TOJI a.UNpa., X8ovl1w ai T'ljV 'Yilv, Kp6vov at TOJI 
x.p611011 • • • iv ~ Ta ')'t-yv6µEva.. 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. 402A: To11'Hp&.Kll.EtT611 µoi aoKw 1Ca.8op0.11 
'l/'a./\a.l' 4TTa. uoq,Q, /\l-;011Ta., drex11ws rd E'll'I Kp611011 Ka.I' Pt'a.s ••• iin '11'&.vra. xwp{i Ka.I 
ovae11 µl11e1 (cf. Soph. Trach.' loc. cit. µivEt ')'0.p oiJTE ••• ) KCl.t 'l/'OTa.µofi f.iov d11"E,Kcl.sw11 
TO. llna. 11.fyei ws 8lf is To11 a.iiT011 'll'OTa.µ011 ovK llv iµ{Ja.£11s, followed by reference to 
the Orphic Okeanos and Tethys. In Olympian ii. the Emmenidai are Evc1JJ111µ01 
(I. 8), because their name means abiding (iµµernv), though they dwell by a 
river ( 10), and mortals cannot reckon on unfailing happiness, but divers atreama 
(f.ioa.£) of joy and pain flow upon men at different times (d/\/\6TE), and reverse 
of sorrow follows upon prosperity at another time (411./\'f' x.p611'f'). Cf. lath. 
iii. 18: a.iw11 8f Kllll.waoµbau O.µipa.is 4XX' dll.Xor' i~&.11.Xa.~Ell, Ol. vii. 94 : iv at 
µi9 µolpq. xp611011 11.XXoT' dX/\ola.i a1a.i86uuoiow avpai. [Eur.] frag. 594 N (Kritias, 
frag. 18, D.F. V. 2, p. 618): dKdµa.s TE Xp611os 'll"Epl 'Y' dEVcl.<jJ pevµa.n 'll'll.7Jp11s 
tf>oiTij. rl1eTwJ1 avTos ea11T611, 8la11µ0£ r' dpKroi, 1er/\. Time, as he moves forward, 
brings truth to light : o T' lteXi-;xw11 µ6110s d./\&.8eia.11 ETTJTvµo11 Xp611os. TO at 
uctcpav~s lw11 'll"Opuw 1ectr!tflpa.<rE11, Ol. x. (xi.) 53. There are other cryptic 
and etymological meanings in Ol. ii. ; for inatance, the strange word d"fporipa 
(µlpi.µ110.), I. 60, is used because 97Jpw11 is the 'hunter' after d.pETTJ and fame; 
cf. Arist. frag. 625 : 'AperO. e~paµa. 1ed./\ll.i<TTOll • • • u0.11 df'pEUOJITES au11ctµ111. 

1 This sense is still common in Homer, e.g. Od. 11, 218, ctlir'I] at1e11 iuTI 
f3porw11, 'this is the way of mortals.' Plato, Laws, 904 E, brings together 
this old use and the later, quoting a.lir11 roi aLK11 iurl 8Ew11 ot•o11.vµ11"011 lx.ovu111 
in connection with the Justice which assures that the soul shall be rewarded 
according to its deeds, a£K11" • • • 1)11 'll"atrwv a11ew11 aiatflep611Tws tTato.11 ol Ta~a.11rEs. 

2 410 : d11w 'l/'OTaµw11 iEpWI' xwpov1T1 7ra-yal, 
Kai t:.lKa Kai 11"cl.11ra 11"&.Xtll ITTpi<pETO.I. 

Verrall, ad. toe., says, 'at1ea, the custom or order of nature,' and compares 
Parmenides, frag. 6, '11'd.11rw11 at 7Ta/\i•Tpo7r6s iun 1eiXE118os. 

3 Eur. Electra, 726. The chorus doubt whether the sun ~ould be turned 
backwards, 8110.TO.s l11eK' dai1ela.s. Cf. also Electra's words in the following 
scene, 771: c, (Jeol, t:.£1e11 TE .,,.&.,,e' opwu', Tj/\Ols 'l/'OTE. 'll'Ollj) TPO'l/'lj) at 1Ca.l rl111 
pu8µ~ tfl611ov 1erd11n 911E1TTOIJ 'll"a.'iaa., {Jov;\0µ0.1 µa8Etll, where the words 911E1TTOIJ 
7ra.llla. point the reference to the preceding chorus. 

4 268 E ff.: ro ')'ap 7T0.11 r6ae T6TE µ£11 avTos o Oeos u11µ11"oa11-;e'i 'll'ope116µE11011 
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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.' 1 The next paragraph opens thus : 
' What, then, is that conduct which is pleasing to God and 
follows after him ~ ' And the answer is : the conduct which 
observes measure, and therefore is like God, who is to us the 
Measure of all things. 

In these passages, the notion of Dike seems to come very 

1eai <TVf'KVKll.E'i, r6re af d.11i1Ke11, llra.11 a.! 11"Eploao1 Tofi 'll'pou7J1eonos aiiTc;i µfrpo11 
elXfitflwuw 11a,, xplwo11, TO at 11"cl.X"' aiiroµaTOll els rd.110.vrla 'll'Eplcl.j'ETO.L. 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 alK11, that they 
should not eat each other like beasts), and 'the seasons were tempered to 
do them no hurt' (To TWll wpw11 O.UTOLS IJ.X1111"0ll flCEKpaTo, 272A). The period is 
the Great Year, which puts a term to the cycle of reincarnations of souls. 
Note also the mention of the Seasons' names in the parallel passage describ­
ing the rule of the daemons in the Golden Age of Justice, Laws, 713 E, o Oeos 
••• ')'fllOS IJ.µELJIOll +Jµw11 etfll<TT7/ TO TWll aai.u.611w11 ••• Elp7J111111 TE /Cal a.law Kai 
E~ 11 oµlct11 nl dtfl9011la11 aLK'IS 'll'apq6µE11011. For the reversal of the rotation 
of the universe see J, Adam, Republic of Plato, 1902, vol. ii. p. 295 ff. 

l 715 E (included by Diels, F. V. 2, p. 474, among the older Orphic frag­
ments): 0 µEl' ar, 8E6s, &tr'l/'EP Kai 0 'l/'aXaios 11.6-;os, dpx7J11 TE Kai TEXeuT1)11 /Cat 
µiua. TWll i111Tw11 0.11"&.11rw11 lxw11, eiiOetq. 'll'Epa£11Ei 1eard tfluui11 'll'Ept'll'opw6µE11os· TtfJ 
ll' d.d ITUllE'l/'Era.1 t:.l1e11 rwv d.7r0Xn11"oµl11w11 rofi Oelou 116µ011 nµwpds, ?1/s o µi11 Eiic5ai­
µo11fiue1v µ{X/\w11 ex6µEllOS ITlJllE'l/'ETO.I TO.'l/'ElllOS ICctl ICEICO<Tµ'l]µEPOS. • • • 716 C : 

Tls OVll ar, 'll'pa.~,, tfll>..11 Kctl d.1e6Xo119os 8Eij) ; Compare Euripides, Troades, 
886: 

ZefJs, err' d.11d-;1e11 tflvlTEOS ElTE JIOVS fJporw11, 
'11'p01T11Utcl.µ.1111 ITE' 'll'cl.llTa ')'ap a1' d lf0cp011 
{3a£11w11 KE/\ev80111Ca.Td a£K1111 Tel. 8117Jr' 4')'ELS. 

Cf. [Archytas] Mullach, Frag. Phil. Gr. i. 599: the philosopher owaTos 
iuue'iTa.' TOii Oe?w 1ea.Toife'icr!Ja.1 Kai 11"a11Ta. rO. lv T~ ITlltTTOLXElfl. Kai r&.~ei rO. l1eEl11w 
ICO.TCl.ICE](.WpL<T/.loEllCI., Kcti TO.VTCl.11 Tall O.pµa.T11ll.&.Tall oacw EIC'll"Opt1T&.µe11os Tc; 1161j) KaT' 
eiiOe'lav opµa8i1µE11 Ka.I TEll.eoapoµO.uai Tch d.p;xO.s TOLS 'll"epalTL <TllJl&.ifas TE KO.I E'll'Lf'llOVS 
iin o 8Eos d.pxd. TE Kal Till.os 1eal µiuo11 iurl r&.11rw11 rwv Ka.TO. al1ea.11 TE Kai TOP 
op8011 M-;011 'll'Epai11oµe11w11. The language refers to the Laws, above quoted, 
and to Phaedrua, 246 E, where Zevs, l/\av11w11 7TT71110J1 6.pµa, 11"opd1ercti a1a1eouµ{;.•11 
'll'd.llra 1eal t7T1µe/\ovµe11os, followed by the host of Gods and daemons. The 
immortals emerge on to the back of the ovpa116s, and are carried round by its 
'll"Eptcpopd.. Ps.-Archytas uses 1earO. at1ea.11 ('11'epal11eu8ai) as synonymous with 
Plato's KO.TO. cpfJITIJI (11"Epa.l11E1). Soph. frag. 226 N2 : dX/\' ds 8e611 u' opwna, 
K4.11 t~w 0£1e11s I xwpELJI KEll.EfJ?J, KE'itr' oao,11"opei'11 XPEciJJI, 
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near to the Chinese Tao,1 a term which, as we saw, also means 
'Way •-the daily and yearly revolution of the heavens, and 
of the two powers of light and darkness, day and night, summer 
and winter, heat and cold. ' It is heaven•s Tao or way to give 
felicity to the good, and bring misfortune upon the bad.' 2 ' The 
Tao, or order of the world, represents all that is correct, normal, 
or right (ching or twan) in the universe; it does, indeed, never 
deviate from its course. It consequently includes all correct 
and righteous dealings of men and spirits, which alone promote 
universal happiness and life. All other acts, as they oppose the 
Tao, are incorrect, abnormal, unnatural.' 3 As in Hesiod's 
Works and Days we traced a correspondence between the ordered 
course of man's ways and the seasons called Dikei Eunomia, and 
Eirene, so among the Chinese, 'T'ai-sui 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.' 4 

When Buddhism was transplanted to China, the Chinese 
unhesitatingly identified with their own Tao the Dharma of 
Mahayanism. 'Dharma, the universal law, embraces the world 
in its entirety. It exists for the benefit of all beings, for does not 
its chief manifestation, the light of the world, shine for blessing on 
all men and all things 1 Salvation, which means conformity of life 
to the dharma, consequently means in thefirst place manifestation 
of universal love, both for men and animals. Indeed, as men and 
animals equally are formed of the elements which constitute the 

1 See above, § 57. 2 De Groot, Religion of the Ohinue, 1910, p. 18. 
1 De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p. 45. The Greek would be 

ra.pQ. 6lK1jP. Pind. Ol. ii. 17: .,r;,,, rnrpa.'YµIPWJI '" BlK(I. n Ka.l ra.pD. 6lKa.P 
6.rol'J/To" oM' lb Xp6"°' o r4P-rw" ra.-rt,p BvPa.i-ro 8tµe" tnw11 -rlXos. The original 
sense of 8£K1/ remains clear in the compound tJ16t1cos. Cf. Solon, frag. 36 
(Bgk. ') a.p. Ar • ..4.th. Pol. 12: tTuµµa.prupo£11 -ra&r' Ali iv 6lic11 '}(.plJPolJ µ:fi-r11p 
µf"(ltTT1/ • • , rij nX. 

4 Ibid. p.114. Cf. Iambi. Vit. Pyth. 137 (o Ifo8a.-y(,pews) {jlos 4ra.s tTIJPTl-ra.na.i 
r(IOr -r~ 6.KoXou8ew -r~ 8e~, Ka.l o M'YOS owos 1-a.6-rfjs ltTTl r7js lfxXotTo¢la.s, ll-rt 
-yeXoi"or roioiitT'" ll.118pwro' 6.XXo8l11 rofJt11 f'rlroiiPTES -rb eti i) ra.pO. .,r;,,, fJt!w11 
(D.F. V. 9, p. 283). 
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universe itself, animals may become men, and through the human 
state be converted into arhats, boddhisattwas and buddhas.' 1 

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. 2 The Vedic name for it is 
JJ,ta ; the Persian equivalent is Asha. ' The processes, whose 
perpetual sameness or regular recurrence give rise to the repre­
sentation of Order, obey IJ,ta, or their occurrence is IJ,ta. "The 
rivers flow 'IJ,ta... "According to "f!,ta the light of the heaven­
born morning has come." . . . The year is the path of "JJ,ta.' 3 

The Gods themselves are born of the Jj,ta or in the Jj,ta ; they 
show by their acts that they know, observe and love the IJ.ta. 
In man's activity, the "IJ.ta manifests itself as the moral law. 

The sun is called the wheel of Qta ; 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.4 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 5 remarks that the Persians above 

1 De Groot, Religion of the Chinese, 1910, p. 166. Cf. below, p. 182. 
2 Maurice Bloomfield, The Religion of the Veda, 1908, p. 125 ff. It is held 

that the Tel-el-Ama.rna. tablets guarantee for this notion an antiquity of at 
least 1600 years B.o. 

1 Oldenberg, Veda, p. 196. 
' W. Simpson, The Buddhist Pra'!ling Wheel, 1910. Theopompus, ap. 

Diog. L. proem. 13, reports tha.t the Magians said that they 'maintained 
the order of the world by their invocations,' -rO. ~na. -ran a.im:i11 '1riKX1/tTetTt 
Bia.µlllELll. 

6 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 µfya.(s) 6.pfi1os. Did he know that ..4.rta-
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all things hate lies, and in the next place debts, because they 
bring with them lying and fraud, which are punished by the 
God of Light with leprosy. The Avesta confirms the truth of 
this statement. Lying and Ahriman are so closely allied that 
not only are the demons always treated as liars, because they 
try to deceive the world with false doctrine, but falsity itself 
is a work of the devil. Further, 'the practical side of veracity 
is Justice, whose celestial representative is the Asha. Justice 
is the rule of the world's life, as Asha is the principle of all well­
ordered existence, and the establishment or accomplishment 
of justice is the end of the evolution of the universe.' 1 

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 (8€wpla) 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 or<ler of time (!Cant T~v Tov xp.ovov TaEiv) 
and the ordinance of destiny, Greek philosophers are haunted 

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

1 Chantepie de la. Saussaye, llfanuel d'ltistoire des religions, Paris, 1904, 
p. 467. Porph. Vit. Pyth. 41: TOLavrn. ?rapr/m (Ilulla-y6pas) µ&.'A.11TTa ae 
d'A.718evew·. ToiJTo -yO.p µovoP liv11au8ai Tovs d.11llpw?rous ?roiel11 lletj ?rapa1r'A.7]trlous, 
i?rel 1Ca.i Toil lleov, ws ?rapO. TWP l\I&.-ywv e?ru11lld.11eTo, 811 'Opoµ&.p,11 Ka'Aowi" iKewoi, 
io11Cl11a.1 TO µep uwµa. tpw-rl, T~ll ae if;ux~11 d.'A.71llelv.. Plut. Is. et Os. 370, renders 
Asha·Arta by dXoq8mi. 

2 See Lobeck: Aglaoph. 798 ff. ; Dieterich, Nekyia, 88. 

THE MYSTICAL TRADITION 177 

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.' 1 That the worship of the 
heavenly measurers of time had belonged to an early phase of 
religion in Greece is probable, and Plato seems to preserve the 
tradition of it. Socrates in the Kratylus (397 c) suspects that 
' the first men in Hellas recognised only those Gods who are 
now recognised by many other nations-sun, moon, earth, stars, 
and sky.' 2 'The Persians,' says Herodotus (i. 131), 'do not 
erect images, temples, or altars ; indeed, they charge those who 
do so with folly, because, I suppose, they do not, like the Greeks, 
think that the Gods are of human shape. Their custom is to 
go up on to the mountain-tops and sacrifice, and they give the 
name of Zeus to the whole circle of the sky.' When Xeno­
phanes, the satirist, took that step, which we have described in 
a previous chapter, of deliberately wiping out the figures of the 
anthropomorphic Gods, he too went back to an earlier phase of 
religion which had preceded those too clear-cut human figures. 
We are told of him that' he looked at the whole sky, and de­
clared that the One is, namely God.' 3 He disinterred, as it 
were, that older nature-worship, in which the circle of the sky 

I Eratosth. Catast. xxiv. Cf. J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena, p. 461; 
Tliemi.~, p. 465 ; Rosch er, Lex. s. v. 'Orpheus.' 

2 Cf. also Laws, 885 E, where the first Gods whose existence is asserted 
are -y?} KaL 1jXios 6.trTpa Tf Ta ITVµ?ravra Kat Ta TWll wpw11 OtaKfK01Tµ71µlva. KaXws 
offrws, i11iauTo'ts Te Kat µ71ut lJmX71µµl11a.; and it is implied that all nations 
recognise these as divine. 

3 Arist. Met. Av. 986 : els TOii OAOll ovpa11011 a?ro{3"A.lijla.s TO lv elval efnlui TOii 

8e611. 
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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, 1 starts, like 
Pherekydes, from the divinity of Endless Time. 

99. The heavenly origin and fall of the Soul 

Whether or not this revival was occasioned by Oriental 
influence, it is easy to see how well it agrees with the doctrines 
characteristic of Orphism. 2 The wheel of birth or becoming 
is now governed by the circling of the starry heaven. From 
the stars the soul of man is believed to have fallen into the prison 
of this earthy body, sinking from the upper region of fire and 
light into the misty darkness of this ' roofed-in cave.' 3 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,5 has 

1 Thie date for this Orphic Theogony (Abel, frag. 48 ff. D.F. V. 2, p. 476) 
was held by Lobeck, a.nd is uow 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 xp611or &:y>)paros to Zrvan akarana 
{endless time). For the detailed statement of the theory of Persian 
influence, see hie Weltenmantel, vol. ii. 

~ For references see Gruppe, Griech. Myth. u. Relig. pp. 1028 ff. 
3 Emped. frag. 120; Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 618. 
4 Eudem. Phy1. 51 (Simpl. Phys. 732, 26) : o 6e atiror x.p611os 7r6repo11 'Yl-y11e­

ra' , , , I) oil, a'trop>)ITEIEll 411 TU • , • El 6e Tlf 'lrllTTEVITEIE TO'if Ilv8a.'YOpe£o1s, 
iJJtTrE .. ct>.111 rO. a.V'Tc}. dp18µ.(ji, Ka'Yw µ.v80Xoyfi1Tw ro pa(:J6lo" fxw11 ti1M-1' Ka871µ.l1101s 
ollrw, Kal re}. 4XXa. 'trallTO. oµ.olws teE1, KAI TOii xp611011 etnl.o-y611 EITTI ra11 atiTOll el11a1. 

• Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 502. 
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been superimposed upon the old cycle of_ reincarnation. That 
primitive belief belonged to earth, not to heaven: it t~ug~t 
the revolution of all life or soul in man and nature, passmg m 
an endless round from the underworld into the light of day, and 
back again. There was no hope or possibility of any release; 
indeed such an idea would have no meaning, since the individual 
soul did not persist after death, but was reabsorbed in the one 
life of all things. No part or fragment of this life had any 
separate persistence. It had not come from the aether, and 
could not fly off thither; it came from earth, and returned to 
earth again. In the later doctrine, a series of such periods is 
fitted into a larger period or Great Year, based upon astro­
nomical theories, probably of Babylonian origin, of the length 
of time required for all the heavenly bodies, in their various 
revolutions to come back to the same relative positions.1 The 
focus is th~s 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. 2 • • 

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 ~ndivid~al 
soul its heavenly origin and immutable nature, and its pers1s­
ten~e as an individual, throughout the round of incarnations. 
It is : an exile from God and a wanderer' ; 3 and it is reunited 
with God and with other souls, only after its final escape at the 
end of th~ Great Year. Hence, the Orphic is preoccupied with 
the salvation, by purifying rites, of his individual so~l. 

This insistence on the individual soul, perhaps, gives us the 

l See w. Schultz, Pythagoras u. Heraklit, 1905, p. 68: Plato, Ti~nae".:', 
39 D : 6 ')'E riXEIOf dp18µ.os xp611ov TOii r€Xe1011 l111avro11 .. x.,,~01 r6TE'. ora: 0.".:0.ITlllll 
TWll llKTW 7rEpi6liw11 ra. rpos 4XX17Xa evp.7rtpa118i11ra. rctx11 IT'X.?1 ntpa.X1711 Tlj1 TOV Ta.ti-

TOV KO.I oµ.olwr 6.11aµ.erp718l11ra KVKX'I'· • 
I Orphic tablet from Petelia, D.F. V. 2, ii. p. 480, J. E. Ha.rr1aon, Prole-

gomena, 661 ff. : 
'Y1ir 'lra'ir elJ.U Kai otipa11ov d.1Trep6e11ros • 

a,{rrQ.p ip.011 j'fllOf OUpdlllOJI, • 
1 Emped. fra.g. 115: t/>lrfa.s (Je61Je11 Ka~ d.x-rjrqr. Plotinus, Enn. iv. 8. l: 

'Eµ.rE6oKMjs n tlrw11 O.µ.a.prcu•ov1Tcm 116µ.011 el11a.1 ra.i'r i/tvxa.'ir rE1TE'i11 i11ra.08a. KAI 
awas f/Juy/u (Je68Ell "(Ell6µAll0f , , , TOITOVTOll ra.pE"fVJl.llOIJ 81TOll Kal IlufJA"(6pcu t 

at,aa.1, Ka.I ol cb' iKtl11ou j11lTTOl'TO. 
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psychological key to the phenomena of Orphism. The cosmic 
dualism, with its contrast of the principles of light and darkness, 
identified with good and evil, reflects outwards upon the universe 
that inner sense of the double nature of man and the war in our 
members, which is called the 'sense of sin.' It is aleo 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.1 

100. JY!ystical momlity 

Long and painful as this Way of Righteousness may be, at 
least it is a way, and it leads, at the end, to God. It is here 
that the morality of the mystic is in sharp contrast with Olym­
pianism. Olympian morality, as we have seen, rested on the 
idea of Moira. The type of all offences was going beyond your 
allotted province, overstepping its limits ( {nrep/1acrta ), trying 
to have more than your due share (7r~eove~ia). Eros and Elpis 
are the two fatal passions; Hybris, the cardinal sin. The whole 
conception is static and geometrical; everything has its limited 
field, with bounds that must not be passed. Mystical morality 
is totally different; its fundamental idea is the Way of Righteous­
ness. The cycle of life is, indeed, divided into grades or phases, 
but these are not impermeable compartments ; on the contrary, 
all life must pass through every phase; there is a rightful way 
that leads through the whole round of existence, and, along 
it, life moves from the lowest forms to the highest. 

It is easy to see how a philosophy, starting from this stand­
point, must take a different course from a philosophy dominated 
by Moira. The properties of the original datum to which it 
must cling, will be precisely those which Science progressively 
and triumphantly eliminated-unity and continuity, Life (soul), 
and God. 

The mystic conception of N omos 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' (1Cotvor:; voµor:;) which is 
' according to nature ' and embodies what is naturally right and 
wrong, cites Empedocles' declaration that the killing and eating 

1 Aristoxenus (D.F. V. 2, p. 282): o! Ilv8a1op1Kol Ka8ap<Tn ixpwno roO µ€11 
awµ.a.Tos OL!t T?js la.TpLKijs, T* OE ifvx1/s Ota T1js µoV<TLKf'/s. 
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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.1 This passage significantly connects the 
idea of a Law of Nature with the unity of all Life. Sextus,2 

again, observes that ' the schools of Pythagoras and Empedocles 
and the Italian philosophy in general teach that we have com­
munity and fellowship (1Cowrovla) not only with one another and 
with the Gods, but also with irrational animals ; for there is 
one spirit, whic.h, 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 (1Cotvrovla), 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.4 The same notion is repeated in 
the myth which Plato puts into the mouth of Protagoras. 5 

There, Aid8s 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. Rhtt. ii 13, 2: tcrT, 'Yd.p, 3 µa.vTEtfo11To.£ .,., TrdvTet, t/J{Jf!ll K01J1ov 8£Ko.1ov Ko.1 
481Kov, Kb µ'IJ8eµla. Kom11v£a. 7rpos dX>..1J>.011s -J µ.,,ae 11111181JK'IJ ••• ws 'EµTre8oKXi1s 
).''Yfi 7rEpl TOD µ1J KTElVEIJ' .,.;, tµY,11xo11• TOUTO "(0.p oi) n11l µtv 8lKa.1011 7'1111 a• oi) 

8£1<a.1ov, 
d>.>.O. .,.;, µtv 7rdVTWll v6µ1µov 81d T' Ei)p11µ,80VTOS 
a.J.81pos 1J11EK,WS Tfra.TCU 81d T' d11">.fro11 till 'YVS (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 pa1·t 
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. Heracleitu11, frag. 91 b : .,.p,t/JoJ1Ta.1 "(dp 7raJ1Tn o1 d118piiJ7re1oc 116µ01 inrb 
i11os TOD 8do11· Kpa.Te'L 'Yap To11ofJT011 6Ko1T011 l80.ei Ka.l i£apKE'i rii11' Ko.l 11"ep11l11eTa.1. 
Hippocrates, de Victu, 11 (D.F. V. 2, p. 83). 

' Erga 276: T61'8E 'Yap d118piJrrro'11' v6µ011 81ha~e Kpo11£wv, lx8v111 µl11 Ka.l 8'1Jp11l 
Kiil olw11o'is 7rETE'IJllo1s lu8lµE11 d>.>.r,>.011s, l7rd ou 8lK'I/ l11Ti11 l11 o.ilTols • d118pw1ro11r1 li' 

tawKE liltc'IJ" • • • 
D Plato, Protag. 320 D ff. 
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opinions are contained in this representation. In the first 
~lace, ~a~ and Right are held to be peculiar to man, who 
hves 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 ~orality. '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 (7rA.eoveEla).1 The Social Contract 
theory marks an age of individualism. This view, moreover, 
that Societ~ is an aggregate, arbitrarily formed by the coming 
toget~er of ?~dependent individuals, is nothing but the equiva­
lent, m pohtical theory, of the physical doctrine of Atomism 
according to which all things are casual aggregates of distinc~ 
atoms, temporarily cohering. The two theories make their 
app~a~ance 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 sam; 
principle of Justice that rules through every part of the 
cosmos. 

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, Ohronos and Rhea. But the 
type of his philosophy is distinct from the Pythagorean. It is 
not. Or?~ic, b~t Dionys~ac. It is not inspired by any doctrine 
of md1v1dual 1mmortahty, 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 cont~nuous and homogeneous Soul, or Life, in all things­
a perenmal stream, on whose surface individual forms are mere 

1 C~llicles in Plato's Goi·giaB, 483 ; Thrasymachus in the Republic, 
Book .1.; and the restatement of his argument by Glaucon, Rep. ii. 358 E ff., 
especially 359 c : 810. T1jl' 'lrXEOJ'E~la.11. 6 '/l"UITQ. ¢611is liictlKElll 1rft/JllKE11 ws Q"(C186v 
116µ"' 8t {Jli 7rapti"(ETQ.I br1 TTjl' TOD r11011 nµ1J11. ' 
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momentary bubbles, bursting and leaving no trace of their 
transient existence.1 

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' (lcT'rop{'l'J) 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.2 Any attempt to represent Heracleitus as con­
tinuing the work of the Milesian School is utterly mistaken. 
He is pre-eminently an exponent of the opposed, mystical 
tendency, which we have just described; the older doctrines 
characteristic of it are affirmed by him, in undisguised revolt 
against rationalising science. 

The frame of his cosmological scheme is temporal-the cycle 
of existence, that circle ' whose beginning and end are the same ' 
(frag. 70) ; 3 indeed, he appears to have actually identified Time 
with his one primary substance. 4 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 HeracleituR' obscure utterances about the fate of the soul seem 
to me to point to a belief in personal immortality. Frag. 68 (Byw.) 'fvx,Yui 
8ii11a.ros iJ6wp "'(E11tu8ai seems expressly to deny it. See Rohde, Psyche s, ii. 150. 

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

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

4 Sext. adv. Math. x. 216: uwµ,a µe11 ODii lAEtEJI er11a1 TOii 'xp611011 Al1171ul6TJp.OS 
Ka.TO. TOJI 'HpdKX11£TOll' µ1, 6ia¢>ipet11 "'(ap a.OTOJI roiJ llnos teal TOiJ 7rpWTOV uwµaros. 
Cf. 0. Gilbert, G1·ieclt. Religionspltilosophie, 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 (a?To"ptut<>), 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 ~ortals, the one living the other's death, and dying the 
other's life' (frag. 67).2 Fire is not 'deathless' (aOavaTov), but 
'ever-living' (aet~wov); 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 
is neither an end nor a dissolution ; the One Life revolves in 

1 Cf. Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 337 a 1: 61~ Ka.I rllXXa. 8ua. µera.fJriXXei Els 4XX71Xa. 
, • • olo11 Tel ci?r Xii uwµa.ra., µiµe'ira.t T'1}11 K6K:\f.f' t/>opd.11 • llra.11 "'(ap i~ iJ6a.ros d.'1,p 
"'(f1171ra.1 Ka.I it 6.ipos riJp Ka.I rriXw iK rvpos iJ6wp K6tcXf.f' t/>d.µe11 re pieX71Xv8i11a.1 r'1,11 
"'(i11eu111 6tci ro rd:\111 d.11a.tcdp.7rTElll. 

2 This is the only occurrence of the word d8d11a.ros 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 1 By what do they explain them ? By 
other phenomena of the same order of unreality. Why run 
about the world, like Hekataeus, picking up scraps of infor­
mation, and call that 'research' (or 'science,' icTTopt'TJ)? 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 Zen ' 1 (Life, which is God, 
Zeus, frag. 65). ' I searched myself' (frag. 80) 2 ; for 'it is open 
to all men to know themselves and to be wise ' (frag. 106). But 
they will not find wisdom by running to the ends of the earth, 
and trusting to their 'eyes and ears, which are bad witnesses 
to men, if they have not souls that understand their language' 
(frag. 4).3 'Nature loves to hide herself' (frag. 10); she hints her 

1 Z71v6s. The nominative Z1111 was used by Pherekydes (frag. 1), and pro­
bably by Empedocles (=~£111s, D.F. V. 11, p. 159, 1. 17). See Eisler, Jf'elten­
mantel, ii. p. 357. 

2 Plot. Enn. iv. 8. 1: o 'HpdK>.e1Tos ••• Y,µ£>.i/11as 11aq,:;, 1Jµ'i11 7l'o1~11a1 To11 
>.6")'011, ws 8£011 f11c.1s 7rap' a.uTo'i's f'r1Te'i'11, C>u'Tiep Kai a.{JTos t'r/Ti/11as t1il~11. 

8 I understand frag. 49, 'XP1i ")'ap £il µci>.a iro>.>.w11 f11Topa.s q,1>.0116q,ovs 6.11Bpas 
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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.' 1 To the 
mysticism of all ages, the visible world is a myth, a tal? ha~f 
true and half false, embodying a logos, the truth which IS 

one.2 

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 ~pon it~ lif~, ~ne 
and continuous in the round of death and rebuth, which IS hke 
the cycle of ' the seasons that bear all things.' 3 It is God, w~o 
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 (i/ruxt}), 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-

el11ai, ' Lovers of 'Visdom 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 Heracleitue, convinced that 'wisdom is one' (fra.g. 19), and that he 
possessed it, such humility seemed mawkish and hypocritical. 7ro:>.>.w11 
ftrro~s in his language is a term of contempt ; cf. frag. 35 : 81Bciu1ea>.os Be 
'lr>.Ei11Tc.111 'H11loBos• TOVTOI' brl11Ta11Ta1 7l'>.t1l11Ta elBl11a1, /111ns "1JMP71" Kai £flc/Jp6117111 
ouK i")'l11c.111K.Ell • tun ")'d.p 1!11. 

1 Frag. 11 : o 6.11a.~, oil TO µa11Te'i611 iun TO i11 tl.i::>.q,o'is, o(JTe >.£-yt1& oiJTe Kpvru' 
dXXA 111jµa£11E1. Cf. p. 218, note 1, for meaning of 11fiµa (1171µal11E111). 

9 Sallustius, de Diis et Mttnd-0, 3: l~e11T1 -ydp Kai Toll K6tTµo11 µDfJ011 elre'i'11, 
11c.1µ&.Tc.111 µev Kai xp71µ&.Tc.111 111 aflTt; q,a.111oµi11c.111, Y,11xw11 Be Ka.I 116c.111 Kp11rT0µ£11c.111. 
See Plato, Kral. 408A, on derivations of Hermes, Pan, Losas, especially 
o M-yof 71'8.11 1171µa.lJle1 Kal KUK:>.e'i Ka.I ro>.t:t: lid, Ka£ iun B11rXoiis, ci>.1161/s Te 
Ka.I Y,euBfJs • • • TO µ€11 ci>.719es dToD • • • fJe'io11 Ka.I 6.llw olKoD11 111 Tots fJeo'is, 
Tc\ Be Y,£1/Bos Kd.TC11 111 Tols 71'o>.>.ols TWP &.11fJpwrc.111. 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. 11, ii. p. 511. 

1 Frag. 34: ~pru at rcl.11T11 q,£po1111i. q,lpt:&11, 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.' 1 

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-fue 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 fue, 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. Every 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). That is 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 anim. a 2, 405 a 25. 
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avenging power who gu,ards 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 c). Discussing the derivation of U1Catov 
(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 (Stai:ov) them, it is rightly called' just' (Ol(K)atov). 

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' (otatoVTa Ka~ KaovTa, i.e. OLa-Ka-wv) governs all 
things. Another says, it is Fire ; another, the Heat that is in 
Fire.1 Another laughs at this, and says, with Anaxagoras, that 
Justice is Mind; for Mind has absolute mastery, and mixes with 
nothing, and orders all things, and passes through all things. 

It is evident that the successors of Heracleitus were puzzled 
by their master's famous obscurity, and caught at various ex­
planations. In so doing, they introduced new distinctions 
which were becoming obvious to them, but were foreign to the 
mystical thought of Heracleitus. To him, 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 fue, and is 
consumed again by fire, alternately, through all eternity, in certain 
cycles. This happens according to Fate (KafJ' €iµ,apµ,€vrw).' 2 

1 A material way of expressing what I have called the mana or daemon 
of the fire. It shows that this fieriness, or spirit of the fire, was half 
distinguished from visible flame. 

~ L. Diog. ix. 8. 
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Theophrastus adds, 'He lays down a certain order (Tagi~) and 
a determined time for the changing of the world, according to 
a certain fated necessity.' 1 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 (IloA€µo") 
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 Strife is Justice,. 
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.3 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 

l Theophr. ap. Simpl. Phys. 6r 24, 4 D : 'll'O£El oe Kai Tcl.~iv nva Kai xp6vov 
wptuµivov rijs TOV K6uµou µernf3oAijs Kara nva tdµapµiv1]V avcl.'YK1]V. 

2 Frag. 62: ellU11ai oe XPh TOI! 'll'6Aeµov i611ra ~uv6v, Kai A.lK1]V •gpw, Kai 'YL'YVO· 
µeva 'll'a11Ta KaT' lpiv. • • • 

3 Frag. 60: A.lK1]S 6voµa OVK av ~IOEUav, el TaiiTa µ7} r,v. I agree with Burnet 
(E.G.P. 2, p. 151, note 5) that TaiiTa means 'all kinds of injustice'; but I 
think he especially meant what Anaxima.nder ca.lied 'injustice,' as Burnet 
eeems to recognise (pp. 158, 160). 
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of opposite tensions, like that of the bow and the lyre' (fra.g. 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 th~ 

divine soul-substance, whose life consists in movement and 
change. It is also the one divine Law, the law of Nature (physis), 
which is the Will of God. 'It is Law (nomos) to obey the will 
of One' (frag. llO). This is true for the universe, no less than for 
human society; it is common (~vvo") to all things. 'Those 
who speak with understanding must hold fast to what is common 
to all, as a city holds fast to its law, and even more strongly. 
For all human laws are fed by the one divine law. It prevails 
as much as it will, and suffices for all things with something to 
spare' (£rag. 91 b). 'So we must follow what is common; yet 
the many live as if they had a wisdom of their own ' (frag. 92). 
' It is not meet to act and speak like men asleep. The waking 
have one common world, but the sleeping turn aside each into 
a world of his own ' (frag. 94, 95). 

When we take these sayings in conjunction, we are tempted 
to say that (strange as it may seem) Heracleitus had all but 
divined what this book is intended to prove-that physis is, 
ultimately and in origin, a representation of the social conscious­
ness. At any rate, our theory could hardly have a stronger 
confirmation than a system which identifies the onr continuous 
soul-substance, or nature of things, not only with Justice and 
Law, but with that 'common world' or 'common reason' 
which is accessible to all and present in all, if only their eyes 
are open to perceive it, and they do not turn aside, as the many 
do, to slumber each in his individual world of private opinion 
or ' seeming.' Heracleitus comes as near to describing the 
social consciousness, as was possible for a man whose intellectual 
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apparatus was not yet refined enough to enable him to dis­
tinguish it from a material continuum, and who still thought, 
as theologians have thought before and since, that the social 
consciousness, as the source of morality, was the will of God. 

Further, it was Heracleitus' respect for the common con­
sciousness that led him to seek true wisdom in the most marvel­
lous product of its collective activity, language. He and his 
followers, as we may see from Plato's Kratylus, constantly 
appealed to words as embodying the nature of things, because 
he saw in language an expression of that common wisdom 
which is in all men, and thought that, as a collective product, 
it might be free from, or at least only partly obscured by, the 
false private opinions of individuals. The Logos is revealed in 
speech.I The structure of man's speech reflects the structure 
of the world; more, it is an embodiment or representation of 
it. The Logos is contained and immanent in it, as one meaning 
may be contained in many outwardly different symbols. When 
Heracleitus says that the Wise, which is One only, 'is willing 
and unwilling to be called by the name of Zen ' (Zeus, Life), 
we are to understand that it is willing to be so called, because 
that name reveals some of the truth about it ; unwilling, because 
it is only some of the truth that is revealed, and more is con­
cealed. Language, like the visible world, is a manifold, and 
so half unreal and false ; 2 yet, for those who have ears, the 
one truth lives through all its varied forms. 

We have dealt with Heracleitus at some length, because he 
has been so frequently misunderstood by interpreters who did 

1 1:he ~odern in~erpreters of the Kmtylus who imagine that these 
mystical mterpretations of names are simply bad attempts at philological 
derivation of one word from another, are utterly at fault. Taken as such 
they are too obviously false and ridiculous for any sane person, howeve; 
innocent of philology, to mistake them for derivations. The point that 
matters in mystical philology is what significant elements the na.me 
conta.ins ; the historical question, how they came to be there is irrelevant 
and never considered. To the mystic the 'derivation' of the 'name Nero is 
not of the smallest account, nor does be inquire into it; what matters is 
tha.t the number value of the letters (no matter how they came there) adds 
up to the number of the BE:a.st. For the number-mysticism of Heracleitus' 
logos-doctrine see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 694 ff. 

2 Plato, Krat. 408c: ol<18' /Jn 0 A6yos Tb IIO.P <T'f'Jf/,Q.[Pei KO.! KVK'Xli Ka.I ro;\ei 
d.el, Ka.£ i<TTL 8nr;\ous, d.">i.1104s n Ka.! ifevo4s. 

THE MYSTICAL TRADITION 193 

not know that the mystical representation of physis is the key 
to his famous obscurities, and supposed that he was working 
on the same lines as the Milesians. One further point remains. 
·His insistence, in the truly mystical spirit, on the unity and 
continuity of all Life seems, at first sight, inconsistent with his 
personal attitude of solitary disdain towards his fellow-men. 
Are we justified in classing him with Pythagoras, the founder 
of a community and preacher of the common life 1 

After what has been said of Heracleitus' respect for the 
common consciousness, we need not be misled by his contempt 
for the mass of mankind, whom he condemned precisely because 
they slumbered, and could not wake to the wisdom that was in 
them. All mystics have fled from the world to find their own 
souls, as Jesus went into the wilderness, and Buddha into the 
jungle.I Some, when they have found themselves, can stand 
alone, in fiery freedom of spirit, and despise their followers far 
more than their opponents. Such were Heracleitus and Fried­
rich Nietzsche ; for the author of Beyond Good and Evil, more 
than any other modern man, could understand the philosopher 
who said that ' Good and Ill are one,' and know the temper in 
which, instead of founding a church or publishing his book, 
Heracleitus dedicated the single copy of his Logos in the temple 
of Ephesian Artemis, careless whether the ' asses who prefer 
straw to gold,' went there to drink its wisdom, or quenched 
their thirst elsewhere. 2 Pythagoras, to whom we turn next, 
was a preacher as well as a prophet, and, like Jesus and Buddha, 
must needs have disciples, and cannot leave the world to go 
its own way unenlightened. These, when they have discovered 
the truth by searching themselves, will not find peace in a 
hermitage, but are driven to externalise the common life in a 
monastic church. 

1 Porph. de abst. i. 36: o~rws -y&.p Ka.I TWP rp6<18e11 d.Kovoµer K'Xia. d.P8pw11, 
IlvOa.-yopelw11 Te Ka.I <1ocpw11, WP ol µ.€11 TO. ip11µ.6Ta.Ta xwpla. K«T~Kow, ol ot (e.g. 
Apollonius of Tyana.) Ka.! TWll ro;\ew11 TO. lepO. Ka.! rO. lJ.X<TTJ. 

2 The successors of Heracleitus, satirised by Plato ( Theaet. 179 E ff.), 
refused to be taught by one another, but 'sprang up like mushrooms,' each 
claiming a private inspiration, and denying that any of the othen knew 
anything at a.ll. 
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106. PYTHAGORAS 

~he School of Pythagoras, in our opinion, represents the 
mam current of that mystical tradition which we have set in 
cont~ast. wi~h ~he ~cientific tendency. The terms 'mystical ' 
and scientific, which have been chosen in default of better 
are, of. course, not to be understood as if we supposed that ali 
the philosophers we class as mystic were unscientific. The fact 
that we regard Parmenides, the discoverer of Logic, as an off­
sho~t of ~ythagoreanism, and Plato himself as finding in the 
Italian philosophy the chief source of his inspiration, will be 
enough to refute such a misunderstanding. Moreover, the 
Pythag~rean Schoo! it~elf developed a scientific doctrine closely 
resemblmg the M~les1an Atomism; and Empedocles, again, 
attempted to combme the two types of philosophy. 

What we do hope. to establish is that the philosophy of the 
western Greek colorues, however much its individual thinkers 
may be influenced by the Milesians and their followers in the 
~a~t, ho:wever fa~ they may. severally go to join hands with 
science, has at its root a different and opposed view of life 

a different type of religion, and, consequently, a different con~ 
ceptual scheme of the nature of things, which lies behind all its 
mani~estations, and is the. point of departure which they all 
have m comm~n. What this was, we have already tried at some 
length to descnbe. It was that type of religion, centred in Greece 
round the figure of Dionysus, which has some claim to be called 
the only.f~rm of religion that ~o~sesses the secret of vitality, just 
because It Is, at bottom, the religion of the Life of earth and ma 
~he li~e which, though it dies, is perpetually reborn. As if becau:~ 
tts faith has been rooted in this life, mystical religion has itself 
been reborn a thousand times. Its history is a series of revivals. 
and every such revival is heralded by the doctrine of regeneration ; 
'Ye must be born again.' But he that would save his life must 
lose it; this religion is also the religion of death and renunciation . 
Hades and Dionysus are the same. Herein lies its almost irre~ 
sistible attraction for a certain type of emotional ascetic-the 
man whose nature demands intensity of passion and who yet 
rejects ' bodily ' passions as impure. ' 
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107. The Orphic Revival 

Behind the School of Pythagoras, we can discern, in the so­
called Orphic revival, one of these reformations of Dionysiac 
religion. It is important for us to grasp its nature, because the 
reforming principle, represented in the figure of Orpheus, is 
Apollin6l in character, and therefore drawn partly within the 
circle of Olympian theology. Orpheus, the ideal of the Orphic, 
is a Dionysus tamed, and clothed, and in his right mind-in a 
word, Apollinised.1 When we come to the Pythagorean School, 
which carries on this representation into philosophy, the same 
combination of Dionysiac with Apolline elements will reappear ; 
and we shall see, moreover, that (as we should expect) there is, 
between the two ideals, a deep-lying contradiction, which defies 
reconciliation. Dionysus may become Orpheus, without losing 
all his life and mystery ; but, if he takes the further step (which 
perhaps, in a sense, he actually did take at Delphi 2) and becomes 
Apollo, then he ceases to be Dionysus. He has left the earth 
and her cycle of life, which dies and is born again, and ascended 
to his seat among the ' deathless , ones, above the reach of 
mortality. He is no longer a daemon in communion with his 
church, but a God beyond the great fixed gulf of Moira. This 
fatal sequence, from the group-daemon to the personal God, 
is reflected in a curious way in the Pythagorean philosophy, 
which is always passing from mysticism to science, as its religion 
had passed from Dionysus to Apollo. Yet, philosophy and 
religion alike do not cease to be mystical at the root ; and the 
attempt to hold the two ends together involves religion in certain 
contradictions, and leads philosophy to corresponding dilemmas, 
which it will be our business to bring to light. 

It is important to observe that the Orphic movement was a 
revival, as well as a reformation; that is to say, it was a return 
to a type of religion more primitive than the prevailing Olym­
pianism. It must have been caused by one of those outbursts 
of mystic fervour which, from time to time, upheave and shatter 
the crystallised forms of theology and ecclesiasticism, when the 

1 For Orpheus &s son, or ipwµe11os, or lTa.tpos of Apollo, see Roacher Lex. 
s. v. 'Orpheus'; Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 681. 

2 See J. l!.:. H&rrison, Tltemia, p. 443. 
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life that created them has died out of them, and they have drifted 
away from all touch with genuine emotion. The rule in such 
cases is that, with much clearing away of lumber, there is a 
return to the simple, primitive type of organisation shaped by 
the first impulse of the same spirit, which now resurges and 
seeks once more to clothe itself in the bare essential form. The 
Orphi? mo;ement was thus, in some degree, a return to Dionysus 
and his thiasos-the daemon and his church, held in one by the 
unique, ~ystical relation. It is the organisation of the magical 
secret society, adapted once more to a reviving human need. 

But history never repeats itself. The Dionysus to whom the 
Orphics return, is not the old Dionysus of a group of satyrs, 
but the Orpheus who was more at home with the Muses than 
with the Maenads. It was the Maenads, indeed, that tore him, 
the_ Muse~s enchanting son, to pieces. Thus, Dionysus, though 
revivedi is also reformed; the more savage parts of his ritual 
are expurgated, or toned down to a decent symbolism. 

Above all, what had formerly been the religion of earth and 
of the life and death of her trees and plants in the circling 
seaso~s, becomes now a religion of the heavenly bodies, and 
especially of the Sun. The Sun also moves through the circle 
of the year, waxing in summer and waning in winter ; but he 
too easily comes to be conceived as an immutable and deathless 
God.1 The Olympian notion of immortality (athanasia), as a 
life that negates change and death, intmdes itself. With 
the doctrine of the fall of the soul from the stars, went, as we 
~a~e seen, the beli.ef in an indes~ructible individual soul, per-
s1stmg throughout its round of remcarnation. · 

After what has been said above of Heracleitus, it will be clear 
that this Orphic notion of individual immortality is in contra­
diction with the other mystic representation, to which Hera­
cleitus remains true, that there is no life without death, and 
that there is only one life, which dies and is reborn in every 
shape of existence. This representation is the older, for it goes 
back to days when only the group had a soul, and the atomic 
individual soul was not yet invented. The soul of Hera­
cleitus' world is like the soul of the tribe which passes from the 

1 H~racleitus c~aracteristica.lly protested against this, declaring that the 
Sun, bke everything else, changes, and is 'new every day' (frag. 32). 
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living state to. the dead, and round again. This was no • sorrow­
ful weary wheel,' from which any escape was either possible or 
to be desired. The cyclic movement simply was the movement 
of life, and life could take no other course, no upward Hight to a 
mansion in the stars. Thus, the Orphic religion already contains 
two contradictory notions of the nature and destiny of the soul, 
one Dionysiac, the other Ouranian. Modern writers have failed 
to see this contradiction, because they have been blinded by 
the compromise in which Orphism attempts to ' reconcile ' the 
incompatible. 

Further, throughout the mystical systems inspired by Orphism, 
we shall find the fundamental contrast between the two prin­
ciples of Light and Darkness, identified with Good and Evil. 
This cosmic dualism is the counterpart of the dualism in the 
nature of the soul; for, as always, physis and soul correspond, 
and are, indeed, identical in substance. The soul in its pure 
state consists of fire, like the divine stars from which it falls ; 
in its impure state, throughout the period of reincarnation, its 
substance is infected with the baser elements, and weighed down 
by the gross admixture of the fiesh.1 In the cosmologies inspired 
by this conception, we may expect to find, first, that the element 
of fire will be set in contrast with the other three, 2 and second, 
that the manifold world of sense will be viewed as a degradation 
from the purity of real being. Such systems will tend to be 
other-worldly, putting all value in the unseen unity of God, and 
condemning the visible world as false and illusive, a turbid 
medium in which the rays of heavenly light are broken and 
obscured in mist and darkness. These characteristics are 
common to all the systems which came out of the Pythagorean 
movement-Pythagoreanism proper, and the philosophies of 
Parmenides, Empedocles, and Plato. 

1 All this is very clearly brought out by Socrates in Plato's Pltaedo; see 
below, p. 246. 

2 It must be remembered, too, that Fire is the eletnent of which the 
Measurers of '1.'ime (the heavenly bodies) consist. Diog. Laert. viii. 1, 27 
(Pythagoras): 1j}1.i611TeKai1reXfi11TJll Ka! TOUS llXXovs aO'Tlpas Ei11a£ Oeovs· briKpanw 
'Y~O TO Oepp)Jll l11 a.irrols, lhrep in! rwfis afno11 ••• Kai d.110p<fnro£S Ellla£ 7rpOS Oeous 
qvyyi11e,a11, Ka.T~ -ro µETiXe'" IL110pw7ro11 Oepµou· 610 Ka.1 7rpo11olf.'iO'Oai TOii 011011 T,µw11. 
So, in aboriginal America, 'the Fire-God was especially associated with the 
lapse of time,' and his vital force, enfeebled by use, was periodic~~ly re­
newed by the kindling of 11ew fire. Payne, History of the New Wo1·ld, 11. 330. 
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108. The Pytkag<>rean 1-eformation of Orpkism 

As ~rphism was a reformation of Dionysiac religion, so Pytha­
gor.eamsm may be regarded as a further reformation of Orphism, 1 

which takes yet another step, away from Dionysus, away even 
from Orpheus, towards Apollo. It is a further movement from 
e~otion towards intellect and reason, from religion towards 
philosophy. Orphism was still a cult, in which the initiate as 
A~stotle 2 says, ' was not expected to learn or understand ~ny­
thin~, but to feel a certain emotion and get into a certain state 
of mmd, after first becoming fit to experience it.' The means 
t? that emotional. state of mind had formerly been 'orgiastic' 
ritu~l, and especially those dramatic representations of the 
passion and ~esu~rection of the life-daemon, which point back 
to the old mimetic dances of magic, and forward to the tragic 
drama. T~e state o~ mi~d is ~hat of passionate sympathetic 
contemplation (Ocrupia), m which the spectator is identified 
with t~e suffering God, dies in his death, and rises again in his 
new birth. B~ t~ese and. other ritual means-the eating of 
flesh or the drinking of wme-the old sense of mystical one­
ness and participation can be renewed, and the daemon-soul of 
~he group re-created in collective emotion. The only doctrine 
IS the myth, the verbal counterpart of the action of the rite 
the life-history of the God, which is also the life-history of 
the soul. 

The doctrines of mysticism are secret, because they are not 
cold, abst~act beli~fs, or articles in a creed, which can be taught 
and explamed by mtellectual processes ; such beliefs no on:e has 
ever desired to conceal, except from fear of persecution. The 
'truth' wh!ch myst~cism guards is a thing which can only be 
learnt b! bemg experienced ( 7ra0c'iv µaOc'iv); it is, fundamentally, 
not an mtellectual, but an emotional experience-that invasive 
flooding sense of oneness, of reunion and communion with th~ 

1 For Pythagoras' relation to the Orphic communities in Western Greece 
see Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. p. 679. 

S ~rist. f;ag. 45, 148~ l.J 19: Ka.fJdrep 'Apt<TTOTl°'hTJf d.~1oi rovr re''A.ovpbovr o" 
µ.a.fJm1 TL 3ew, d.~'A.& ra.fJew Ka.l 31a.TefJij11a.' 3TJ'A.0116n "'(E110µ.i11ovt t71'1TTJ3eiovs. Cf. 
~urnet, E.G.P. , .P· 91, w~o, however, ignores the importance of the emo· 
t 10.nal state of mind. This, surely, not the ritual action, is the essential 
th1ug. 
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life of the world, which the mystical temperaments of all ages 
seem to have in common, no matter in what theological terms 
they may happen to construe it afterwards. Being an emotional, 
non-rational state, it is indescribable, and incommunicable save 
by suggestion. To induce that state, by the stimulus of collec­
tive excitement and all the pageantry of dramatic ceremonial, 
is the aim of mystic ritual. The ' truth ' can only come to those 
who submit themselves to these influences, because it is a thing 
to be immediately felt, not conveyed by dogmatic instruction. 
For that reason only-a very sufficient one-' mysteries ' are 
reserved to the initiate, who have undergone 'purification,' and 
so put themselves into a state of mind which fits them for the 
consummate experience. 

Pythagoreanism presents itself as an attempt to intellectualise 
the content of Orphism, while preserving its social form, and as 
much as possible of the spirit which that form had originally 
clothed. Like Orphism itself, it is both a reformation and a 
revival. Like all reformations, it means that much of the 
ceremonial overgrowth is shaken off : Orphism ceases to be a 
cult, and becomes a Way of life. As a revival, Pythagoreanism 
means a return to an earlier simplicity, a disinterring of the 
essential form, whose outline is simple enough to adapt itself 
to a new movement of the spirit. Pythagoreanism is thus, from 
the very first, a complex phenomenon, containing the germs of 
several tendencies, which, when we come to the philosophies 
that emerged from the school, we shall find separating towards 
divergent issues, or intertwined in ingenious reconciliations. 
Our analysis must take account of three strata, superimposed in 
the order we have described-Dionysus, Orpheus, Pythagoras. 
From Dionysus come the unity of all life, in the cycle of death 
and rebirth, and the conception of the daemon or collective soul . ' Immanent in the group as a whole, and yet something more than 
any or all of the members that partake of it. To Orpheus is 
due the shift of focus from earth to heaven, the substitution for 
the vivid, emotional experience of the renewal of life in nature, 
of the worship of a distant and passionless perfection in the 
region of light, from which the soul, now immortal, is fallen 
into the body of this death, and which it aspires to regain by the 
formal observances of asceticism. But the Orphic still clung 
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to the emotional experience of reunion and the ritual that in­
duced it, and, in particular, to the passionate spectacle (theoria) 
of the suffering God. Pythagoras gave a new meaning to theoria; 
he reinterpreted it as the passionless contemplation of rational, 
unchanging truth, and converted the way of life into a 'pursuit 
of wisdom' (philosophia). The way of life is still also a way 
of death ; 1 but now it means death to the emotions and lusts of 
this vile body, and a release of the intellect to soar into the 
untroubled empyrean of theory. 2 This is now the only a~enue 
by which the soul can 'follow God' (g7rECT0at BE<f), who has 
ascended beyond the stars. 3 Orgiastic ritual, which plays upon the 
emotions, only drives a new nail into the coffin of the soul, and 
binds it by a new chain to its earthly prison-house. All that 
must go ; only certain ascetic prescriptions of the Orphic askesis 
are retained, to symbolise a turning away from lower desires, 
that inight enthral the reason.4 

Such, in our opinion, is the trend of this new movement, called 
Pythagoreanism. But, though it moves further from Dionysus 
towards Apollo, it remains Dionysiac at the root, and keeps 
alive something of the faith :first delivered to the saints of mys­
ticism. Hence, in the analysis to which we now turn, we shall 
try to distinguish what Pythagoreanism preserves from each 

l Plato, Phaedo, 64 A : KCllOVVEVOUCrL -yap /J11oc 'Tllf'xcl.vouO"Ll' oplJws a:1rr6µ,EPOL 
</>LAOO"o<f>!as AE°A111Jt!11a.1 'TOUS d'A"Aovs, /Jn o>Jlif.p d'A'Ao a.V-rol E'lr!'T'l'JOEUOVO"CP '7 cbroOvr)O"KELl' 
'TE Ka.I uOPdva.i. 

2 Not to be confounded with the Oewpla of Ionian science, which char­
acteristically means curiosity, such as led Hekataeus or Solon to travel about 
the world as spectators of its marvels. The Oewpia of Pythagoras meant 
especially contemplation of the heavens. Cf. his sermon on the Thr.ee Lives, 
Heracl. Pont. ap. Cic. Tusc. v. 3; Ia.mbl. Vit. Pyth. 58 : tl'AcKpi11i11raroP 0€ 
eT11a.i rovrov rlvOpwrrou rpbrroP, rop rlrrolie~aµevoP r7)P rwv Ka'A'Al11rwP IJEwplaP, <1v Kai 
7rpOO"OPO!J-ai;ecv <f>c\60"0¢011. KaA7)P /)-EP OVP eTva.c r1Jv roil O"V!J-7raP'TOS ovpaPOU Oeav 
Kal 'TWP iv o.im:ji <f>opouµ,ivwv rlCTrlpwP, el ns KalJopr;'l'J r1]P rd~<P • • • Plato, 
though impatient of this star-gazing (Rep. 529 A), and of those who study 
the 'proportion (CTvµ,µ,erpia.) of day to night, and of day and night to month, 
and of month to year, and of the other stars to sun and moon' (5:30 A), still 
speaks of the philosopher as the' spectator of all time.' 

3 For the escape of the soul from the wheel of birth, as Pythagorean 
doctrine, see Rohde, P0yche, 3 ii. 165. Plato, Theaet. 176A: 15!0 Kat rrecpfi110a£ 
XP-iJ lvObifr fK€L(fe <f>evyeiv on rdxc11ra. </>V-y1] Of. oµolWO"<S Oei;i Kara 'TO Ovva.roP. 

4 Plato's rejection of the drama and of the orgiastic kinds of music is 
partly motived by a similar condemnation of violent states of non-rationa.l 
emotion. 
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of the two strata-Dionysiac and Orphic-that lie below it. 
Jn the actual history of the school, all the elements ar~, of cour~e, 
present from the outset and blended togeth~r ; but, m a~alys1s, 
it is worth while to isolate them, with a view to followmg out 
their shifting combinations in the systems which derive from 
the Pythagorean tradition. 

109. Pythagoras as Daemon of his School 

Dikaiarchos, 1 after describing the founding of the community 
at Kroton, says that it is hard to get any certain knowledge of 
what Pythagoras taught his disciples ; but his best known 
doctrines were, ':first, that soul is an immortal thing, and that 
it is transformed into other kinds of living things ; further, that 
whatever comes into existence is born again in the revolutions 
of a certain cycle, nothing being absolutely new ; and that all 
things that are born with life in them ought to be treated as 

kindred' ( oµO"f€V~). 
We have already dwelt at length on the significance of th~se 

doctrines, of the unity and kinship of all life or soul, and its 
continuous rebirth in periodic revolutions. Later legend told 
how Pythagoras, like Francis of Assisi and the Spanish Car­
melites, preached to animals ; 2 and, when we remember th~t 
Orpheus before him had made the wild things gather to his 
music, there is no reason to doubt the substantial truth of the 
tradition. What specially concerns us is to note that, for ~ny­
thing Dikaiarchos says, the Master himself, like Heracle1tus, 

1 Ap. Porph. Vit. Pyth. 18, 19: 7rpwrov µ,eP ws rl06.varoP ,r,,u.l </>'1""' r1)v ifuxfi~, 
elra µera(3d."A'Aou11a11 els li.'A'Aa -yt!P'l'J r;r;wv, rrpos 15€ rourocs /In Kara. 7repi6/5ous nva.~ 
ra. -yev6µ,ePa 1rOT€ 'lrctAW 'YL'YJfErac, v!ov of: OUOEP a'lrAWS €O"n, Kai /in 7rdPra ra 

-ycvow11a ~µ,ifuxa oµoyepfi /iii voµ,li;ecP. 
2 Iambl. Vit. Pyth. xiii.; Porph. Vit. Pyth. 24; G. CunninghameGraham, 

Santa Teresa (1907), p. 51. Compare also' the Golden race of the Age of 
Kronos in the Politicus of Plato (272 B), who 'have the power to converse not 
only with men but with beasts,' and use their opportunity els <f>c\011o<f>laP, 
'inquiring from all nature' (7rapa 7rd1111s <f>vCTrns), in case any part of nature 
may have some peculiar faculty, so as to perceive, better than any other, 
what mi<Yht contribute to the ingathering of wisdom. In the Meno, 81 c, 
where th: Orphic doctrine of palingene.•ia is stated, it is t~e 'kin.ship of all 
nature' (lire r?)s <f>uCTews &.7rdCT'l'JS 11u-yye110Ds oil1111s) that makes it possible for the 
soul, which has learnt all things in the other worlll, to recover its knowledge 
here by reminiscence (anamnesis). 
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may have held, more closely than his later followers, to the primi­
tive Dionysiac belief in one all-pervading Soul, the substratum 
of kinship which unites all forms of life into' one clan' (o,uoryEv1}). 1 
It seems probable that he dwelt upon this unity, rather than 
upon the inconsistent idea of a plurality of indestructible, atomic 
souls, which always asserts itself in the popular mind as soon 
as the sense of individuality has grown strong enough to insist 
upon a personal immortality. Not that we are convince~ that 
Pythagoras himself saw the inconsistency or tried to avoid it; 
only, the very form which he gave to his community embodied 
the value he set on unity and his attempt to keep in check the 
self-assertion of individualism. 

To this society men and women were admitted without dis­
tinction ; they had all possessions in common, and a ' common 
fellowship and mode of life.' 2 In particular, no individual 
member of the school was allowed to claim the credit of any 
discovery he might make. The significance of this rule has not 
been fully understood. It was vulgarly supposed that the 
school must have wished to keep its knowledge to itself as a 
'mysterious' doctrine, as if there were any conceivable reason 

1 Sextus Emp. Math. ix. 127: ol µ€11 ouv 7repl TOii IIvOaj16pav Ka! TOP 
'Eµ1TEooK.\€a Kal TWll 'Ira..\w11 11".\i]Oos <f>au1 µ1/ µ611011 i]µ'iv 7rpos d.\.\7].\ovs Kai 7rpos Tovs 
Oeovs dval Twa Ko111w11ia11, d.\,\a Kai 7rpos rd &.\oi'a Tw11 t"</iwv. €11 -yap u1Tapxw1 
7r11Euµa To 01d 7ravTos Tou K6irµov 011)Kov ifvxi]s Tp67rov, ro Kai ivouv i]µas 7rpos 
iKE'Lva. Iamblichus ( Vit. Pyth. 108) well expresses the doctrine in the 
following worrls: Pythagoras ' taught them to abstain from things that 
had life (soul) in them (€µifuxwv); for, if they wished to reach the height of 
just behaviour, they must of course do no wrong to any of the living things 
that were their kindred (uv-yyEvw11 tw1w11). How could they induce others to 
behave justly if they themselves were convicted of aggression (7r7\eo11e~la), 
although bound in the participation of kinship (irv-yyE111K7)1 µeTox1)1) with 
living things, which are linked to us, as it were, in brotherhood by fellowship 
(Ko111wvla11) in the same life and elements and the same mixture composed 
of them.' If Aristoxenus (see Burnet, E.G.P. 2, p. 102) is right in stating 
that Pythagoras only prohibited, among animals, the ploughiug ox and the 
ram, he probably did so because the ram stood for the male fertilising 
principle of animal life, and the ox which ploughs the earth for the same 
principle in vegetation, which springs from the ploughed earth. The two 
animals would be symbols of all life. Compare the doubtful fragment of 
Empedocles 154 b (D.F. V. 2) which says that the first miserable men who ate 
flesh flowv frdiravT' dporfipwv. 

2 Ko1v1/ iru11ovirla Kai ola1ra, Iambl. Vit. Pyth. 246. The admission of women 
was 'Dionysiac' {the Maenads) rather than Orphic. Orphism was anti­
feminine. 
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for hiding a theorem in geometry or harmo~ics. Th~ truth 
es out in the story of Hippasos of Metapont10n, who was of 

com bl' h d t f the the Pythagoreans, but, because he pu 1s e a rea ise on . 
sphere of the twelve pentagons, was cast awa~ at sea, as ~aVI~g 

mitted an impiety and taken glory to himself for his dis­
com Hi"(', ~ covery, whereas all discoveries belonged to" m €"€tvov Tov 
• vopa~) for so they call Pythagoras. They say that a super-

a ' ' 'I' ' ~ ) those natural vengeance overtook (To oa1.µovcov vE;:<T'YJO'~t 
who published what belonged to Pythagoras. This .super­
natural or daemonic anger was the wrath of Pythago~as ~1mself, 
who after his death remained what he had been m life-the 
daemon in whom all the life of his church was centred and 
incarnated. That Pythagoras worked miracles and was con­
scious of supernatural power, there is no reason .what~ver to 
doubt ; he was probably the author of the doc~rme =. There 
are Gods, and men, and beings like Pythagoras -be:ngs who 
are half-divine daemons in human shape. 2 What Is to be 
gathered from 'the story of Hippasos is that the pious ~ytha­
goreans believed that the Master's spirit dwelt contmually 
within his church and was the source of all its inspiration. 3 The 
impiety lay, not 'in divulging a discovery in mathematics, but 
in claiming to have invented what could only have come from 
'Him.' 

Thus Pythagoras seems to have held to the concept~on of a 
group-soul, incarnate in himself, but li:1ng on after his death 
as the Logos of his disciples. Heracleides, who p:eserves ~he 
famous story of his previous incarnat~ons, repo.rts him as saymg 
that Hermes had offered him anythmg he wished for, except 
deathlessness (athanasw); and that he chose to preserve, through 
life and death, the memory of what happened to him. 4 The 
legend may enshrine the truth that the ' immortality '. Pyt~a­
goras desired and claimed was not the deathless contmuat10n 

i Iambl. Vit. Pyth. SS==D.P'. V. 2 s. tit. 'Hippasos,' 4. , 
2 D. F. v. 2, p. 24. Cf. the In trod. to the Hindu Tales of ~omadeva: !he 

Gods have perpetual happiness, men are in constant unha.ppm~ss; the a~t1ons 
of those who are between men and Gods are, by t~e diversity .of ~he1~ lot~ 

bl Therefore I will recount to you the hfe of the V1dyadharas, agreea e. . · 47 
i.e. demons and magicians (Katha·Sara-Sarit-Sagara, .1. i.. ). 

3 Cf. Procl. in Eud. i. p. 419: lirn µ~11 dpxa«x, cf>air111 01 'll"Epl To11 Etio,,µ011, 
Kai Ti)s Twv II 110aj1opdw11 l\fo61T'l)S EVpf,µaTa, 

'Heracl. Pont. ap. Diog. viii. 4 (D. F. V. 2, p. 24). 
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of individual personality, but the older Dionysiac continuity 
of the one life that is born again in every generation of the 
group.1 But, as usual, his followers could not be content to live 
in communion with a spirit of like passions with themselves, 
but must needs exalt their daemon to the highest grade of 
divinity. Pythagoras soon becomes the son of Apollo by a 
virgin birth,2 and even an incarnate God, Apollo Hyberoreios 
himself.3 But, through all the overgrowth of decadent super­
stition in the later legend, enough remains of the older faith 
to warrant us in refusing to attribute these frigid inventions 
to the Master himself. Apotheosis and athanasia are precisely 
the fatal steps in the career of a ' being like Pythagoras,' because 
they put an end to the reality of that communion in which 
the originators of such churches find the very meaning of the 
common life. 

If our view, then, be correct, the society of Pythagoras, so 
long as the influence of his own ideal survived, realised once 
more the primitive type of religious group, and that peculiar 
relation, best called 'participation' (methexis), in which such 
a group stands to its immanent collective soul. The passage 
from the divine plane to the human, and from the human to 
the divine, remains permeable, and is perpetually traversed. 
The One can go out into the many ; the many can lose them­
selves in reunion with the One. This essential conception is 
the key to the understanding of the number doctrine, on which 
rests Pythagoras' claim to be a philosopher, as well as a founder 
of mathematics. 

llO. The Tetractys 4 

The misguided followers who reckoned Pythagoras among 
the Gods, were accustomed, Porphyry tells us, 5 to swear by 

1 It will be remembered how Diotima in Plato's Symposium (207 D) 

explains this immortality of perpetual renewal. Plato, too, thought of his 
logoi as Jiving on in the souls of his school and perpetually giving birth to 
new thoughts in each generation that arose and passed away. 

2 His mother is called Parthenis, in legend. See Eisler, Weltenmantel, ii. 
p. 679 ff.; W. Schultz, Altionische Mystilc, p. 97. 

3 Arist. frag. 186; Porph. Vit. Pyth, 20; µer?i. rwv 8ewv rov ITvOa-y6pa11 
Karripl8µovv. 

4 For the tetractys see W. Schultz, A'Y'TO~, Memnon, 1910; Eisler, 
Weltenmantel, ii. p. 684. 5 Vit. Pyth. 20. 
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him, as the God who had left with them a symbol applicable to 
the solution of many problems in nature-the tetractys. 

' The so-called Pythagoreans,' says Aristotle, 1 ' attached them­
selves to the mathematics, and were the first to advance that 
science by their education, in which they were led to suppose 
that the principles of mathematics are the principles of all 
things. So, as numbers are logically first among these prin­
ciples, and they fancied they could perceive in numbers many 
analogies of what is and what comes into being, much more 
readily than in fire and earth and water . . . and since they 
further observed that the properties and determining ratios of 
harmonies depend on numbers-since, in fact, everything else 
manifestly appeared to be modelled in its entire character 
(cptfow) on numbers, and numbers to be the ultimate things in 
the whole universe, they became convinced that the elements 
of numbers are the elements of everything, and that the whole 
"Heaven" is harmony and number.' Aristotle adds that the 
decad was held to be perfect, and to embrace the whole ' nature ' 
of number.2 We may therefore look for the 'nature' of all 
things in the decad,as expressed in the symbol called the tetractys, 
which, we have every reason to believe, goes back to Pythagoras 
himself. 

The original tetractys appears to have been the 'tetractys of 
the decad,' obtained by the addition, 1+2+3+4=10: 

• • • • • • • • • • 
'This tetractys,' says Theon of Smyrna,3 'is of great im­

portance in music, because all the consonances are to be found 

1 Met. A 5, trans. A. E. Taylor. 
2 Met. A 5, 986 a: hreio-)i TE"Aeiov 7j oeKas e!vai ooKel Ka111"0.r:rav 7repiei'Ari<Pl11ai T-)iv 

TWP dpdJµwv </>Vt:rLJI. Cf. Philolaus, frag. 11: eewpe'Lv oe'L Ta lp-ya Kat r-)iv our:rlav 
TW &.p,eµw Karrav ovvaµtv ll.TLS lr:rr1v EV Ti OeKaOL. µq&.Xa -yelp Kal 11"avre">.7}s Kal 
7ra11roep-yos KaL 8efw Kat oupavlw {Jlw Kai dv8pW7ri1'W apxa Kat 0.-yeµwv KQIJJWPOVt:ra. 
Levy-Bruhl (Fonct. ment. p. 237) has an interesting discussion of the 
mystic properties of numbers. He remarks that the numbers so enveloped 
with a mystical atmosphere rarely go above 10. The higher numbers have 
not, together with their names, passed into collective representations, but 
have generally been mere arithmetical numbers from the first. 

s 7repl TErpaKrvos, p. 154, Dupuis ( 1892). 
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contained in it. But it is not only on this account that it has 
been held in the highest honour by all Pythagoreans ; but also 
because it is held to contain the nature of the universe. Hence 
it was an oath by which they swore : 

'By him who gave to our soul the tetractys, which hath the 
fountain and root of ever-springing" nature" (physis).' 1 

Theon proceeds to enumerate other forms of the tetractys. 
The second is that used by Plato in the Timaeus to symbolise 
the harmonic constitution of the world-soul: 

1 

2 3 
4 9 

8 27 

These two tetractyes 'contain the musical, geometrical, and 
arithmetical ratios, of which the harmony of the whole universe 
is composed.' 

The later Pythagoreans delighted in using this symbol as 
the master-key to the interpretation of the world. The third 
tetractys is point, line, surface, solid; the fourth is fire, air, water, 
earth; the fifth is pyramid, octahedron, eikosahedron, cube; 
the sixth is 'of things that grow' (Trev cf>voµevruv): the seed, 
growth into length, into width, into height ; 2 the seventh is 
that of societies: the individual, the family, the village, the 

o~ µ.a ro11 O.µ.er/pfl. t/lvxi ('Yevlfl., al.) ra.pa.66vra. rerpa.KTfJ11, 
ra.'Yav d.ev&.011 rputrios pljwµ.a r' txo11tra.11. 

Diels, A1·ch. f. GeBch. d. Phil. iii. 457, conjectures that these lines were 
the opening of the poem often cited as the'!Epos A6-yos or IIEpl fJEwv, in which, 
according to Theol. Arith. p. 17, the might of the number 4 was celebrated, 
and Metaphysics connected with it. 

Cf. Payne, HiBtory of the New World, ii. 283, 410: 'Na.uh-, the Mexican 
particle for this number (4), in the abstract form" Nahui" probably embodies 
some conception analogous to" Nahua," the Command or Rule of Life, and 
suggesting wholeness, perfection, or indefeasibility ; these austere and 
orderly barbarians recall the Pythagorean philosophers, who held the 
number 4 to be the root or source of all things.' NahuatlacA is a general 
name used by the Mexicans to denote 'tribes living mainly by agriculture 
in accordance with a settled Nahua or Rule of Life, dictated by a custom 
administered by hereditary chiefs.' 

2 Note this as the primitive form of the three 'dimensions' (a.llfcu, 
' growths'). 
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state ; the eighth is the four cognitive faculties : reason, know­
ledge, opinion, sense ; 1 the ninth is the rational, spi~ited, ~nd 
appetitive parts of soul, and the body ; t~e tenth ~s spnng, 
summer, autumn, winter-the seasons by which all thmgs come 
into being ; the eleventh is the four ages of man : infancy, 
youth, manhood, old age. 

'The cosmos composed of these tetractyes is geometrically, 
harmonically, and arithmetically adjusted, potentially contain­
ing every nature of number, and every magnitude and every 
body, whether simple or composite. It is perfect ~ecause all 
things are parts of it, and itself is not a part of anythmg. That 
is the reason why the Pythagoreans swore by it, and said " all 
things are like number." ' 

The details of some of these interpretations of the tetractys are, 
of course, late ; they are expressed partly in Platonic terms. 2 

But they are in a line with the earliest traditions of Pytha­
goreanism, and are typical of the whole tendency of the school. 
They satisfy the mystic's passion for unity, his desire to find 
the meaning and nature of the whole in every part. 

lll. The Procession of Numbers 

The real significance of the tetractys comes out in the seco~d 
line of the Oath, which describes it as ' containing the fountam 
and root of ever-springing nature (physis).' No words could 
better express what we take to be the genuine Pythagorean 
conception of the process by which the One goes out into t~e 
manifold world. The tetractys is not only a symbol of static 
relations linking the various parts of the cosmos; it contains 
also the cosmogonical movement of life, evolving out of primal 
unity the harmonised structure of the whole. It is a fountain 
of ever-flowing life. 

The tetractys of the decad is a numerical series, the sum of 
which is the perfect number, ten, which we are told that Pytha­
goras regarded as ' the nature of number, because all men, 

1 Arist. de Anim. a. 2, 404 b 21. 
• Cf. Arist. de Anim. a. 2, 404b18. 'It was explained in (Plato's) lectures on 

philosophy that the self-animal (universe) is composed of the form of One, 
and the first length (Two), breadth (Three), and depth (Four),' etc. 
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whether Hellenes or not, count up to ten, and, when they reach 
it, revert again to unity.' 1 The word 'revert' (ava7ToS6w) 
recalls the fragment, already quoted, of the Pythagorean Hippo­
damus, which tells us that this reversion is to be conceived as the 
revolution of a wheel. ' All mortal things under constraint of 
Nature revolve in a wheel of changes .... When they are born 
they grow, and when grown they reach their height, and after 
that they grow old, and at last perish. At one time, Nature 
causes them to come to their goal in her region of darkness, and 
then back again out of the darkness they come round into 
mortal form, by alternation of birth and repayment of death, in 
the cycle wherein Nature reverts upon herself' (ava'1ToSi~ovua~).2 

We have seen that the whole nature of things, all the essential 
properties of physis, were believed by the Pythagoreans to be 
contained in the tetractys of the decad ; and it now appears 
that, just as we should expect, this 'fountain of ever-flowing 
nature' contains the periodic movement of life, evolving out 
of unity and reverting to unity again, in the recurrent revolution 
of a wheel of birth. It embodies the fundamental Dionysiac 
representation of palingenesia. 

But there is something more in it than this. Pythagoras 
inherited the music of Orpheus, as well as the reincarnation 
doctrine of Dionysus. From the Orphics he inherited also the 
doctrine of the fall of the soul from its first perfect state of 
union with the divine, its degradation into the darkness of this 
life and of the underworld, and its final restoration to peace 
and unity. Now, on the model of this doctrine of the fall of 
the soul, the Pythagorean philosophy must hold that all exist­

. ence proceeds out of the One and returns to it again ; and 
that the One alone is perfect, while the manifold world of visible 
body is a turbid medium of appearance, in which the one truth 
is half-revealed and half-concealed, as the divine soul is manifest 
in the flesh and yet obscured by it and degraded. 

There is thus, inherent in the representation handed down 
1 Aetius, i. 3. 8: Ef11ai 6e T:i,11 ¢{H1111 Toii 0.pL8µoii 6eKa" µexp' 7a.p Tw11 Bha 

'll"d.llTfS "EXX7111£s, 7rd.11TeS {3&.pfJapoL d.p18µ.oiiaw, i¢' & iX86nes 7rd.X111 cf.va7ro6oiiow 
e'll"l T~" µ011d.6a. Professor Burnet (E.G.P. 2, p. 114) thinks we are probably 
justified in referring this to Pythagoras himself. For 7rpO'll"o61uµ6s (' proces­
sion'), the opposite of 0.11a11"061uµ6s, see below, p. 209, note 1. 

2 Hippodamus, ap. Stob. Flor, 981 711 see above, p. 167, note I, 
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from Orphism to Pythagoras, not only the primitive wheel of 
birth, but another aspect of the movement of life, which is best 
described as a processional movement (7rpo7rootuµ6~) out of unity 
into plurality, out of light into darkness.1 This movement, also, 
must be revealed in the nature of numbers, and contained in the 
tetractys. Pythagoras found it in the procession of numerical 
series, the study of which he originated, thereby founding the 
science of number. It is practically certain, also, that in music 
he discovered the ratios of the octave, the fifth, and the fourth, 
contained in the harmonic proportion 12: 8: 6.2 Now a pro­
gression like those contained in the tetractys of Plato's world­
soul (p. 206)-the series, 1 : 2 : 4: 8, 1 : 3 : 9 : 27-is what the 
Pythagoreans called an harmonia ; it is a continuous entity knit 
together by a principle of unity running through it, namely the 
logos or ratio (! or -§-) which links every term to its predecessor 
by the same bond.3 Both series, moreover, radiate from the One, 
which in Pythagorean arithmetic was not itself a number, but 
the source in which the whole nature of all numbers was gathered 
up and implicit. When we note, further, that every number is 
not only a many, but also one number, we can see how Pytha­
goras would find the whole movement of cosmic evolution con­
tained in the procession of series, in which the One passes out of 
itself into a manifold, yet without losing all its unity, and a 
return from the many to the One is secured by that bond of 
proportion which runs, backwards and forwards, through the 
whole series and links it into a ' harmony.' It is thus that we 
must understand the doctrine that ' the whole Heaven is har­
mony and number.' The processional movement of physis is 
modelled upon that of soul, which falls from its first state of 
union with the divine, but yet remains linked to the One life 

1 Theon Smyrn. p. 29 (Dupuis) : O.p18µ.bs tun ITVITT'Y/P.a µ011ciSw11 (the atomic 
Yiew discussed below, p. 212) '!l 7rpo7ro61uµ0s 'll"X~Bous ci'll"o µ011d.6os O.px6µe11os Kai 
cbci7ro61uµ.os els µovd.6a KaraX~7wv. 

2 See Burnet, E.G.P. 2, p. 118. 
a Aetius, i. 3. 8: IIv8a')'6pas ••• cipxas TOUS O.p1Bµ.ous Kai Tas uvµµeTplas Tcis 

i'll TovTou, 1h Kai apµ.ovlas KaXel". Compare the logos of Heracleitus, as con­
stancy of ' mea.sures ' preserved throughout transformation, above, p. 188. 
Plato, Tim. 31 o, on the • bond , of proportion : S<uµwv 6€ Kd.XXLITTOS as il.11 a{rr611 
TE Kal Tti 1T1J116ovµ.eva /ln µ.cf.X11TTa lv 'll"Olfj' TOUTO 6t 'll"Er/JVKEll avcz7\o')'£a KaX;\.11TTa; 
47rore-Xei'11. 



210 FROM RELIGION TO PHILOSOPHY 

by mysterious bonds of harmony, and can return to it again, 
purified by music. I 

In discussing the segregation of opposites and its possible origin, 
as reflecting the exogamous segmentation of the undifferentiated 
human herd, we have already pointed out that the Pythagorean 
One, or Monad, splits into two principles, male and female, the 
Even and the Odd, which are the elements of all numbers and 
so of the universe. 2 The analogy reminds us that the One is 
not simply a numerical unit, which gives rise to other numbers 
by a process of addition. That conception belongs to the later 
atomistic number-doctrine, presently to be considered. 3 In 
the earlier Pythagoreanism, we must think of the One (which is 
not itself a number at all) as analogous to Anaximander's 
a:rretpov. It is the primary, undifferentiated group-soul, or 
physis, of the universe, and numbers must arise from it by a 
process of differentiation or 'separating out' (a?Totcpi<Tt~). 

Similarly, each of these numbers is not a collection of units, 
built up by addition, but itself a sort of minor group-soul-a 
distinct 'nature,' with various mystical properties. In the 
same way, it is by dividing up the whole interval of the octave 
that the harmonic proportions are determined. 4 

1 Sec Theon Smyrn. p. 18 ff. (Dupuis) for philosophy as purification and 
initiation; Procl. l\!Ell.tO"O"a., A nee. Gr. et Lat. ii. p. 25: r, µh 'YE p.upias, ijris 
eO'TlV apµo11[a. KpE£TTWV, tK T1)S TptW6ouµev71S 'YEVOµEll1/ µova8os f1rtO'Tpatj>El0'1/S ElS 
ia.uT1J11 (i.e. 100 x 100), cbroKaTaO"Ta.nK1J Tls lO"n Kai nll.EO"toup-yl;s T1)s 1fux1)s, 
1!1ra.11a-youO'a. 'll"EO'OVO'Q.V els T1jll ofK1/0'LV 'traXiv /JOev ?jKEI 6Eupo, K0.8a'll"Ep t/>7/0'lll 0 lv 
if.>al8p11J 'l:wKp&.T71S. The reference is to Phaedrus, 248 E, Els µEv '"tap TO avro 
/J8e11 1jKEL .;, 1Jlux1i iKaO"T7/ ouK d.cpiK11eL-ra, frwv µuplwv, and, since this agrees with 
Empedocles' doctrine that the fallen soul is exiled for 30,000 wp11i == 10,000 
years (see below, p. 228), it is prob:i.ble that Proclus' connection of the 
return of the soul with the return to the monad is of old Pythagorean 
origin, as indeed t.he character of the doctrine would lead us to expect. 

~ Above, p. 70. Also 1'heon Smyrn. p. 34 (Dupuis): '.ApiO'TOTiX71s i11 T~ 
IIv80.1optKci) TO 1!11 t/>1/0'111 aµtj>0Tlpw11 (apTloll Kai 'll"EpiTTou) µETfXEIV T1)S c/JUO'EWS. 

3 The methods of Eurytos described by Burnet (l!J.G.P.~, p. 110) belong, 
as he points out, to the fourth century. By that time the atomistic doctrine 
was developed. 

' Cf. the division of the soul in Plato's Timaeus, 35 B, and the distribution 
of the whole mass of soul-substance, first into a number of portions, one for 
ea.oh star, and secondly into individual souls (ibid. 41 D). 
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112. Pythagorean Ethics 

The Pythagorean conception of goodness ((i.per~), including 
both moral virtue and the physical excellences of health and 
strength, is based entirely on the notion of ' arrangement ' 
(Tati~) and •order' (cosmos). The best expression of it is to 
be found in Plato's Gorgias. Socrates there argues that the 
good artist will not work at.random, b~t always with. referen~e 
to an ideal or pattern. Gwded by this model, he will put his 
material into a certain arrangement, making one part suitable 
and fitting to another, until he has marshalled the whole ·into 
' an arranged and ordered thing.' 1 Trainers of the body and 
physicians order and systematise the body (Ko<Tµov<Tt To <Tooµa 
teal uvvTC£Trov<Tt), and this cosmos is health and strength. The 
similar cosmos that is introduced into the soul, is Law, which 
makes men law-abiding and orderly; and this is Justice and 
Temperance. 2 The source from which this conception is de­
rived is acknowledged later, where Socrates says that 'the wise 
say that heaven and earth and Gods and men are held together 
by fellowship, and friendship, and orderliness, and Temperance, 
and Justice, and, for that reason, call this universe Cosmos.' 
Their knowledge of geometry has taught them the great power, 
among Gods and men, of Proportion; whereas the ignorant 
believe in grasping more than one's due share.3 

I Gorg. 503 E: Els Ta~Lll nvci. IKaO'TOS Ti8710"'1I 3 a11 n8y, KO.i 'll"pOO'ava.-yKate& TO 
IT11po11 T~ tTlpltJ 'lrpt'll"Oll TE eT11a.& KO.l O.pµ6TTfiLll, lfws a,,, TO ll:1ra.11 O'llO'T1J0'7/TaL TE· 
TO."fµi11011 TE Ka.i K11Ko0"µ71µl11011 '11"p0.-yµa.. Iambl. V.P. 182, after Aristoxenua 
(D.F. v.1, P· 284) : ITVµ'lra.pl'll"E0'8o.L TV TOV Ka.Lpov t/>UITE& TTJll Tli 611oµa.tofd117111 Cipa.11 
icr&l TO rpbrov Kai To ll.pµorT011. 

II 504 D : Ta.ts i$e T1)S lflvx1)s Ta~EO'L KO.L K00"µ1JO"li0'& 116µ1µ011 Kai 116µos, IJ8EV Ko.I 
"61"'/MX ')'£-y11011Ta.& Ka.I K60'µLOL • Ta.irro. 6' elTTL 8tKO.&OO'Ull7/ Te Ka.I O'Wt/Jpo0"61171. Cf. 
Rt.p. 432.&, where Temperance is the concord (cipµo11£0.), compared to the 
harmony of the octave ( 61' 8ll.71s d.TExvws TETO.To.&, 3,11 'lro.1Tw11 'lra.pexoµil"q O"wtj.8011· 
-ra.s), an 0µ611o&a., 0"11µtj>w11lo.. See also Phaedo, 93 c, for virtue as harmonia. 

1 507 E : t/Ja.O"l 8' ol O"otj>oi (Pythagoreans and Empedooles, Olympiod.) Kai 
oilpa.11011 Ka.I -y1j11 KO.I Beous KO.I d.118pW'll"OUS T1jll ICOLllWllLa.11 O'lllltXELV Kal t/>tll.la.11 Ka.I 
IC01Tµ.dn-1fr11. Kai 1TWt/Jpo0"6v7111 KO.I 8&KO.WT7/Ta., K«i TO 8:>..ov TOVTO a,a, Ta.VTO. tc60' µ011 
ica.>.oli1Tw • • • ll.lll.718i trE /Jn .;, lO'OT1/S ;, '"'1EWJl.ETp1K1/ Ko.l ev 8eols Ko.I ev d.118ptb· 
ron /d')'a. Mva.Ta.i• gu 8e r>.eo11ecla11 otE, 8e&v d.O"KE'iv· 'Y11wµ11Tplo.s -yap d.µ.e>.e-is. 
Plutarch, Symp. Q. viii. 2. 2, says that this principle of proportion is called 
Alq and N'µ.EIT&S (Aristotle's' distributive justice,' l!J.N. v. 3. 13). Alex. in 
Ariat. Mt.t. A 5, 985b 26: Tijs µE11 -yci.p 8LKa.&01Tu1171s t8&011 fnroll.a.µfJd.11011TES Elva.& TO 
4lvr,ll'"li7ro1186s Tf Ko.l ttTOV (ol Ilv8a.y6pnoi), f1' TOtS d.pi8µo'is TOUTO EvplO'tcOllTfi$ IJ,,, 
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113. Pythagorean Science 

The earliest 'science' of the Pythagoreans is simply a tran­
script of the procession of numbers into terms of space and 
space-filling matter; or, rather, we should say that they were 
at first unable to conceive number and its behaviour except 
under the forms of space and motion, and hence did not 
distinguish at all between the procession of numbers out of 
the Monad and the process which generates the visible world 
in space. This process presented itself in the only possible 
way-as the progressive conquest of a formless and unlimited 
field (xwpa) of darkness (the dark and cold air) by the light 
and warmth radiating from a central nuclear unit.1 We may 
note, by the way, that this led to the displacement of earth 
from the central position in the universe, which must be 
occupied by the nuclear Fire, Hestia. The first great step away 
from geocentric astronomy was thus due to the bold acceptance 
of the consequences of an a priori theory, which simply restated 
a purely mythical representation. Its importance for us is the 
way it illustrates once more the truth of our hypothesis, that 
the nature and behaviour of physis reproduce mythical and 
religious beliefs about the nature and behaviour of Soul. 

114. Number Atomism 

Guided by the same hypothesis, we can predict the final stage 
of Pythagorean science. It will inevitably reproduce the later 
and inconsistent conception of the atomic, indestructible, in­
dividual soul. This, as we saw, was already present in Orphic 
religion, fallen from its first Dionysiac faith in the one continuous 
life in all things, towards the Olympian conception of athanasia. 
The later Pythagoreans of the fifth century' construct the whole 
world out of numbers, but they suppose the units to have magni­
tude. As to how the first unit with magnitude arose, they 

6'a rouro Ka! ro11 tuaK1s tuov &.pifJµ.611 (either 4 or 9) rpwrov t> .. eyo11 €i11a1 S1Kaio· 
uu117111. The mathematical education in Rep. vii. (530 A) culminates in the 
conceptions of uvµ.cpw11la in harmonics and uvµ.µ.erpla in astronomy, and these 
provide a bridge to dialectics and the study of beauty and goodness (53lc). 

i See Burnet, E.G.P. 2, p. 120. 
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a ear to be at a loss.' 1 They might well be a~ a loss, beca~se t::y could not realise that this physical doctn~e was nothing 
b t a reflection of the belief in a plurality of immortal souls, 
w':nch contradicted their older faith t~at Soul was a Harmony 
_ bond linking all things in one. 2 This Soul had formerly been 
th: One God manifest in the logos ; no': i~ is bro~en up into a 

ultitude of individual atoms, each claimmg an immortal and 
:parate persistence. And the material world su~ers a corre­
sponding change. In place of the doctrine of procession f~om the 
Monad bodies are built up out of numbers, now conceived as 
collections of ultimate units, having position and magnitude. 
Thus, Pythagoreanism is led on from a temporal monism. t~ a 
spatial pluralism-a doctrine of number-atoms har~ly distin­
guishable from the atoms of Leukippus and ,J?emocritus, who, 
as Aristotle says,3 like these Pythagoreans, m a sense make 
all things to be numbers and to consist of numbers.' . But the 
development of this number-atomism was predestmed by 
religious representations of the nature of soul older tha~ Pyt~a­
goreanism itself, and already contained in the blend of D10nysiac 
and Olympian conceptions inherited by Pythagoras from 
Orphism. 

The tendency which impelled Pythagorean science towards a 
materialistic atomism is only the recoil of that same tendency 
which exalted Pythagoras, from his position as the .indwelling 
daemon of his church, to the distant heaven of the nnmortals. 
It is the tendency to dualism. When God ceases to be the 
immanent Soul of the world, living and dying in its ceaseless 
round of change, and ascends to the region of immutable per-

1 Arist. Met. µ.6, 1080b 18 ff. See Burnet, E.G.P. 2, p. 336 ~· 
2 Burnet (E.G.P.2, p. 343) says that the view that the .soul is a harmony 

cannot have belonged to the earliest form of Pythagoreamsm, 'for, as shown 
in Plato's Pltaedo, it is quite inconsistent with the idea that th~ s_oul can 
exist independent1y of the body.' The inference woul~ hold, if. it we.re 
impossible for religious, or even philosophic,_ representation to be rnconsis: 
tent. I doubt howernr if it is even inconsistent ; see below on Empedocles 
logos.soul, p. 235. Th~ doctrine that _th~ soul is a harmony is attrib~t~~ 
to Pythagoras by Macrobius, Somn. Seip. i. 14, 19. Cf. Rohde, Psyche ' u. 
169. 

3 De Gaelo, ')'4, 303a 8. Cf. de Anim. a5, 409b 7, on the monads of 
Jtenocrates a.nd their likeness to a.toms, · 
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fection, it is because man has acquired a soul of his own, a little 
indestructible atom of immortality, a self-subsistent individual. 
'Nature' likewise loses her unity, continuity, and indwelling 
life, and is remodelled as an aggregate of little indestructible 
atoms of matter. But note the consequence : she, too, is now 
self-subsistent. The world of matter becomes the undisputed 
dominion of Destiny,or Chance, or Necessity-of Moira, Lachesis, 
Ananke. There is no place in it for the God who has vanished 
beyond the stars. We shall watch, in the sequel, the mystic 
philosophers, who cannot dispense with God, exhausting their 
ingenuity in devices to get him back into touch with Nature, to 
restore to him the raison d'etre which he lost from the moment 
that he ceased to animate the world from within, to be the 
' nature of things ' itself. All such attempts seem now to us 
like efforts to draw down Apollo from the skies, and change him 
back into Dionysus ; or, if that is impossible, to find a mediator 
between God and Nature, some daemonic power, half-natural, 
half-divine, an Eros who will fill up the chasm, and bind all 
things again into one. But the time for these efforts is not yet. 
We have first to consider two systems that emerged from the 
Pythagoreap tradition, before that tradition went all the way 
to join hands with scientific Atomism, and so became fatally 
Olympianised. These are the systems of Parmenides and 
Empedocles. 

115. PARMENIDES 

Parmenides wrote what he had to say ' about the Nature of 
Things ' ( 7repi cpuuewf:;) in hexameter verse, which combines a 
certain oracular dignity and earnestness with the closely knit 
sequence of logical argument. He is the first philosopher, so far 
as we know, who cast his theory of Nature into the form of a 
deduction, in this respect justifying the historians who throw 
him into the sharpest contrast with the cryptic and interjectional 
Heracleitus. But it is characteristic of him, too, that his theory 
is stated as a revelation, accorded to him by the Goddess who 
governs all things in person. Certain features of the proem 
call for our attention. 

Like Orpheus, Parmenides seeks wisdom by a descent, through 
the western gate of the sunset, into the darkness of the under-
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rld.1 He travels thither on the chariot of the Sun, attended 
wo k h . 'h by the sun-maidens. In the nether dar ness e remam~ wit 
the Goddess Dike, after she has opened the g~tes of sunnse for 
the chariot to pass up again to the region of light. She tells 
him, in words which now have for us a new significa~ce, t~at 
he has been ' conducted on his journey, not by an eVIl Moira 
(for the way lies far apart from the path which ~ankind tread), 
but by Themis and Dike.' The Goddess tells him that he must 
learn ' both the unshaken heart of rounded Truth, and the 
opinions of mortals, in which there is no true belief.' 2 Accord­
ingly, the poem is divided into two parts-the Way of Truth and 
the Way of Opinion. These are' the only two ways of search 
that can be thought of' (frag. 4). The one is a 'much disputed 
proof,' which Parmenides is told to judge by reasoning p,,c}'Y!f>) ; 
the other is at the mercy of the senses, ' the objectless eye, the 
droning ear, and the tongue ' (which fashions ' names ' witho~t 
meaning). From this second path he is warned to turn away his 
thought, and not to let ' custom force him ' along its misleading 
track.3 

The Way of Truth is excellently described as a proof which 
must be judged by reasoning, in abstraction from, and in de­
fiance of the witness of the senses.4 The nature of things is a 

' 

l Parmenides' journey is generally regarded as a Heaven Journey ; . see 
Diels, Parmenides Lehrgedicht; but O. Gilbert, Arch. j. Oesch. d. Philos. 
xx. p. 25 ff., has argued that it is a journey to the Underworld. See, 
however, below, note 3 on p. 222. Epimenides, during his initiatory sleep 
in the Dictaean Cave, cmnmuned with Aletlieia and Dike, Max. Tyr. P· 286 
(D.F. V.2, ii. 494). In the Ps.-Platonic Axiocltus (371B) the 1r1!owv 'A?w18du.s 
is in the Underworld. 

2 Frag. 1. 28 : XPEW Of ere rr&.vru. rrv8e<18cu 
1}µ€11 'AX718dris euKVKAlos drpcµ.fs 'Jirop , 
1Joe {3porwv o6~u.s, Tu.LS OVK tvL rricrns d"A7187)s. 

I Frag. 1. 33 : d"AM UV T~cro' dtj>' ooou oiNcrios elp-yc v671µu. 
µriol "' {Oos rro"Alnmpov ooov Kara r1]vo< {3t&.cr8w, 
vwµfiv ILcrKorrov l'iµµa Ka! 1Jx1/<crcrav dKou·ryv 
Kat "f\wcrcrav, Kp'ivai oe M"fr.p rroM071pw t°Ae'Yxov 
i~ €µl8ev p718€vra. 

I interpret ILcrKorrov as meaning 'having no (real) object,' guided by 
Parmenides' identification of the object of thought with 'that for the sake 
of which the thought exists' (frag. 8. 34). He does not distinguish 'object' 
from 'aim' or ' mark.' 

' Cf. Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 325 a 13 (of the Eleatics): urrEp{:J&.nes r1)v 
a.rcr01JcrLJI Ka! rrapLa6vrcs avr1)v, ws rii} M"(lj) Olov ciKOAOV8EtJI. 
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rounded sphere of logical consistency, which threatens to leave 
the world as known to the senses an inexplicable tissue of 
delusion. 

116. The Way of Truth 

In the Thing which is (To lov), as Parmenides called it, we 
recognise, transparently enough, the primitive datum of philo­
sophy-physis conceived as a material continuum, and, above 
all, as divine. The ancients recognised the parent of Eleaticism 
in Xenophanes, 1 who ' looked at the whole sky and declared 
that the One is, namely God' ; and this view expresses the 
truth that Parmenides' ultimate premisses are : that God alone 
is, and that he is One. It is from the divinity of physis that 
his system is deduced. What he does is to argue, with his un­
relenting logic, that the attributes of unity, perfect continuity, 
and divinity (now construed in the Olympian sense of deathless 
immutability) exclude and negate plurality, discontinuity, and 
the changing movement of life. The system of Heracleitus, 
Ionian science, and the earlier forms of Pythagoreanism, all 
in their various ways attempted to combine the two sets of 
predicates, and to get the One to evolve somehow into the many. 
Parmenides declares that no such evolution is possible. His 
cosmology faces, and accepts as unanswerable, an objection that 
besets pantheism, and some other theisms, in all ages. If God 
is one and perfect in himself, why should he ever leave that 
state and go forth into unreality and imperfection ? Yet, if 
he does not do so, he ceases to be the pervasive life and moving 
soul of the world; he crystallises into a being that cannot be­
come, or move, or change ; and, since life is change, he is lifeless 
-a complete, immovable, continuous, homogeneous substance, 
unbegotten and imperishable. Necessity in all her forms, 
~oral, physical, f~tal (and, we must now add, logical), deprives 
him of the creative force of life. ' Dike does not loose her 
fetters and let anything come into being or pass away, but holds 
it fast.' 2 ' Mastering Ananke holds it in the bonds of the 

1 See above, p. 177. 
11 Parm. frag. 8. 13 : ollu -ye11t1T8a.' 

otlT' /J]\Jl.111T8a.' a111)Ke il£1C7J xa.J\dua.ua. 1r'to71'V'll 
dJl.JI.' txe1, 
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JjJnit that fences it on every side.' 1 'Moira has fettered it so 
88 to be whole and immovable.' 2 Thus all the original life of 
the ultimate physis is frozen out of it ; the World Egg is har­
dened to adamant, and cannot hatch. That it should become 
and perish, both be and not be, change its place, or vary its 
colour-all these are mere' names,' which mortals have agreed 
to use, believing them to be true.3 Thus, Parmenides absolutely 
rejects the Heracleitean harmony of opposites. 

The One Being of Parmenides' vision is the Monad of the 
Pythagoreans, but it is no longer a ' fountain of ever-flowing 
nature.' The whole doctrine of the procession of numbers out 
of the One is shorn away, because that One can no longer contain 
within itself the principle of the manifold ; since it is absolutely 
and strictly One, the opposites and the many are not implicit 
within its nature, and therefore cannot come out of it. It is 
also the 'Limitless' of Anaximander; but Moira, instead of 
portioning it out into provinces, has now ' fettered it so as to be 
whole.' There can be no division or ' separating out ' ( a7roKptuii;) 
of opposites or elements. ' Thou canst not cut off what is from 
holding fast to what is, neither scattering itself abroad in an 
order (cosmos) nor coming together.' 4 Aristotle 0 called Par­
menides an' unphysicist' (chpvutKoi;), because he did away with 
the principle of motion, which is physis. 

The disappearance of the doctrine of the procession of numbers 
out of the One, which is cut off at one blow of Parmenides' logic, 
has disguised from critics, ancient and modem, the fact that 
the Way of Truth starts from Pythagoreanism; but the Pytha­
gorean character of the Way of Opinion is recognised. In con­
sidering this second way of search, we will put aside for the 

1 Frag. 8. 30 : Kpo.upT, -yiip 'A11d'Y"1l 
1r'elpo.Tos 111 8euµ.o'L1T111 txe1, T6 µ.111 dµ.tf>is Up-ye,. 

11 Frag. 8. 37 : brd T6 -ye Mo'Lp' i1ri8711Te11 
oti]\011 d1C£1171r611 r' tµ.e11a.1. 

a Frag. 8. 38 : T~ 1rd11r' /J110µ.' t1TTa.1 
IJ1Tua. fJpoTol Ka.Tt8e11ro 1r'E1r'o186Tes el11a.' d.J\7181), 
-yl"f11eu8a.1 re Ka.I /JJ\J\11u8a.1, el11a.£ re Ka.I ofJxl, 
Ka.l r61r'Oll aJ\J\dO'ITElll Ollt TE xp6a. t/J0.11011 d.µ.e£fJe,ll, 

' Frag. 2: o(J "'(iip d1roTµ.1j~e1 TO io11 Toii i611Tos fx.e1T8a.' 
ot!re O'K,011dµ.e11011 1r'dn11 1rd11Tws Ka.Tii K6<Tµ.011 
ot!Te u111111Trdµ.e11011. 

1 Ap. Sext • ..4dv, Math. x, 46. 
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moment the disputed question, what a philosopher can mean 
by propounding a cosmology (the details of which, so far as we 
know, were his own, and have been taken as such by most, if 
not all, of his readers), and yet declaring that 'there is no true 
belief ' in them. Our first business must be to establish the type 
of this physical system, and determine from what part of the 
Pythagorean scheme of thought it is derived. 

117. The Way of Opinion 

This second part of the poem begins as follows (frag. 8. 50) : 
' Here do I close my trustworthy speech and thought about the 
truth. Opinions (oo~a~), mortal opinions, thou must hence­
forward learn, hearkening to the deceptive ordering of my words. 

'Two forms (µopcpa~) there are, which mortals have made 
up their minds to name (ovoµateiv), one of which they 
ought not to name, and that is where they have gone astray. 
They have distinguished them as opposite in body (8€µa~), and 
assigned them visible tokens 1 distinct from one another-to 
the one the Fire of heaven, a gentle thing, very light, in every 
direction the same as itself, but not the same as the other. The 
other is just the opposite to it, indiscernible Night, a dense 
and heavy body (0€µa1>). Of these I declare to thee the whole 
disposition, as it seems likely ; for so no mortal judgment shall 
outstrip thee.' 

Two other fragments give us little more light : ' Now that all 
things have been named (ovoµacnai) Light and Night, and 
the names which belong to their several powers have been 
assigned to these things and to those, everything is full at once 

1 <Ti/µu.T11.. The word seems to mean 'visible signs,' 'tokens,' almost 
'symbols.' Fire, for instance, may be regarded as a visible embodiment 
(~lµu.s) of one 'form,' rather than completely identical with it. It stands 
for it, represents it visibly. That body is a mark or vi!Jible sign, is one of 
the meanings of the Orphic dictum, <Twµu. <T1jµu., for qfiµu. means ' tomb' only 
because it meant a mark or sign of a place which is taboo, or 'impure,' 
and so a gravestone or pillar. Plato (Pltaedr. 250c) avails himself of both 
senses : Ku.Ba.pol llvres Kal ci<Tfiµu.VToi TovTov 8 11iJ11 <Twµu. 7rEp1<f>ipo11TEJ lJJ1oµd.!;oµe11, 
where d.<TiJµu.11Toi means that we are not marked by this gravestone called a 
body. Cf. Heracleitus' use of <T71µal11E111 above, p. IS7. See also J, Adam, 
Religious Teachers of Greece (1908), p. 96. 
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of Light and unapparent Night, both equal, since neither has 
any part in the other.' 1 

At the end of the poem (frag. 19) : ' Thus, according to 
Opinion, did these things come into being (~cpv), and thus they 
are now, and after this shall grow and come to their end. Men 
have stamped them each with a name to know them by.' 2 

The two fundamental' forms• in this scheme are Light and 
Dark, and the other pairs of contrary attributes may be regarded 
as attaching to these two substances (if substances they be): 

Toot which Is and Tlw,t which Is Not 
Light and Dark 

Warm and Cold (Aristotle) 
Light and Heavy 

(Rare) and Dense 
Fire (Heaven) and Earth 

Male and Female.3 

Now, we know that the Orphic said of himself: 'I am the child 
of Earth and of the starry Heaven,' 4 believing that the divine 
and immortal soul came down from the heavenly fires, and was 
imprisoned in the darkness of the earthy body. The same truth 
is symbolised in the descent of Orpheus and Parmenides into the 
dark underworld and their resurrection into the light of day. 
Aristotle speaks of the' theologians• (Orphic) who made all things 
come into being out of Night, and contrasts with the ancient 
poets who said that Zeus was king of all, others who held that 
the eldest Gods were Night and Heaven. 5 In the Way of Opinion 
we are on Orphic ground, and the fundamental scheme is the 
fall and descent from the region of heavenly light, reality, and 
truth, to the darkness, unreality, and falseness of bodily existence. 

1 Frag. 9: a.fJTO.p i1fti6i] 'Jl"d.na. <f>d.os Kai 11i>~ 0116µa<TTu.1 
KU.I Tel Ka.TO. <T</>ETlpa.s 6v11d.µeis irl TO"i<Tl TE KU.I Tois, 
rci11 'lfhfOll E<TTlll oµoiJ tl>d.Eos Ka.I llVKT~S d.<f>6.11rov, 
f<TWll d.µ<f>oripw11. t'lfd ofl6ETfP'I µfru. µ718£11. 

2 Tots a• ll110µ' IJ.118pw.,,.oi KaTi8e11T' brl<T71µ011 iKa<TTCfl. A 'name' also is a. 
ufiµu., embodying or entombing a thing or meaning, which it <T71µu.l11ei. 

3 See 0. Kern, Arch.f. Gesch. d. Phil. iii. p. 174, for the male and female 
character of the two principles and the bisexed Eros in Pa.rmenides. 

' Orphic tablets, D.F. V. 2, ii. 480; above, p. 179. 
I .Met. ]\ 6, 1071 b 26; "4, 109lb 4. D.JJ'. V. 9, ii. 475. 
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What Parmenides does in the Way of Opinion is to take this 
purely Orphic conception of a descent from light to darkness, and 
expurgate that other, Dionysiac, view of life and death as a 
perpetual process of change revolving in a cycle, which Hera­
cleitus had championed against the Orphic and Olympian 
notions of the destiny of the soul. Both views, we have seen, 
were inherent in the religious tradition of mysticism, before philo­
sophy appeared ; they are now separated out, as their incon­
sistency becomes apparent, by Heracleitus and Parmenides. If 
we start from this point, we can deduce the other characteristics 
of the Way of Opinion, and perhaps gain new light upon them. 

Let us note, in the first place, that Parmenides says that mortals 
have decided to name two' forms'; and that where they have 
gone wrong is in naming the second. He does not say they 
were wrong to name the first. Aristotle, moreover, says that 
' he ranks the Warm under the head of That which Is, its opposite 
under the head of That which Is Not.' 1 The natural conclusion 
is that Parmenides meant that Fire, the principle of light and 
warmth, is the embodiment (SEµa~), or visible token (uijµa), of 
the real, as it were an effiuence from that inward omnipresent 
God who alone Is, into the world of 'seeming' (c%Ea). Par­
menides must have had in his mind some distinction between 
' reality ' and ' appearance.' Probably he did not distinguish 
'appearance' from 'opinion': both are what 'seem' to 
mortals, and S6Ea probably covers both meanings. The con­
fusion makes Parmenides speak as if mortals were responsible 
for the appearance of the world. He cannot have really thought 
this, in any sense that we should put upon it ; his difficulties 
arise largely because he cannot get his thought clear about the 
meaning of S6Ea. 

If mortals were not wrong when they named the first ' form ' 
fire, they did go astray when they named the second, and they 
ought not to have named it at all. Why not ? Because there 
is no thing ( <Jv) to correspond to these names in the second 
column of contraries. As Aristotle says, they come 'under 
the head of That which Is Not.' These opposites, or antagonists, 
of the principle of Light simply are not ; they are names which 

1 Met. A5, 986b 35: rovrwJI 6f Kara µl11 ro 3v ro Oepµ.ov rctTre1, 80.repov 6l 
Kem~ ro µ.:;, 6v. 
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denote nothing, or a 'not-thing' (µ:ry €6v), words that stand 
for no positive existing things whatever.1 

It is here that Parmenides joins issue with Ionian science 
and with Heracleitus. Both these types of system had ex­
plained ' becoming ' by the separation and conflict, or har­
mony and reconciliation, of opposites, regarded as equal and 
balancing powers, each with a domain, or a force, of its own. 
Parmenides sweeps this whole conception away. In these pairs 
of antagonists which' men have agreed to name,' one member 
is a not-thing, a mere word; only the other stands for anything 
real. The War of Opposites, and all those views of life and 
death which hang with it, are banished, by the same uncom­
promising logic that banished life from the real being of God. 

If this is so, we can explain frag. 9, quoted above (p. 218), as 
follows : When these narnes, Light and Night, have once been 
given, and all the other pairs of contrary names that go with 
them, then we have all things ' full at once of Light and Night,' 
and these are equal, and independent of one another. The two 
antagonists are set up, and they can go about their wars and 
reconciliations. But the whole process is illegitimate : one 
set of names denotes no positive things. 

What, then, can Parmenides mean by declaring that cold, 
heavy, dark, etc., are mere names, without things to correspond 1 
Only one explanation seems possible ; it is simple, and surely it 
would easily occur to the father of Logic. It is that cold only 
means not-hot, dark means not-light, and so on.2 Heat and 
light exist (or represent something that exists); cold and dark­
ness are absences of them. This explanation has the authority 
of Aristotle ; a and we cannot see what other conclusion 

l I do not think Parmenides meant liy ro µ.1) 611 the absoltitely non-existent as 
we conceive it; rather it was, as it were, a subject with no predicates, only 
to be described negatively, like Anaximander's l1:1rnpov, or Aristotle's formless 
matter. The distinction between negative existential propositions (x does 
not exist) and negative Subject-Predicate propositions (x is not A) was not 
yet drawn. Parmenides' µ.1/ 611 is an x which is not A, not B, etc., for all 
positive predicates. . . . , 

2 Cf. the 'not-things' (µ.1) 611ra) which the Eleatic Stranger m Plato s 
SophiBt allows himself, with due respect to Parmenides, to reinstate from 
being nothing to being other tltinga. 

3 De Gen. et Corr. 318 b, 3 ff.: ofov ro µ.(11 8Epµ.b11 KCl.T?J";'Opla rts Ka.I El~os, 7i U 
1fuxp6r11s 11Tlp?J<Tts. O. Gilbert, Griech. Religionspltilosophie, p. 49, note I. 
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Parmenides could have reached from his rigidly monistic 
premisses, or what difficulty there was, that could arrest a mind 
so powerful as his before he reached it. 

We hold, then, that to Parmenides the process of becoming 
which brought the visible world into existence was like the fall 
of the Orphic soul-a declension or degradation of light, till it 
fails and dies out in darkness and nonentity. The fact that 
the earth itself, which to the ordinary materialist seems so 
solid and real, is at the lower end of this scale, did not stagger 
Parmenides : in the language of any mystic, ' earthy ' means 
dark, unreal, false. When he calls dark Night ' a compact and 
heavy body,' he evidently means the earth; 1 the more com­
pact and heavy it is, the further is it from being- a true embodi­
ment of the substance of God. But even the earth, though 
low in the scale, has still some fire and heat and light in it. 

If we sink still further, what do we reach at the nadir~ The 
power of darkness, Moira, Lachesis, Ananke. Modern critics 
apparently think of this figure, as of a lady whom it is not quite 
decorous to accommodate with a seat in the centre of the earth, 
presumably because they do not realise that the earth is verging 
on non-existence.2 She is Necessity, on whose knees is the 
spindle with its turning whorls, in the vision of Er. But she 
is also Aphrodite, who contrived Eros, first of the Gods, 
and the axis of her spindle passes through the midst of the 
'crowns' up to the limits of the world. It is the path of souls, 
who ascend upwards and fall downwards. 3 Light is also Soul ; 

1 Cf. O. Gilbert, Arcli. Gesch. Phil. xx. p. 42. 
1 Professor Burnet, who feels this impropriety (E.G.P. 2, p. 219), now 

politely hands her to a place in the Milky Way, good-humouredly abandon· 
ing his former effort to make a hole through the earth for her and turn it 
from a. sphere into a ring. 

3 Simpl. Phys. 39, 18: TU.UTT/II{' Afj>po8LT?J") Kat Oew" alrla" el11u.l f/>?JITL Xl"'f"'" 
(frag. 13), "7rprlnwT011 µ.!" -Epwra Oew11 Jl.?JTl1TaTo 7ra11rec111," Kai rcis Y,11xO.s 
7rlµ.11"ELll 'lf'OTli JI.Ell lK TOO lK¢a11ovs Els TO aeL~is, 11"0Tf 8f 6.1'a11"aXl1' f/>?JITLll. Plato, 
Rep. 616 B ff., describes a 'straight pillar of light, stretched all through 
the heaven and the earth,' which is apparently the axis of the cosmos 
and the shaft of the spindle of Necessity (see J. Adam, ad loc.). The 
souls journey to the centre of this light, i.e. the centre of the earth and 
of the uni.verse. I believe that Pa.rmenides' path of souls is similar, and 
that hie Dike is u.t the centre. The di..fficultiee of interpretation which 
beset both Parmenides' and Plato's descriptions a.re ultimately due to the 
attempt to combine the 'Dionyeiac' and 'Orphic ' conceptions, whose in-
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hence we are told that men were first born from the sun, 1 and 
that the dead body cannot perceive light and warmth and 
sound, because the fire has failed out of it.2 Fire, or Light, is 
thus the soul-substance, and nearest akin to the substance of 
God. 

But, finally, let us observe that the life which has gone out of 
God, has come back into Nature. The Goddess, throned in the 
centre, is the Queen of Life, Aphrodite; and of her, Eros, 
banished by Olympianism, is born again. The downward fall 
of life from the heavenly fires is countered by an upward impulse 
which ' sends the souls back from the seen to the unseen.' We 
have here a hint of the movement of life interpreted as desire for 
perfection, which leads to important developments in later con­
ceptions of physis. The last resource of Nature, deserted by 
God, is to aspire towards that perfection which lies above and 
beyond her reach, and in that aspiration she regains the life 
which God has lost. 

We would not leave the impression that Parmenides was 
satisfied with this physical system, obtained by developing the 
Orphic view to its logical conclusion and expurgating the 
Dionysiac. He was too much in earnest with his monism to be 
content, and too penetrating and sincere to hide from himself 
or others that he had not really reduced the power of darkness 
to an empty name. So he calls the Way of Opinion misleading. 

consistency we have pointed out. The 'Dionysia.c' pa.th of souls is a circle, 
from the upper region of light above the earth to the dark region below and 
back a.gain. Parmenides adopts this for his own journey to the underworld. 
But according to that view Dike ought to be in Tarta.rus, under the earth, 
not in the centre. The Orphic path of souls is from heaven down to earth, 
and the lowest point is the centre of earth, where the Pythagorean central 
fire and Dike ought to be. Cf. Theol. Arith. p. 6 ff. ed. Ast, which states 
that the Pythagoreans place a iva8LKOS 8ul.7r11pos Kv(:Jos 'll"Epl ro µ.e1To11 TWP TEIT· 
1Tapw11 ITTo,xelwv, and o! 7rep1 'Eµ.11"E8oK"-ia Kai IIapµ.E11lo7111 follow them in so far 
as they maintain rt,11 µ.011aoLK1/11 <f>u1T111 'EITTlu.s rpo7rov i11 µ.e1TCf:1 !8pu1TOa, Kai Sui rb 
l1T6pporo11 q,11Xd.1T1TEW rt,11 a~Ti)11 1!8pa11 {see 0. Gilbert, loc. cit. p. 42 ; and 
Griech. Religionsphilosophie (1911), pp. 185, 189 ff.). Plato (Rep. 616) 
attempts to combine both by making the pillar of light at its two poles 
spread out into a belt which runs all round the heavenly sphere {if Adam, 
ad loc., is right). The very fa.ct that scholars are divided on the question 
whether Parmenides' journey is to heaven or the underworld points to 
Pa.rmenidee not being clear in hie own mind. 

i Diog. ix. 22. 1 Theophr. de Sen.sti, 3. 
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We take his position to be this. If God is really and absolutely 
One and perfect, then there is nothing to be made of the world 
~e see, with its plurality and changing life. The Way of-Opinion 
is the best that can be made of it ; but still it will not do. God, 
with his unity and immutable perfection, has gone out of the 
world, and animates it no longer. One or the other must be 
given up : either such a God is not, or the world infected with 
darkness and evil cannot come from him. It is Parmenides' 
glory to have formulated this dilemma with unfaltering courage, 
and made his choice-the choice of the ' unphysicist,' the Mystic. 

118. EMPEDOCLES 

We have considerable fragments of two long poems by Em­
pedocles, called Purifications and About Nature. The current 
opinion is that the religious views contained in the Purifications 
are inconsistent with the physical theory of the other poem ; 
and Professor Burnet adds that ' this is just what we should 
expect to find. All through this period, there seems to have 
been a gulf between men's religious beliefs, if they had any, and 
their cosmological views. The few points of contact (between 
the two poems) which we have mentioned may have been 
sufficient to hide this from Empedocles himself.' i 

This is a hard saying; and the following account of Em­
pedocles will, we hope, make it clear that it is not a true one. 
In our view, there is no more inconsistency in Empedocles' 
system of things-religious and scientific-than that which we 
have pointed out as already inherent in the Orphic and Pytha­
gorean doctrines of immortality. Empedocles seems to us to 
make a heroic and amazingly ingenious effort to reconcile these 
views of the nature and destiny of the soul with Ionian physical 

1 E.G.P.2, p. 289. Cf. Zeller, Phil. d. Griech.0, i. p. 806: Anders verhalt 
es sic~ mit gewissen religiosen Lehren und Vorschriften, welche . . . mit 
den w1ssenschaftlichen Grundsatzen unseres Physikers in keiner sichtbaren 
Verbindung stehen. In diesen Satzen konnen wir nur Glaubensartikel 
sehen .... Rohde, Psyche3, ii. 175 : Zumeist aber stehen in seiner Vor­
stellungswelt Theologie und Naturwissenscha.ft unverbunden neben ein­
ander. In spite of these authorities, the entertaining of religious beliefs 
which will not square with the same person's philosophical opinions seems 
to . me characteristic ra.ther of modern orthodoxy than of the 'Greek 
philosophers. 
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science, and he comes within an ace of succeeding. We regard 
his physical system as modelled on his religious beliefs and 
dictated by them. We shall, therefore, reverse the usual practice 
of discussing first the poem About Nature and explaining its 
conclusions as reached by purely rational processes of reasoning, 
mainly in reaction against Parmenides. There is, of course, 
truth in that point of view ; but what we are concerned to dis­
cover is the innermost convictions of Empedocles, the view of 
life and of the world, which made him dissent from Parmenides 
in some points and agree with him in others. The driving power, 
the cause of Empedocles' system, is not only, or chiefly, intel­
lectual dissatisfaction with Parmenides' theories, but a pro­
found belief that a somewhat different interpretation of the 
mystic view of the soul and God provides a scheme which, when 
we use it to interpret nature, leads to conclusions not so para­
doxically at variance with sense-data and with Ionian science 
as those of Parmenides. We shall, accordingly, begin with the 
religious poem, in which that interpretation is plainly set forth. 
It states in mythical form the very doctrine which the poem 
About Nature attempts to throw into more scientific language. 

We learn from Aristotle 1 that Empedocles' poems were 
'esoteric,' in the sense explained by Professor Margoliouth in 
his recent edition of the Poetics. 2 They were, that is to say, 
first learnt by heart, without being understood, because it ' took 
time for them to be assimilated.' When the whole text had 
thus got into the mind, one part of it would throw light upon 
another, and so the hidden meaning would gradually come out. 
If Empedocles' writings were of this character, we should beware 
of charging him with inconsistency, and rather look out for 
cross-references, characteristic of this method of writing, of 
which, in fact, we shall encounter some instances.3 Probably 
it will be found that Parmenides' poems are similarly esoteric. 
This would explain the metrical form used by both philosophers ; 

1 Eth. Nie. '115, 1147 a 18: 1Ca.I "fap o! tP rd.8ecrL To&rou (states of drunken­
ness, etc.) lJ117es &.rooelteis Ka.I lr11 Al"fol/cr111 'Eµ.11"eooKXlovs, Ka.I o! 7rpwT011 µ,a8011us 
cr1111elpo11cr1 µ,£11 'TOVS AO"fOllS, fcra.cr1 Of ot'.J7rw' oe'; "fO.p cr11µ,<f>11'ijpa.1, 'TOU'TO OE xpo11011 
oel'Ta.1. Schol. ad loc. : ·1111µ,<f>v'ij11a.1. olo11e! <f>6cr111 "fEJIEU8a.1 rl,11 lt111 Ell a.Orors. 

2 D. S. Margoliouth, The Poetics of Aristotle, p. 22. London, 1911. 
1 I had already observed these cross-references before I learned from 

ProfeBSor Margoliouth the na.ture of esoteric composition. 
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for it is convenient that such writings should be both compact 
and easily committed to memory.1 

119. The PuRIFICA'l'IONS 

Parts of the introductions to both poems are fortunately 
preserved; and the impression we get by comparing them is 
that Empedocles regarded the Purifications as containing a fuller 
revelation of truth than the other. Addressing Pausanias at 
the beginning of the physical poem, he dwells on the difficulty 
and darkness that beset men in this mortal life; how hard it is 
for their mind to grasp truth through their eyes and ears. Pau­
sanias is not to distrust his senses altogether; they leave some 
'opening for understanding' (frag. 4). But it is only an imperfect 
comprehension that can come that way. 'Thou, then, since 
thou hast found thy way hither, shalt learn no more than mortal 
mind hath power.' 2 

He calls upon the Muse to allow him to hear what is lawful for 
the children of a day, and tells her that no garlands of honour 
offered by mortals shall force her to lift them from the ground, 
at the cost of her speaking more than is religiously permissible 
~oul17'> ?rA.fov), or taking a seat upon the heights of wisdom 
(frag. 4). 

Contrast with this the opening of the Purifications. Em­
pedocles there says that he goes about among men 'an im-

1 Our view of Empedocles agrees with that taken by Aristotle (Met. 
fJ 4, 1001 a 5 ff.), who discusses him under the head of 'the school of 
Hesiod and all theologians' (8<oM')'ot), who only think of what convinces 
themselves and take no trouble about persuading us. He singles out 
Empedocles as 'the one whose statements might be expected to be mo.1t 
consistent' (lJv11«p ol718El'f/ AE')'<iv l!v ns µa]uura oµo-Xo,..ovµlvws aiir4J), and says 
that 'even he' makes the principle of destruction (Neikos) also that which 
produces everything, except the One, that is God. This is not the incon­
sistency which modern writers discover between the two poems, but 
belongs .to ?oth equally~ and in i~self it is no more an inconsistency than 
Heracle1tus correspondmg doctrme that 'Strife is Justice,' explained 
above, p. 190. 

2 Frag. 2: u(J o' o~v, brd wo' /'X,&.u871s, 
71'e6crea' oti 7l'heo11 "1€ [3ponl't/ µfins l'ipwpE11. 

I take this as meaning that Pausanias' soul, having 'found its way' into this 
morta~ body, must be content to look out through the senses and 80 gain 
what imperfect knowledge can come to it through them. 
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mortal God, no mortal now, honoured among all as is meet, 
wreathed with fillets and flowery crowns.' He seems to have 
no fear that ' garlands of honour ' will uplift him too high ; 1 

he has attained the heights of wisdom, and now does not scruple 
to declare it. ' Why should I harp on these things, as if it were 
any great matter that I should surpass mortal, perishable men?' 
(frag. 113). ' Friends, I know indeed that truth is in the words I 
shall utter ; but it is hard for men, and jealous are they of the 
assault of belief in their souls' (frag. 114). Empedocles does not 
now invoke the Muse, or pray that his lips may be pure and not 
go beyond what is lawful. He speaks as an immortal God, 
uttering truth from the heights of wisdom. It is strange that 
his modern interpreters should not seek in this poem the real 
convictions of Empedocles, but should treat it as so much mere 
' religious belief,' which we may expect to be inconsistent with 
his theory of nature. On the contrary, his violent disapproval 
of Parmenides-to whom the words, ' 0 ye Gods, turn aside my 
tongue from the madness of those men ! ' 2 are supposed to refer 
-may well have been due to the very fact, so creditable to Par­
menides' logic and candour, that he had not been able to 
construct a physical theory that would harmonise with the Way 
of Truth. Empedocles' principal motive is to find a new Way 
of Opinion, which will not contradict the religion he passionately 
proclaims. He almost says as much when, in open contrast 
with Parmenides, he bids Pausanias ' listen to the course of his 
argument which is not deceptive.' 3 True, no theory of the sense 
world can be free from that element of falsity and darkness which 

I Compare Ilepi <J?6crews, frag. 4. 6 (above paraphrased) : 
µ7161 ere -y' ulo6~0(0 [3d/1Jffa( ll.v8ea. nµfis 
7rp0$ 8v'1)TWI' dve"Xicr8a,, i<j>' WI 8' ocrl71s 71'Af011 el11'£t/I 
8&.pcrei' Kai TOTE ai, cro<f>l11s br' 4Kp01<1' 8oa,i"ei11 

and Ka9apµol, frag. 112 : 
f')'W o' vµ£11 8eos 4µ.[3poTOS' o{/Kln 91171T6s, 
rw'XeiJµa' µETO. 'll'a,11', TEnµ.lvos, t:J<Trep lotKa, 
Ta111lais TE 11'"Epl<TTE11'"TOS <TTl<j>e<Tw TE 8a",\Elais. 

I take this for an esoteric cross-reference. 
2 Frag. 4. 
a Frag. 17. 26: crv o' ILKOllE l\6')'011 <TTOh011 OUK cbraT71l\011, contrasted with 

Pann. 8, 52: µ.cl.v8a.ve Ko<Tµo11 iµ.w11 hrlwv draT7JhOll aKOVWll. Note that 
Empedocles uses M,..os where Parmenides has brlw11. Parmenides' physical 
system is (p&rtly) a cosmos of words, names ; Empedocles' system is a M,..os, 
with a rational and consistent meaning. 
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infects its object; but Empedocles is determined that it shall 
not be in open conflict with the Truth. 

120. The Exile of the Soul 

The basis of Empedocles' position is disclosed in the famous 
fragment describing the exile of the soul and its wanderings 
round the wheel of rebirth : 1 

'There is an oracle of Necessity, a decree of the Gods from 
of old, everlasting, with broad oaths fast sealed, that, whensoever 
on~ of th~ daemons, whose portion is length of days, has sinfully 
stamed his hands with blood, or followed Strife 2 and sworn 
a false oath, he must wander thrice ten thousand seasons a 

away from the Blessed, being born throughout the time in all 
manner of mortal forms, passing from one to another of the 
painful paths of life. . 

'For ~he power of the Air drives him seaward; and the Sea 
spews him ?ut on the dry land ; Earth hurls him into the rays 
of the blazmg Sun, and Sun into the eddies of Air. One from 
another receives him, and he is loathed of all 

' ?f these now am I also one, an exile from 0God and a wanderer 
having put my trust in raging Strife.' ' 

That the doctrine contained in these lines was not invented 
by .Empedocles is certain from the fact that the essential features 
of it are to be found in Pindar's second Olympian,4 written for 

1 Frag. 115: l<TT!11 'A11d.yK17s xpf'/µa., Oew11 1ffJ</J1<Tµa. ra.Xa.1611 
d.ta1011, rXa.TEE<T<TI KU.TE<T</Jp17-y1<Tµt!11011 IJpKOW , 
eifft! ;is d.~rXa.KLp<Ti q,61111' rplXa. -yul'a. µ11Jvr1t 
<N EIKEt 0 > IJs K irlopKOll d.µa.pTf,<Ta.s froµ6<T<T'[/ 
aa.lµ.011es otn; µa.Kpa.lw11os XeMxa.<T1 fJlo10 • , 
Tpls µ111 µupla.s wpa.s dro µa.Kapw11 d.X&.X;<TOa.1 
</Juoµ.fvovs 7rU.llTOICi au\ Xp611ov efaea. 011'1/TWll , 
dp-ya.Xia.s fJ16To10 µeTa.XXd.O'<TOll'Ta. KeXd!Oovs. 

al0ip1011 P.Ell -yd.p O'</Jli P.fJIOS 7r611To11ae aiWKEI 
71"61/TOS a• ES x0011os ovaa.s a7rf7rTVO'E, -ya.ta. a• f; a.li-ycls 
7/liXlov rpa.t!8011Tos, o a• a.lOt!pos ¥µ.fJa.X11 at11a.1s• 
4XXos a• Ee 4XXov aexeTai, O'TV-yeOVO'I aE rd.11ns. 

Tw11 Ka.I 1-y~ 11i/11 elµ.1, rpv-ycls Oe60e11 Ka.l d.X'ljT'1/S 
N ElK11i' µa.1110µ/11"' 7rl<TVllOS. , 

b 2 .I ~ccept D~els: NelK11i as a certain restoration of the word lost at the 
e~1~nmg of this hne. Its appropriateness will appear later. 
, i.e. 10,000 years. Cf.' Die~erich, Nekyia, 119. 

n ~~= ~~agm216ents of Pindar a Threnoi supply further details. Rohde 
.r 8'!/Ctoe , 11, , ' 
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Theron of Acragas, where Empedocles was born, at a date when 
Empedocles was a boy. Throughout the course of that majestic 
Ode revolves, as we have seen, the wheel of Time, Destiny, and 
Judgment.1 The doctrine can be classed unhesitatingly as 
' Orphic.' The soul is conceived as falling from the region of 
light down into the' roofed-in Cave,' the' dark meadow of Ate' 
(frag. 119, 120, 121). This fall is a penalty for sin-flesh-eating or 
oath-breaking.2 Caught in the wheel of Time, the soul, preserv­
ing its individual identity, passes through all shapes of life. 
This implies that man's soul is not 'human': human life 
(o avBpw1rwoi; /3foi;) is only one of the shapes it passes 
through. 3 Its substance is divine and immutable, and it is 
the same substance as all other soul in the world. In this sense, 
the unity of all life is maintained; but, on the other hand, each 
soul is an atomic individual, which persists throughout its ten 
thousand years' cycle of reincarnations. The soul travels the 
round of the four elements: 'For I have been, ere now, a boy 
and a girl, a bush (earth), a bird (air), and a dumb fish in the 
sea' (frag. 117). These four elements compose the bodies which 
it successively inhabits. 

The soul is further called 'an exile from God (8e6Bev) and 
a wanderer,' and its offence, which entailed this exile, is de­
scribed as 'following Strife,' 'putting trust in Strife.' At the 
end of the cycle of births, men may hope to 'appear among 
mortals as prophets, song-writers, physicians, and princes ; 4 

and thence they rise up, as Gods exalted in honour, sharing the 
hearth of the other immortals and the same table, free from 
human woes, delivered from destiny (a'TT'OKA7Jpot ?) and harm' 
(frag. 146, 147). Thus the course of the soul begins with separa­
tion from God, and ends in reunion with him, after passing 
through all the moirai of the elements. 

i Xp611os, Moi'pa., ALK'f/ are the keywords throughout. See above, p. 171. 
2 That' defiling the hands (or limbs, -yvZa.) with blood' means tlesh-eating 

and animal sacrifice is clear from fra.g. 128, 136, 137, 139; cf. Hippol. Ref. 
viii. 29 (D.F. V. 9, p. 206). Oath-breaking is ta.ken from Hesiod, Theog. 793. 

8 Cf. Xen. Oyrop. viii. 7. 17 ff. and A. E. Taylor's remarks on the affinity 
of this passage with Plato's Phaedo ( Varia Boer. i. 33), The flesh is a 'strange 
garment' (frag. 126), not native to the soul. 

' Compare Pindar's list (Threnoi, frag. 133, Christ): kings, athletes, poets 
(tro</Jlfl. µi-y1<TT01), who are called 'pure heroes' (~pwes d.yJtol); and Plato's nine 
stages (Phaedrus, 248 D). 
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Now it is chiefly, if not solely, on the ground of this doctrine 
of immortality, that the Purificat,imts have been condemned as 
inconsistent with the poem On Nature, where it is generally held 
that ' there can be no question of an immortal soul.• 1 We hope 
to show that there is no inconsistency at all ; but before we can 
do so, we must turn to the analysis of the physical system. The 
remaining doctrines contained in the Purifications will most 
conveniently be taken in connection with their counterparts in 
the theory of nature. 

121. The World Period 

T~e course of the world, as we expect, is modelled on the 
cyclic movement of the soul above described. It begins in a 
state of unity, with all the elements mixed in the 'Sphere' by 
~ove. The~, as Love. streams out of the mass, and Strife pours 
m from outside, there is a process of separation which terminates 
at the lowest point of the circle, in complete segregation of th~ 
elements. into four regions. The process is then reversed. 
Lov:e b~gms to prevail and draws the elements into fusion again, 
ending m the complete reunion of the Sphere. 

The factors in this scheme have already been discussed 
(p .. 6~), and we have followed ancient authority 2 in distin­
gwshing the four elements as 'bodily,' while Love and Strife 
are of that atten!1ated and fluid consistency which belongs to 
soul-substance, with the least conceivable degree of corporeality. 
Empedocles, says Aristotle, identifies Love with the Good · and 
Love is _both. a ~°'?ng principle, since it draws together: and 
a matenal, smce it is a part of the mixture. 3 To move is the 
function of Soul, or God ; but Soul and God can still only be 
thought of as the finest forms of matter. 

The two new elements are invoked to cause motion which 
Pa~menides had excluded from the real. Love and St;ife are, 
as it were, the two life-forces which once animated matter but 
now, as matter s~lidifies into impenetrable atoms, are squ;ezed 
out of it and conceived as subtle and mobile fluids. Strife is 

1 Burnet, E.G.P. 2, p. 283. 
2 JiJ.g. Simpl. Phys. 25, 21 : Ta µb '1wµa.nd. '1Toixeia. roiei TiTTo.pa. Tar 8l 

Kvplws clpxcis • • • +,>.tcil' Ko.1 NEiKos. Cf. Ariet. Met. A 5 • Aet i 3 201 

1 Met. A 10, lOiob 2. ' • • • ' 
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spoken of as ' running out ' of the members of the universe, and, 
in proportion as it does so, ' a soft, immortal stream of blameless 
Love • pours in to take its place.1 We need not be surprised at 
Aristotle's statement 2 that Empedocles' Love is the substrate 
of the One, in the same sense as the Water of Thales, the Fire of 
Heracleitus, the Air of Anaximenes. For those earliest philo­
sophers, the primary element was still alive, and consequently 
self-moving. Empedocles' fluids of Love and Strife are half­
way between this conception of an internal life spontaneously 
moving matter from within, and the purely external and de­
materialised motion, by which, in developed Atom.ism, one piece 
of matter moves another entirely by a mechanical shock from 
without. It is as living and self-moving soul-substances that 
Love and Strife are like the physis of the Ionians. 

Empedocles' scheme of the cycle of existence, in which worlds 
pass into being and perish again, is an adaptation of Anaxi­
mander's stages of existence, which we have analysed above 
(p. 8). 3 If we start from the ' Sphere ' or Reign of Love, in 
which all the elements are fused in one mass, it is easy to recog­
nise Anaximander's Limitless Thing, in its primal state, before 
the distinction of opposites has broken out. At the opposite 
pole, we have what he called the Reign of Justice-all four 
elements completely separated. In Empedocles, Strife plays 
the part of Moira or Lachesis ; 4 only Strife is now no longer a 
dim, mythical personality, like the moral power inherent in 
Anaximander's Limitless, but a divine fluid substance doing its 

work mechanically. 
At this point, there is a significant difference between the two 

systems. Empedocles interpolates the whole of the period of 
our world's existence between the Reign of Love and the Reign 

1 Frag. 35. 12: 8'1<101' ll' a.Uv U1f'fK1rpofU01, To<1ol' cilE11 ir'lj1£1 
1j'lriolf>pw1' 4>1MT7JTOS d.p.eµif>eas IJ.µ~poTOS opµ'lj. 

2 Met. {H, 996a 7. 
1 Thus Aristotle brings Anaximander'11 system and Empedooles' together : 

Phys. a. 4, 187 a, 20, ol 8' iK Toil el'lis tl'ofl<1cis TCis tl'ctl'TWT7JTctS tKKplvet1flci1, i1Jt1'll'l!p 
'Al'ci~1µci118p6s f/>71<11 icci! 8'10' 8' Iv Kt:d 'll"Oi\Ati ¢ci"'" Ell'ctl, i1Jt11rtp 'Eµre-lloKA~s Keil 
'A11al;ci-y6pcis' lK Toil µd-yµciTof -yap Ko.I, ol1ro1 l:tcKp£11ov'1' T!>.>.ci. llicirp€povt1L 8' 
d>.>.'lj>.w11 T~ Tiil' ,di' (Emp.) 1C'eplo8ol' 1C'Oi£11' TOUTWI', Tiil' 8' (Anaxag.) ltra~ • ••• 

4 So, in religious representation, the division of the world among the Gods 
wa.s regarded sometimes as fated a.nd determined by drawing of lots, some· 
times as the result of strife between the Gods (lpu). 
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of Strife. It occupies one half of the circle, in which we pass 
from zenith to nadir; and it is balanced by the opposite half, 
in which the movement is upwards from the Reign of Strife back 
to the Sphere, causing by the way the existence of another 
world, as Love regains the mastery. In Anaximander's scheme 
the Reign of Justice came next after the primal state of fusion 
and before the existence of individual things. The motive of 
Empedocles' rearrangement is clear. To him Strife is an. evil 
principle ; it causes separation, and, to the mystic, separation 
is evil, union is good. Hence, the state of the world in which 
Strife triumphs is the lowest depth of evil, not, as it was for 
Anaximander, a Reign of Justice. When it is fitted into the 
frame of the wheel, 1 it must occupy the lowest point, and the 
existence of worlds must fall in the two hemicycles, between the 
best state and the worst. 

122. The Hemispheres of Day arid N1:ght 

If we form a visual image of this world period, we see a circle 
divided by a horizontal diameter into two regions. The upper 
one is filled with light radiating from its pole, the lower with 
darkness which deepens into utter night at the bottom. Now 
this is precisely the picture which, in another connection, gives 
us the physical doctrine of the two hemispheres of Day and 
Night, which move round the earth in a circle. The diurnal 
hemisphere consists of fire; the nocturnal, of air (the dark 
principle) mixed with a little fire. 2 Day and Night are caused 
by, or rather consist of, these two hemispheres; the Sun is only 
a reflection of the diurnal fire, focused on the crystalline vault, 
and so it travels round with the daylight which causes it. This 
physical theory is manifestly a counterpart in actual space of 
the wheel of light and darkness, which in the world period is 
the wheel of birth and death. As the scattered rays of fire or 
light are gathered up into one focus, called the Sun, and then 
spread abroad again in the 'backward reflection,' 3 and mixed 

1 Cf. the last words of the quotation from Aristotle in note 3, p. 231. 
2 Ps.-Plut. Strom. (D.J?. V. 2 , p. 158. 30). 
3 d.vTaU'}'fla is the technical word. 

THE MYSTICAL TRADITION 233 

with darkness, so, in the cosmos, the soft stream of Love is 
gathered up into the unity of the Sphere, and then, as it is mixed 
with Strife, diffused and scattered in the opposite hemicycle 
of the wheel of existence. 

When we study the parts played by Fire and Air in the for­
mation of our world, it becomes clear that, of the ' bodily ' 
elements, Fire is the nearest akin to Love, Air to Strife. Thus, 
as Love draws things together, so Fire, in defiance of the common 
representation,1 is credited with a power of solidifying. The 
firmament (ovpav6i;) is solid, consisting of air compacted after 
the fashion of ice by fire. 2 The astonishing doctrine that fire 
freezes, can only be explained by this element's close kinship 
with the attracting force of Love ; and this also accounts for 
Aristotle's repeated statement that, though Empedocles has 
four elements, he reduces them to two, opposing fire to all the 
rest, and treating earth, water, and air as one physis.3 That 
Air, similarly, is nearest to Strife, follows from the analogy 
between the two hemispheres of Day (Fire) and Night (Air with a 
little fire) and the two halves of the world cycle dominated by 
Love and Strife. There is nothing in the doctrine of the equality 
of the elements to prevent us from ranging them in a series : 
Love, Fire, Water and Earth, Air, Strife. 

123. The Sphere and the Rei'gn of Love 

Can we now form a clear picture of the process which is going 
on at this moment, as our world passes from the Reign of Love 
to the Reign of Strife ~ 4. 

1 Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 336a 3: brHo~ 'Yap 7rlrpvKe11, ws rpaa-111, To µJ11 
9epµo11 OLaKpl11EL1I' TO o~ 'f vxpo11 CTVJILCTTctVat. 

2 Aet. ii. 11. 2 : G'TEpEµVLOV dvai TOii ovpavov ~~ &.epos a-vµ'lra'}'EVTOS V'lrO 7rVpos 
Kpva-rnhho£Li5ws. Cf. Aet. ii. 25. 15: E. Mpa a-vvecrTpaµµ€vo11 , •• 7r€7r7J"fOTa 
v7ro 7rvpos (T'qv a-eh~v71v). 'Fire in general had a solidifying power-' (Burnet., 
E.G.P. 2, p. 273). Plutarch's identification of fire with Neiko8, and water 
with Philia (de prim. frig. ,952B) appears to be mistaken. The firmament is 
the shell of the egg (Aet. ii. 31. 4), whose shape Empedocles, following 
Orphic tradition, attributed to the cosmos. 

3 De Gen. et Corr. ~ 3, 330b 19 (D.F. V. 2, p. 159); Met. A 4, 985a 31. 
4 That our world does fall in this hemicycle, not in the other, I regard as 

certain. See Burnet, E.G. P. 2, p. 270. 
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The point of departure is the Sphere. We are to conceive the 
four bodily elements in complete fusion. Outside them is 
Strife, forming an envelope ' at the outermost limits of the 
round,' and completely separated· from the elements.1 Where 
is Love ? It is evidently diffused in equal distribution through· 
out the whole. 2 If Empedocles had been a complete Atomist, 
he would have conceived the Sphere as consisting of molecules, 
each composed of five atoms-of Love, Fire, Water, Earth, Air 
-Strife alone being absent. But, as it is, we must think of 
portions, rather than atoms ; and we must remember that Love 
is not a bodily element,. but a soul-substance, and can therefore 
be conceived as continuously diffused throughout the whole 
mass, not broken up into discontinuous portions like the four 
primary bodies. If we suppose for a moment the molecular 
structure, then Love would not be a fifth atom, but the soul 
pervading and unifying the four bodily portions. Love is also 
called Harmonia; it is of the same order of things as Hera­
cleitus' Fire-Logos; that is to say, it is both a fluid and a 
unifying principle which pervades the elements, as the soul 
pervades the body and holds it together. The Sphere is the 
body of God, and Love is the soul which pervades it, and binds 
it together in the bonds of harmony, as Justice bound the Sphere 
of Parmenides into indissoluble unity. ' There is no discord or 
unseemly strife in his limbs ' (frag. 27). ' He was equal on 
every side and quite limitless (a7rdpwv), a rounded Sphere, 
rejoicing in his circular solitude ' (frag. 28). 

Love in the Sphere is, thus, a thing of the same kind as the 
harmony-soul of the Pythagoreans, which was both a ratio and 
a spiritual substance-a combination of notions which Plato 

1 Frag. 36. 9, states this very clearly. 
2 I believe this to be the sense of frag. 17. 19: 

N eLKOS r' ovMµe11011 a£xa TWI', d.ra;\aPTOI' a?ra11T17L, 
KaL ifi1Mr17s fl/ TOllTLP 1 ra-17 µfiKOS Te ?rAaTOS re. 

The contrasted words olxa rw11 and l11 ro'i<J'111 are pointless unless these lines 
describe the Sphere; and if they do, the description of Love as 'equal in 
length and breadth' ma.y mean 'diffused over the whole extent of the 
Sphere' ; while d.raAaJITOJI a?rallT?1L (der uberall gleich wuchtige, Diels) I take 
to mean that Strife envelops the whole maBB in a. covering that is 'equally 
balanced all round,' not thicker at any one point than at another. So 
Parmenides says of his Sphere : r3 'Y°'P oilre n µeit'o" oiJre n fJai6repoP ?reM11ai 
XPE611 fO"TL r1lL 'i) T'iJL (frag. 8. 44). 
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showed to be inconsistent, and which puzzled Aristotle. After 
dismissing the view that the soul can be a ' harmony ' in either 
of two senses-the combining ( <YvvOe<rt'>) or fitting together of 
separate parts, and the proportion p.6ryo") of the components 
of a mixture-Aristotle goes on to say that' it is equally absurd 
to regard the soul 1 as the ' proportion of the mixture ' (A.oryo'> Try'> 

µeigew'>). For the elements are not mixed i~ the same pro­
portion in flesh as in bone; so that it will follow that there are 
many souls, and that too all over the body, if we assume that 
all the members consist of the elements variously commingled, 
and that the proportion (A.6-yo<>) determining the mixture is a 
harmony, that is, soul. This is a question we might ask Em­
pedocles, who says that each of the parts is determined by a 
certain proportion (A.orycp ). 2 Is the soul, then, this proportion, 
or is it rather something distinct which comes to be in the 
members? And further, is the mixture caused by Love a 
random mixture, or a mixture in the right proportion ; and if 
the latter, is Love the proportion itself or something distinct from 
the proportion ? ' 3 

The answer, not given by Aristotle, to the last question, is 
that it is both the proportion or harmony, and also something 
which Aristotle, but not Empedocles, would regard as ' distinct,' 
namely, a substance. It is once more the group-soul, the soli· 
darity of a group still conceived, as it had been by primitive 
man, as a material medium. 

In the Purifications, God (that is, Love) is further described 
as 'a sacred mind (¢p~v frpi}), unutterable, :flashing through 
all the order of things with swift thoughts' (frag. 134)~words 
which show that this God is, in this respect, identical with the 
Nous of Anaxagoras. He is also, like the Logos of Heracleitus, 
the Law for all (To 7ravTwv v6µiµov) which ' stretches every­
where through the wide-ruling air and the infinite light of 
heaven ' (frag. 135). 

This primary state of the world has its mythical counterpart 

1 Aristotle is of course discussing the indfridual soul. 
~ Arist. de Anim. a 5, 410a 1, gives Empedocles' formula for bone, which 

consists of 2 parts Earth, 2 Water, 4 Fire, apµo11[17f KOAA!/O"UI dp17pora. At 
de Part. Anim. al, 642a 17, he says that this proportion (M-yos) is the 
es.mu:e (otiula) or nature (.puo-is) of bone. 

i De Anim. a4, 408a 13. 
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in the Purifications, which describe the earliest age of man 
as the Reign of Aphrodite, the Queen of Love. In that age 
Strife was not: 'they had no Ares for a God, nor Kydoimos, no, 
nor King Zeus, nor Kronos, nor Poseidon, but Kypris the 
Queen' (frag. 128). Her alone they worshipped with rites pure 
from the taint of bloodshed, and ' all things were tame and 
gentle to man, both beasts and birds, and the flame of loving­
kindness burned' (cf>iXocf>pouvv'T} Se SES~E£, frag. 130). 

124. The breaking up of the Sphere and the Fall of the Soul 

How was this state of bliss broken up? Here again, we shall 
find the religious doctrine coincide with the physical system. 
The wheel of Time and Justice cannot stand still; and, as it 
turns, ' in the fulness of the alternate time set by the broad oath, 
Strife leapt to claim his prerogatives, and waxed mighty in the 
limbs of the God, and they all trembled in turn.' 1 As Strife 
poured in on all sides into the mass, Love rushed out to meet it. 
The bodily elements, too, are swept towards their proper regions, 
and from the meeting and mixing of all these streams arise all 
the individual things in the world. The elements ' prevail in 
turn, as the circle comes round, and pass into one another, waxing 
small and great in their appointed turn ; for they alone really 
are (~crn), but as they run through one another they become 
('Yiryvov-rai) men and all the tribes of beasts' (£rag. 26). They 
can only be said to ' become,' and not to have an ' abiding life,' 
in the sense that ' they grow from many into one, and again are 
divided and become many ' ; but ' in so far as, in this perpetual 
change, they never cease, in that respect they are for ever im­
mutable in the circle' (il>id.). 

Can this doctrine of the becoming of individual things, as a 
mixing and separation of portions of the elements, be reconciled 
with the religious belief in an immortal, migrating soul ? If not, 
we must accept the common view that Empedocles' physical 

1 Frag. 30: a.uTO.p ere! µ.I-ya. Nel'Kos EP&µ.µ.e>.iEO"O"W i8picp611 
ES nµ.as T' a"6po110-e reXe10µ.i110'0 Xp6POLO, 
iJs o-rp'" d.µ.otfJa.los 1l'XaTios 7ra.p' iXi]Xa.Ta.t iJpKoll • ••• 

Frag. 31 : rd.PTa. 1«p ltd11s 7reXeµ.l!eTo ')'Illa 6eolo. 
So Plato, Rep. 545D, describing the fall from the perfect form of govern­
ment to Timarchy, invokes the Muses to say, 8rws 81] rpwToP o-Tao-u l1•7reo-e. 
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system did not square with his religion. But it will soon appear 
that there is no discrepancy. 

Empedocles uses, once in each poem, a curious phrase which 
seems to be a cross-reference, 1 hinting that the doctrine of the 
Purifications can be interpreted in physical terms. The appointed 
moment of ' alternate time,' at which Strife leaps to claim 
his privileges, is ' set by a broad oath' (7T/\.aTfoc; 7Tap' l/\.~/\.aTat 
op1Cov). After what has been said above (p. 23) about Styx, it is 
easy to recognise in this oath the Great Oath of the Gods, which 
secured their privileges in the dasmos, and to understand that 
it is called 'broad' because it is a barrier or fence (herkos.) 2 

This broad barrier is actually identical with the enveloping 
stream of N eikos, which enfolded the Sphere during the reign of 
Love-that chill stream which makes all the limbs of the God 
shudder when it begins to pour into the mass, just as Styx 
paralysed the God to whom her water was administered as an 
ordeal for oath-breaking, 'whenever quarrel and strife arose 
among the immortals.' 3 N eikos, the daemon of strife and 
division, has for his vehicle the icy stream of Styx. The meeting 
of the opposed currents of Love and Strife attends the formation 
of individual existents. 

If we turn now to the famous Oracle of Necessity in the Puri­
fications, we find that this eternal decree of the Gods is 'sealed 
by broad oaths '-7TAaTf€<T<n ICaTE<riJ>p'YJ"fL<Tµevov opKotc; (frag. 
115. 2). The oracle decrees the banishment from the Blessed, 

1 Seep. 225. 
2 Empedocles' iMXa.Ta.£ is reminiscent of Hesiod, Theog. 726, TOP (Td.pTa.po11) 

repi xd.XKeoP gpKos iXf/]1.a.Ta.1, in the same context with the description of Styx. 
His term for tthe elements, pttwµ.aTa., comes, through the formula of the 
Pythagoreans' Great Oath, the tetractys (11"1/"/1/P de11d.011 rpuo-tos plJwµ.a. T' lxo11-
o-a.11), from the words which follow those just quoted from the Theogony; 
d.µ.rpl a' IJ.'" N Vt TpLO"TOIXd KtXllTaL 1l'Epl 8etpi}11. a.uTO.p fJ7rep6eP ')'i)S pltai 'll"Erpiia.o-' 
Ka.! d.Tp111froto 6a.Mo-o-71s. (Cf. Olympiad. in Arist. Meteor. 28b A: ')'i)s IXeyoP 
(o! dpxa.«n) r71'YaS Cio-rep TIJlaS pitas.) Plut. de 18. et OB. 381 F: 7i ae KaX011µ.iP71 
TETpaKTVS, 'Ta It Ka.I Tp&aKOVTa., iJ.'"f'O"TOS ~JI iJpKOS • • • Kai K6o-µ.os w116µ.ao-Ta,, 
For Styx-Horko11 associated in Orphic theogony with the heaven-stream, 
Okeanos, cf. Arist. Met. A3, 983b 27: elo-l a' nl'fS ot Ka.I TOVS 1l'a.µ.ra.Xa.lo11s 
••• Ka.l 1l'pWTo.;;s 6eoXo')'i/o-a.na.s ofJTws (like Thales) otovTa.' rep! Tijs rpuo-Ews 
vroXa.fle'iP. '0KEa.P6P TE ')'ap Kai T116v11 t11"ol110-a11 Tfjs 'YfJJEO"EWS ra.Ttpa.s Kal TOP iJpKOJI 
TWP Bew" fJawp T1/11 Ka."lo.011µ.€"11" v11"' a.VT'w11 l:Tii-ya. TWP 1l'o,11Tw" • nµ.twTa.ToP µ.e" 1ap 
TO rpEO"{JUTO.TOI'. lipKOS ae TO nµ.LWTaT6P tO"TLI'. 

a Hes. Theog. 782 : or7r6T' lpu Ka.l pe'iKos tP d.6a.11d.ro10-'" /Jp71Ta.L. 
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for a great year of thirty thousand seasons, of certain daemons 
for shedding blood or for oa.th-breaking.1 The ofience is also 
described as •consorting with Strife,' •putting trust in Strife.' 2 

The fall of the individual soul thus means its separation from 
the original unity of God, the principle of Love and Harmony, 
and its passing into an impure state, in which it is mixed and 
tainted with the evil principle of Strife. 

Mythically, the Fall of Man may be regarded as the passage 
from an original state of innocence, through a primal sin, into the 
troublesome condition of his present life. This myth is given 
in the description, contained in the Purifications, of the break­
ing up of the Reign of Aphrodite, which was the Golden Age 
before evil came into man's existence. It is fairly clear that 
bloodshed was the sin which caused the fall of man, as it was 
for bloodshed that the daemon is banished by the oracle of 
Necessity. In those days, we are told, •the altar did not reek 
with pure bull's blood, but this was the greatest abomination 
(µ.60-0'> µ.'"f"<TTov) among men, to eat the goodly limbs after 
tearing out the life' (frag. 128).3 Flesh-eating and: the worship 
of the Gods of Strife, Ares and Kydoimos, were introduced 
together (frag. 128), and marked the fall of man and the end 
of the reign of Love. The • burning flame of lovingkindness • 
(frag. 130) was extinguished, and the soul put its trust in Strife. 

The exact correspondence between this fall of the soul and 
the physical theory of the breaking up of the Sphere is now 
obvious enough. When the Sphere is invaded by the inrushing 
streams of Neikos, all the elements combine to make mortal 
forms. The four bodily elements compose their bodies ; the 

1 Cf. Hes. Theog. 793: a, KEii T-1,11 irloptcOll d.ro>..'Adijta.f '1roµ6110"'(J 
clt1a.11cf.TWll , • , 
tciiTa.i Jl·~UTJLOS TEnt'Ae11µi11011 ds i11&a.11T611. 

The offender i1 sundered (clroµdpETa.1) from the Gods for a great year of nine 
ordinary years, and in the tenth he mixes (i7"iµL11')'na.i) with them again 
(801-4). 

11 Frag. 115. 4 and 14 : 
<N dtcei' 11'> 8f tc' brloptco11 d.µa.pTf,ITa.r ( = oµa.p:r/i11a.s) iroµ6111T1J& , , • 
Ndtcn µa.i110J.&i11<tJ r£11v11of. 

1 We seem, by the way, to discern behind thia passionate disapproval of 
the tearing and eating of flesh, besides the condemnation of Olympian 
sacrifices, a rejection of those primitive Bacchic rites of raw-flesh-eating 
(wµoq>a.-yLa.) which the Cretan Kouretes had still retained, though they 
fonwore the eating of flesh on other occasions. 
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two soul-substances compose a fallen, impure soul, in which a 
portion of Love, now scattered like a fluid broken into drops, is 
mixed with a portion of Strife. The principle of division has 
broken up the one all-pervading God, or Soul, of the Sphere 
into a plurality of daemons, each composed of Love and Strife, 
of good and evil.1 Such a daemon can pass from one body to 
another and go the round of the elements, which all • loathe • it 
-for, does it not contain an admixture of loathsome Styx~ 2 

It will find no rest till it is purified of this evil principle, and 
the Love in it is freed from Strife once more, and gathered back 
into the unity of God. This day will come at the end of our 
world's existence, when the bodily elements are given over to 
the rule of Strife, and Love passes out of the mass to form a 
continuous fluid, enveloping it, as Neikos had done at the 
opposite pole. 

Aristotle's statement that Empedocles makes the individual 
soul consist of all the elements-' for with earth we see earth, 
etc.' -is not inconsistent with the view we have stated, that 
the imrrwrtal part of the soul consists only of Love and Strife. 
It must be remembered that Aristotle also seems to think of 
Empedocles' soul as the ' proportion p .. o'Yo'>) of the mixture,' 
or the principle of harmony, which for a time holds the body 
together. In any case, the bodily elements included in the 
soul's nature during each incarnation will, of course, be dissolved 
when the body decays. These compose its mortal part, con­
stituting its powers of sense-perception, by which the soul per­
ceives the bodily elements (but not Love and Strife), while it 
lives in that body. The individuality resides, not in them, but 
in the mixed portions of Love and Strife, which remain combined 
so long as the soul is impure, and mi~ate to other bodies. That 

1 Hence Plutarch, de anim. tranq. p. 474 B: µ8,'A't..011, ws 'Eµ,,.e6otcM],, 
61rra£ T&11Ef ltca.ITTOll 7Jµw11 -ye116µe11011 7l'apa.'Aa.µfJ&.11ou11i teal tca.Td.px.011Ta.1 µo'ipa.i Kai 
64'µ011er, i.e. a good one &nd an evil, a portion of Love and a portion of 
Strife. Porpb. de abst. iii. 27 : El 6t µ1J, cl'AX' t11Teul1b -ye To Tijr 91u11ewr 7]µw11 
t'Ad.rrwµa., t11Teut1e11 To l1p1111ouµ11011 7rpor Tw11 7l'a.Aa.1w11, ws 'Tolw11 ltc T' £pl6w11 lK 
Te 11dtcew11 'Ye116µEul1a.,' 8T1 Tli l1ew11 cltc1}pa.To11 teal €11 rli11i11 d.f3'Aa.flff 11y)§e111 ov 
6v11d.µel1a.. 

B Frag. 115. 12: 4XXof cl' is 4'A'Aov 6lx.ETa.1, tTTV')'io1111i 6t 71'ci11Tes. Cf. Ps. • 
Phokylidea, 15 : 

µ116' '1rioptc1/ITTJS µ1,T' cl'j'llWS µ-/rrE f/COllTL. 
ijteu6optc011 ITTV"(fU 11tor 4µ{JpoTOf ll<TTU 6µ6111111. 
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there is no contradiction or difficulty in regarding the senses as 
bodily and mortal, while another part of the soul is unseen and 
immortal, is clear from Plato's Phaedo,1 where Socrates states, 
very precisely, just this Orphico-Pythagorean view of soul and 
body, and draws a clear line between the higher, immortal 
faculties, which know unseen things, and the senses and desires, 
which belong to the body and perish with it. To Empedocles 
the flesh is an ' alien garment,' and the senses belong to it. 2 

That of which it is a garment persists and migrates to other 
forms, as a weaver wears out many coats.3 

When we think of the immortal soul as a ratio (A.6-yo'>), or 
proportion of numbers, it is easy to interpret the mixture in it 
of Love and Strife on Pythagorean lines. A ratio, or harmony, 
is a complex held together by a principle of unity. In so far as 
it is one, it is bound together by Love; in so far as it is complex, 
it contains the principle of plurality, division, disunion, Strife. 
As Heracleitus says,4 'Combinations are wholes and not wholes, 
drawn together and drawn asunder, consonant and dissonant, 
one out of all things and all things out of one.' 

125. The consistency of Empedocles 

It appears, then, that there is no more inconsistency in Em­
pedocles' doctrines than was already involved in the conception, 
which he inherited from the Pythagorean tradition, of the soul 
as both a ' harmony,' or ratio, and a fluid substance. This 
inconsistency, or rather want of distinction, makes no discrepancy 
between the scientific poem and the religious ; it lies equally 
behind both. The two poems show us a religious doctrine, and 
a translation of it into physical terms, which stands out as extra­
ordinarily ingenious and successful. We hope that it is also 
clear that the physical system is simply the cosmology of Anaxi-

1 63 B ff., especially 65 c-66 A. 

2 Frag. 126 : rra.pKw'll dXXo-y11wn 'll'tip,rrreXXovrra. X'Tw11,. 
3 The illustra.tion used by Kebes in Phaedo, 87 c (see Burnet ad loc., who 

connects it with the Orphic xirw.,,). The analogy between Empedocles' soul 
and the soul as conceived by Chinese Taoism (above, p. 99) is remarkable. 
The two systems are based on the same fundamental ideas. 

' Frag. 59 : rr1J11dif,11s c5Xa. Ka.1 ovx c5Xa., <r1Jp.lj>Ep6µ.1111011 lJ'atp11p6µ.11110'111 rrw6.1lJ011 
. lJ16.1lJ011, Kal EK 'll'd11Tw11 €11 Kai i~ i11os 'll'civra. 
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mander, with such modifications as were dictated by Empedocles' 
religious beliefs, together with the new notion of elements as 
' things,' which Empedocles had taken from Parmenides and 
turned against its author. Given that notion, it is hardly too 
much to say that a very acute critic, with a sufficient knowledge 
of the mystic tradition, and nothing but the Purifiootions to go 
upon, could have deduced the changes that Empedocles would 
make in Anaximander's scheme, and reconstructed all the main 
lines of the new system. So far are we from accepting the view 
that 'all through this period there was a gulf between men's 
religious beliefs, if they had any, and their cosmological views.' 
Empedocles, as we read him, exemplifies, in a most remarkable 
way, the opposite view, that men's cosmological views were 
almost entirely dictated by, and deduced from, their religious 
convictions. 

Empedocles is a candid dualist, and consequently annoying 
to philosophers like Aristotle, who imagine that they have 
evaded dualism by the fallacies of the' final cause,' and escaped 
from mythology when they make 'God' the prime mover. 
Aristotle 1 complains that Empedocles does not explain the 
reason of the change which brings Strife back to the possession 
of his privileges, but only says that ' that is how it is ' ( ovrw.;' 

7recpvKev), and speaks of the ' fulness of time, fixed by the 
broad oath,' implying that the change was necessary, but not 
explaining why. The only reason is that the wheel of Time, 
Justice, and Destiny must turn and bring in its revenges. 
If we ask further why this must be, we can hardly expect an 
answer. It is an oracle of Necessity, or Moira; and when 
modern writers echo Aristotle's complaint, we may fairly ask 
them how they propose to explain the presence of necessity in 
the universe, without recourse to mythical representations. 
To set up 'God' beyond Necessity or Destiny-Zeus above 
Moira-is only to add one more story to a tower of Babel, 
whose top is already lost in the clouds. The dualist who is 
content to match God and Destiny, as a pair of equal anta­
gonists, is no more, if no less, mythological ; and he does not 
entangle himself in the difficulties which beset those who have 

1 Met. f3 4, 1000 b 12. 
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to make out that a world, half good and half bad, was designed 
by pure benevolence united with omnipotence. 

The later followers of Empedocles, attacked by Plato in his 
Laws, 1 seem to have fallen into line with the scientific tradition, 
keeping the four bodily elements of fire, air, earth, and water, and 
dropping the two soul-substances Love and Strife. They held, 
accordingly, that the world arose 'by nature and by chance' 
(tp~<T€£ 1Cat 'TVX?J), and not 'by art' or design (TeX"'!l• oid. vovv) 
which they regarded as a human thing. The four elements they 
declared to be physis, and the soul to be a compound of them, 
and secondary. 2 Their position was thus, in this respect, 
identical with the Atomists', and, in their system, Chance ('TVX1J) 
holds the place of Moira. 

126. PLATO : the Socratic and Mystic dialogues 

The last and greatest attempt to formulate the mystical 
faith in rational terms was made by Plato. It is impossible, 
at the end of this essay, to do justice to the Platonic system; 
we can only try to indicate how it is related to the two main 
tendencies we have traced in Greek speculation. Platonism, 
if we take it to mean principally the theory of Forms or 
'Ideas,' will turn out to belong to the mystic tradition. We 
regard it as another offshoot of Pythagoreanism, another at­
tempt to succeed, where Parmenides had failed, in relating the 
one God, who is good, to a manifold and imperfect world. 

It is now generally agreed that we may distinguish a group 
of early dialogues, commonly called 'Socratic,' from a later 
group in which the doctrines characteristic of Orphism and 
Pythagoreanism for the first time make their appearance.a 
Typical of the Socratic group are the Apo'logy, Laches, Ohar­
mUles, and other minor dialogues, written within ten years after 
the death of Socrates (399 B.c.). The mystical group, heralded 
by the Gorgias, includes the Meno, Symposium, Phaedo, Republic, 
Phaedrus. It is held that the Gorgias was composed shortly 

1 889 B ff. Cf. D.F. v.2, p. 161. 48. 
2 891 c : 'lrvp Kcd fJ6wp Ka.l y?j11 Ka.i tUpa. 1rpwTa. 7rre"18a., TWJI 'lraJITWJI Eillt:U Ka.l 

T~11 t/>"6<1w 6110µ.a!eiv Ta.OT' dn£, 1f;vx~11 6~ iK To-6Tw11 fJ<1Tepo11. 
3 For these questions Hans Raeder, Pla,tons philosophische Entwickelung 

Leipzig, 1905, should be consulted. ' 
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before or after 387 B.c., the year when Plato, at the age of forty, 
set up his school at the Academy. Before he thus settled at 
Athens, Plato, who went abroad after the death of Socrates, 
had almost certainly spent some time with the Megarian 
Socratics,1 and also travelled in Sicily, where Pythagorean 
thought must have survived the dispersion of the communities. 
We have every reason to connect the change of tone and of 
doctrine from the Socratic to the mystic group with these oppor­
tunities of contact with Pythagoreanism, a type of philosophy 
which seems to have been little known to the Athens of Plato's 
youth. The point we seek to bring out is that Plato's develop­
ment obeys the general rule we have seen at work throughout 
pre-Socratic philosophy-the rule that the view taken of the 
' nature of things ' reflects and is determined by beliefs about 
the nature and destiny of the soul. The theory of Ideas makes 
its appearance at the same moment with the doctrine of the 
soul's immortality and divinity ; and the whole argument 
of the Phaedo is that the two doctrines stand or fall together.2 

There is therefore a strong prima facie case for holding that the 
Theory of Ideas should be interpreted from the mystic stand­
point, and as inspired by the same view of the world and of life 
and death that gave rise to the systems of Parmenides and 
Empedocles. 

The contrast between the two groups of dialogues comes out 
strongly, when we compare the Apology, Plato's version of 
Socrates' speech at his trial, with the earlier part of the Phaedo, 
which professes to record Socrates' last conversation with his 
intimate friends. The comparison involves a problem which 
has been solved in various ways. Before we state our own 
solution, the facts must be briefly reviewed. We need only 
premise that it is extremely difficult to believe that Plato can 

1 Hermodorus ap. Diog. L. ii. 106, iii. 6 ; see Burnet's edition of the 
Pha.edo, Oxford, 1911, Introd. I am glad to find myself largely in agree· 
ment with the views stated in this valuable introduction, and with the 
similar views of A. E. Taylor, Vana Socra.tica., i., Oxford 1911. I have 
long been working towa.rds the conclusion that Plato's 11ystem is funda­
mentally Pythagorean ; and I owe to these books much that has helped me 
to form a clearer opinion. 

2 76 B : ta-71 cl.11d.7K71 Ta.OT&. (Tel EC6,,) TE etvcu Ka.l Tas .;,µ.r-rlpas ifvxO.s 7rpl11 Ka.I .;,µ.is 
yeyo111J1a.,, Ka.l d µ.~ Ta.fJTa, o(J& Td.6e. 
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have substantially misrepresented what Socrates said on either 
of these ~c?asions. 1 ~e was present at the trial, and had ample 
opportumt1es of learnmg what had happened in the prison. 

127. Immortality in the Apology 

The Apology has two passages in which Socrates speaks of the 
nature and significance of death. In the former (p. 29 A), 
Socrates says that to be afraid of death is the same thing as 
to think one is wise, when one is not ; for it is to suppose that 
one knows what one does not know. No one knows even so 
much as whether death may be the greatest of all goods for 
m~n, and ye_t m~n fear it, as if they knew it to be the greatest of 
~vils.. Herem, if. anywhere, may lie Socrates' own superiority 
~n wisdom: having no sufficient knowledge about the things 
m Hades, he does not suppose himself to have any; what he 
~oes know, is that it is bad to do wrong and disobey him who 
Is the better, be he God or man. He fears this evil which he 
knows, rather than that other evil which may possibly be a 
good. 

In his ~al add_ress after his condemnation (p. 40 c}, he says 
that there is considerable hope that his fate, after all, may be a 
good. on~. 

2 
Death i~ one of tw~ things. Either it is 'like being 

nothmg and having no consciousness of anything; or it may 
be, as certain accounts say, a shift, or change of abode, to another 
pl~ce. If it .is like a dreamless sleep, that would be a great 
gam; for few mdeed of our waking days and nights are better and 
pleasanter than dreamless sleep. If, again, it is like a journey 
to another country, and the accounts are true which say that 
all the dead are there, what greater good could there be ? 
Suppose that, on arriving in Hades, one will be rid of these men 
who profess to be judges here, and find the true judges, Minos 
and Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and Triptolemus, and other 

1 T~is point has been br~ug~t out with great force by Burnet and Taylor, 
opp. citt. I am, however, mclmed to think that in the Phaedo Plato would 
allow himself considerably more freedom than these writers will admit 

~ otov p.1)8€11 £fv~L, This does not mean sheer annihilation, complete.non· 
existence; but being a shadow, a cipher, something that does not count . 
as wheu the dying hero in Tragedy says, ou8e11 dµ! i-yw. ' 
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demigods who proved themselves just in their lives.1 Who, 
again, would not give much to be in the company of Orpheus, 
Musaeus, Hesiod, and Homer 1 If that is true, Socrates would 
gladly die many times. The company there would suit him to 
a marvel ; for he would meet others who had been unjustly 
judged, such as Palamedes and Ajax, and compare his experi­
ences with theirs. Also, he could go on spending his time 
examining people, to find out who was wise, and who thought 
he was, and was not. It would be great happiness to question 
Agamemnon, and Odysseus, and Sisyphus, and countless other 
men and women. Anyhow, the dead are happier than the living, 
for, if all that is said be true, they are deathless, and therefore 
cannot be put to death for practising dialectic ! 

It will hardly be denied that this passage, with its ironic tone, 
leaves the impression that Socrates' attitude is agnostic ; but 
we must remember that Socrates may not have chosen to express 
his private convictions to such an audience at such a moment. 
We can accept the Apology as a faithful report, without conclud­
ing that the totally different attitude towards death taken by 
the Socrates in the Phaedo is not, in the inain, historic. 

128. Ideas and Souls in the Phaedo 

The setting of the Phaedo marks it as dedicated to the Pytha­
gorean community at Phlius ; 2 and the principal interlocutors, 
the Thebans, Simmias and Kebes, were alike Socratics and pupils 
of Philolaus, the Pythagorean who settled at Thebes. Socrates 
now declares 3 that he dies willingly, because he thinks he will 
go to the company of good and wise Gods, and perhaps he will 
find there also dead men who are better than men on earth. 
Of this last he cannot be certain; but that he will go to the 
presence of Gods who are good masters, he is as sure as he can 
be about any such matter. He has good hope that death is not 
nothingness, and that, as the ancient accounts say, it is much 
better for the good than for the bad. 

1 It has been pointed out that these demigods may simply be judges 
among the dead, because they were exceptionally just, without any idea of 
a' last judgment' of souls or of a distribution of rewards and punishments. 

2 For details see introductions to Ferra.i's and Barnet's editions. 
3 Phaedo, 63B. 
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Plato seems careful to mark that the discourse, opened by this 
statement, is a sort of retractation of the Apo'logy.1 It contains 
a statement of the Pythagorean view of life and death, with 
which we are already familiar. Plato also indicates that it is 
to be taken rather as an expression of faith-a thing which is 
earnestly believed, in its general outlines, to be true-than as a 
theory which can, as yet, be certainly established by argument. 
It is a mythos, not a logos. 11 

The famous sermon is too familiar to be repeated here. What 
specially concerns us is the analogy between the soul and the 
true ' natures • or Ideas. The immortal thinking soul, which 
alone knows reality, is sharply distinguished from the body, 
with which are associated the lower faculties of sense, emotion, 
and desire. Death is the complete release of the soul from the 
infection and impurity of that lower nature ; philosophy is the 
rehearsal of death, in which the soul retires by herself, shaking 
off, so far as she can, the senses and lusts of the body, to com­
mune with those invisible and passionless existences, Justice, 
Beauty, Goodness, and the rest. 

The ruling conception of this new Apology is the already 
familiar contrast of the two worlds. There is a supersensible 
world, to which soul ' by herself ' and the objects of true know­
ledge belong; and there is the sensible world of body, and of 
visible and tangible things. The world of the body is a prison, 
or a tomb ; that other world of the soul and of Ideas is the 
realm of true life and reality, in which all worth resides. 

In the course of the arguments that follow, it becomes still 
clearer that souls and Ideas are things of the same kind. The 
first two arguments aim at persuading us that the soul exists 
before birth and after death, and that, before her birth into this 
world, she not only existed, but had consciousness. The third 

1 It begins, 63 B, with the words tjJlpe 6~ 1mpa.8w r18a.1111rrf po11 rpos {Jµ.6.s 
dr0Xo-y?j11a.118a1 -1) rpos Tovs 61Ka.11T&.s, and ends, 69 E, et Tl 0D11 {Jµ.'i11 1n8a11W-rep6s 
flµ.1 tll Tj d.roXo-yl~ 'll Tots , A8.,,11a.lc.111 61Ka.11Ta.'is, ED a,, txo1. 

2 This, I believe, is part of the significance of the passage (60 D) about the 
dream in which Socrates has been warned to 'work at music' (µ.ov0'1K-1]11 rote, 
Ka.l ipyti!ov). Socrates had hitherto taken •music' to mean philosophy-his 
own rationalising dialectic ; but now he thinks it may mean literal 'music,' 
fables not logoi. Not being µ.v80Xo-y1K6f, he borrows the fables of Aesop and 
tums them into poetry (61 B). At 61 E he describes the discourse which 
ollows aa µ.v80>..07Ew. Cf. 70B, 61a.µ.v60>..o"'(wll.f11. 
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tries to dispel Kebes' fear that the soul (which, like other 
Greeks, he conceives as an extended gaseous substance) may be 
dissipated, like smoke, when it leaves the body. This argument 
(p. 77 ff.) may be resumed as follows: 

We have to ask, what sort of objects can suffer dissolution, 
and what cannot ; and to which class soul belongs. Only that 
which is composite, or consists of pieces that have been put 
together (To UVJJT€8ev Kat au118eTOV Gv), can be dissolved; and 
it is probable that immutable objects like the Ideas are in­
composite, and so indissoluble, whereas the particular things, 
belonging to the groups called after them, are always changing 
and passing away. 

Let us, then, divide things into two classes-the unseen, which 
never change, and the seen, which are changing perpetually. 
The body is more ' akin ' ( a-vryrye111}~) to the seen, the soul to 
the unseen. The soul is invisible; she is distracted and dazzled 
by the perception of sense-objects through the bodily faculties; 
whereas, when she is withdrawn by herself, she finds rest in 
contemplating those eternal, pure, immortal objects to which 
she is akin. Moreover, soul rules over body; and to rule is the 
function of that which is divine. Hence, the soul may be ex­
pected to be altogether indissoluble, ' or nearly so ' ; for even 
the body holds together for a long time, and some parts of it 
are ' practically immortal.' Surely soul, the unseen thing, which 
goes pure to the good and wise God, cannot be dissolved ; but, 
if she escapes free from bodily contamination, she reaches ' that 
which is like herself, divine, immortal, wise,' and becomes, in 
the mystical sense, euilaimon. 

129. Plato's conversion to Pythagoreanism 

How are we to account for the apparent change of view from 
the Apology to the Phaedo ~ Professors Burnet and Taylor 
have made out a strong case for believing that both dialogues 
must be, in the main, historical ; and we have already remarked 
that there is no difficulty in supposing that Socrates would 
speak very differently to the judges in the court and to his 
intimate friends in the prison. The argument points to the con­
clusion that Socrates was more familiar with Pythagorean ideas 
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than has commonly been supposed ; though it must be noted 
that none of the positive arguments advanced in the early part 
of the Phaedo is regarded as conclusive, except the argument 
from anamnesis-that all true knowledge is recollection, in this 
life, of knowledge of the Ideas, acquired by the soul in the other 
world. 1 

The problem that remains to be faced is this: If Socrates 
really talked in this way, and discussed the mystic view of im­
mortality as bound up with the theory of Ideas, why is there no 
trace of this association of doctrines in the earlier Socratic 
dialogues 1 If Plato learnt all this from Socrates, how could 
he possibly have kept it out of the Charmides, Laches, and the 
rest 1 

To this question the most probable answer seems to us to 
be, that Plato did not learn it from Socrates, but from Pytha­
gorean friends after his master's death. Professor Burnet 
points out that, though Plato must from his childhood have 
known Socrates, and heard him talk, we have no ground for 
supposing that he belonged to the inner circle of Socratics. 2 

As a young man, he may have been chiefly interested in the 
very exciting politics of that troubled time ; and the rationalis­
ing, dialectical side of Socrates may have been all he knew. 
Suppose that this was so, and that after the death of Socrates, 
when he was twenty-eight, he set himself to defend Socrates' 
memory from the charge of having corrupted the youth of 
Athens, by describing the sort of conversations he had witnessed 
in the porticoes and gymnasia. The subject of these early dia­
logues is the definition of virtue, or of particular virtues, such 
as courage and temperance; the thesis they illustrate is the 
Socratic doctrine that virtue is knowledge. Knowledge meant 
clear thinking-both that self-knowledge which refutes the 
false conceit of wisdom, and the attempt to conceive clearly 
and isolate in definition the meaning of a name like Justice, as 
distinct from the many things called by that name. There is 
no hint in these earlier dialogues that such a 'meaning' p .. oiyo~) 

I See Phaedo, 90 E ff., where Socrates admits that he has been arguing as 
one who has an interest in the conclusion, and not dispassionately, and 91 E, 

where the anamnesis argument alone is reaffirmed as valid. 
2 Burnet, Pliaedo, 1911, Introd. P· xxvi, 
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or 'form' (doo~) is regarded as a substantial, existing thing, 
or as more real than the things called after it, or as in any sense 
a cause of their existence. Probably Plato, in this first period, 
thought of it as a secondary and unsubstantial thing,. like. the 
Atomist's eidolon, or wraith ; and, like other Greeks, 1magmed 
the soul as a shadowy phantom of the same kind. The appar­
ently agnostic attitude of Socrates in the Apology may well 
represent Plato's own standpoint at that moment, and all that 
he then knew of Socrates' beliefs on the subject. 

Now, consider the effect upon him of becoming familiar, within 
a few years of Socrates' death, with those mystic friends of the 
inner circle who had sympathised with a different side of the 
master's thought. Hitherto, Plato had known little about the 
mystics. There was no Pythagorean community at Athens; 
Orphism existed there only in a degraded form, which moved 
Plato to the contempt freely expressed in the Republic. It might 
well be some time before he could whole-heartedly assimilate the 
new view of Socrates now put before him. He may have been con­
verted at the moment when it flashed upon him that the ' forms ' 
or 'meanings' which Socrates had sought, were not unsubstantial 
wraiths, but the very living natures and indwelling souls of their 
groups; when he saw in them the mediators which would take 
the place of the Pythagorean ' numbers,' and once more fill the 
gap, left by Parmenides, between the immutable One and the 
manifold world of sense. It would be very human and natural 
that the sudden and tremendous illumination of this idea should 
mark the crisis of his conversion to mysticism, and carry with it 
the conviction that this, after all, must have been what Socrates 
was feeling after. His first duty would then be to write dia­
logues like the Symposium and the Phaedo, in which Socrates 
figures as the exponent of the new theory.1 

130. Ideas a.s Soul-substances 

To our minds, the doctrine that souls are like Ideas, and 
Ideas like souls, is strange and paradoxical. A soul and a con-

1 I would not leave the impression that I hold Socrates to have been 
either an Orphic or a Pythagorean. I only suggest that Plato, helped by 
his mystic friends, may have read his new Pythagoreanism back into the 
thought of Socrates. 
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cept, such as Beauty or Equality, seem to us to have little in 
common. Hence we are inclined to assume, as a matter of 
course, that the distinction must have been equally obvious to 
Plato, and, proceeding on that assumption, to interpret him 
as discovering analogies between very different classes of things. 
This is to reverse the true state of the matter. Plato's task 
was, not to find resemblances, but to differentiate two kinds of 
supersensible reality, which had originally been almost or quite 
indistinguishable. We need only recall the fact that his contem­
porary, Democritus, explained visual perception by the entrance 
of 'images (eYOroXa) which flow ofi (a7ropplo1rra) continually 
from the objects seen, are of like form ( oµoioµopcpa) with them, 
and impinge- upon the eye.' 1 Democritus seems to have called 
these images deikela, ' semblances,' ' appearances ' ; 2 they were 
nothing but soul-phantoms or wraiths, reduced, as Atomism 
demanded, to filmy tissues of atoms. At this stage of thought, 
images and concepts could still be credited with the properties 
ascribed to phantoms or souls-objective reality, existence in 
time, extension and localisation in space, and even bodily 
properties such as resistance. The task of philosophy was to 
get concepts clear of these soul-properties. Plato still conceives 
Ideas as soul-substances, and assigns to them the same pro­
perties he now assigns to souls : both alike are immutable, 
uniform (µovoeism, incomposite, immortal, divine. 

131. Two grades of supersensible existence 

Further, in his present stage, Plato seems to recognise two 
grades of supersensible existence : (a) pure, unmixed with 
body, and (b) impure, mixed with body. Moreover, he seems 
to think that both Ideas and souls may be on either grade. 

(a) The Soul may be withdrawn' by itself, (avT~ l(.aB' avT~v), 
and retire to that which is pure, ever-existent, immortal, and 
unchangeable, and be with this for ever, being akin (o-v'Y'YEV~~) 

1 Alex. in Arist. de Sens. p. 56; Beare, Greek Theories of Elem. Cognition, 
p. 30. 

2 Hesych : 8lvfAov-tpd.uµa., ~if;u, eC8w>.ov, µlµ,,,µa.. Cic. ad Fam. xv. 16. 1 : 
quae ille Gargettius et ia.m ante Democritus Et8w>..a., hie (Catius lnsuber, 
the Epicurean) spectni nominat. For the religious use of 8l1C1)'Xov see M. P. 
Nilsson, Der Uraprung der Tragiidie, Neue Jahrbii.cher (1911), xxvii. ll· 692, 
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to it.1 This retreat into the unseen world means a purification 
of soul from the lower and bodily affections. Complete deliver­
ance from these is not attainable till death, when soul is separated 
from body, and then only if the soul has been purified in life by 
the pursuit of wisdom. 

(b) During this mortal life, and even after death, the soul­
substance may be infected and permeated by the bodily.2 In 
life, it is tainted by passions and desires ; and, after death, if it 
has not departed pure, it remains as a visible ghost, ' wallowing 
about graves and tombs, where certain shadowy phantoms of 
souls are seen, the eiilola of those souls which have not been 
released in purity, but partake of the visible, and are therefore 
seen.' 3 The substance of the soul is, again and again, spoken of 
as if it were capable of being ' tainted,' ' mixed,' ' permeated ' 
with bodily substance. The possibility of its remaining in this 
impure state even after death is necessary to account for its 
reincarnation; for, if it escaped pure, 'not dragging with it 
anything. of the body,' there would be no reason why it should 
fall back into another mortal form.4 The language throughout 
this part of the Phaedo indisputably describes the substance of 
the soul as if it were spatially extended and capable of literal 
admixture with bodily elements. Every term appropriate to 
such a conception is used, and there is not a hint that it is all 
mere metaphor. To treat it as such is arbitrary and baseless. 

1 Phaedo, 79 n. 
2 Phaedo, 67 A: µ1)8£ &.va.'71'1µ,,,.>.wµEh (infected) ri)s rouro11 ('roil 11wµa.ros) 

¢611ews, ci>.>..a. Ka.fla.pEuwµev. 66 B : lids i/,v ro 11wµa. lxwµEv Ka.1 1111µre¢11pµiv1) 
v T,µwv .;, if;11x1J IJ.fTa. TOtOUTOll KO.KOU. 80 E: iQ.v µEv Ka.Oa.pa. &.7ra.'XMTT1)Ta.1, µ1)li£v 
roil 11 wµa.Tos 1111vetf>lll.Ko1111a., lire o6Uv Kot11w11ov11a. a.VJ"tj; Iv Ttj; fjlc,i iKov11a. Elva1. 
81 B: µEµ.ia.11µ.iv'T) Ka.! dKd.Oa.pTos rov 11wµa.ros. 81 c: 8m'X1)µ.µiv1J (distended, 
permeated) 67ro Toil 11wµ.a.r0Et80Ds. 

a Phaedo, 81 n. Compare my interpretation of Empeclocles' view of soul 
as consisting of an immortal part, composed of the good principle (Love) 
tainted during the cycle of reincarnations with an admixture of the evil 
principle (Strife), and a mortal part (!lenses) consisting of the four bodily 
elements, p. 239. 

' Phaedo, 81 c. The soul which is 'permeated by the bodily' and by con· 
tinua.l association (u11vo1111la.) with it has worked the bodily into its nature or 
aub8tance (1!11E'll"Ol1)11E 11uµtp11rov), is weighed down and dragged back into the 
visible world by this bodily admixture, which is iµfjptOis, fja.pt'J, ')'t:w8es, 
opa.r6v. Hence, in the Phaedrus, 248, the disembodied ~oul retains the tw:o 
lower' parts,' symbolised by the two horses of the chariot, and by these it 
is dragged down again to earth. In these representations, however, strict 
consistency ia not to be expected, 
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Now, the Ideas are described in very similar language. They 
too may exist in transcendental purity, or as embodied, ' present,' 
in the things which they inform. In the second case, they are 
what we should call ' instances ' of the Idea-the instances, for 
example, of Beauty which are somehow ' communicated ' to 
beautiful things in the world of sense.1 

(a) As the soul in its pure state is said to be 'by itself' (av,-~ 
1CaB' alrr~v), steadfast, immutable, divine, and immortal, so 
in the Symposium the Idea, when it is 'by itself' (av,-o 1CaB' 
av,-o) and free from matter, is called uniform, unmixed, pure, 
divine.a The conclusion of the argument at Phae.do 80 D states 
that soul is most like the divine, immortal, intelligible, uniform, 
indissoluble, unchangeable Idea ; while body is like the human, 
mortal, multiform, unintelligible, dissoluble, and perpetually 
changing. 

(b) The immanent Idea, on the other hand, is described in the 
same terms as the embodied soul which is permeated with 
earthly substance. As the soul is 'filled by the body with 
passions and appetites and fears and all sorts of phantoms and 
rubbish,' so the Idea, when it is involved in its visible embodi­
ments, is ' infected with human flesh and colours and all sorts 
of mortal rubbish.' a 

This comparison shows that the process of differentiating 
concepts from souls has not yet gone very far in Plato's mind. 
We believe that, both in the early Socratic period and in these 
mystical dialogues of his middle life, Ideas and souls are things 
of the same kind, or barely distinguishable; and that, precisely 
for that reason, his view of the nature of the Ideas changed 
simultaneously with his view of the nature of soul, when he was 

1 llutliyd. 300 E: The many beautiful things are different from Beauty 
itself (a.tiTo To Ka.Mv), but a certain beauty (Kd.XXor Ti) is present (7TcipeCTT<) to 
each of them. Pliaedo, 100 D : otiK /J.Uo n 11"01ei' a.tlTo (a beautiful thing) · Ka.Mv 
-!) Ti fKdJ1011 TOU Ka.Xoil dn 1Ta.po11CTla. i;rTE ICOIJIWllla. Efre IJ'IT?J 6-1] Ka.l IJrwr 1TpOCT"fOO· 
µh71. Throughout the concluding argument, the instance of the Idea in us 
(e.g. To 'v 1,µi'11 /d"(e8or, 102 D) is in some sense distinguished from the Idea 
itself (a.tlTo To Mi"(i;8os), which is in nature (iv Tii q,i'Jqi;i). 

11 Symp. 211 : µovoe16er, ElXiKp111ir, Ka.8a.po11, /J.µ11CTov, ()i;io11. See the whole 
context. 

3 Phaedo, 66 c : (soul) ipcbTw11 Of Ka.l e11"1811µiw11 1ta.l <P6fJwv 1Ca.l d6wXWJ1 71"4JITO• 
oa.'ITwv 1Ca.l <fJX11a.pla.r 'µ11"lµrX71CT111 1Jµ8.s 71"oXM1r (To CTWJJ.a.), Symp. 211 E: (Idea.) 
dvci'ITXEWJI O'a.p1twv TE d;118pW1rWWll /Ca.l lf.PWJJ.Omn Hl 4M71s nMfjs <PX11a.pla.s 81171Tfjs. 
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converted to Pythagoreanism. The Phae.do announces this 
conversion as fully accomplished. 

According to his new view of the constitution of reality, the 
' nature of things ' 1 is to be found in these supersensible Ideas, 
each of which is the centre, and indwelling soul, of a group of 
objects in the sense-world. 

132. The Idea as Daemon and the nature of' Participation' 

We have seen how, in the Phaedo, the Platonic 'Forms' or 
' Ideas ' are declared to be objects of the same kind with souls. 
But the Ideas, it must be noted, are not individual souls, but 
souls of groups, or classes of things, called by their names. They 
are, in fact, descended from entities of the same order as the 
daemons described above (Chapter m.)-the impersonal spirits 
of human groups or natural departments.2 Justice, for in­
stance, is the one collective soul-idea which is somehow shared 
in common by all just persons and things. How is this relation 
to be conceived 1 How is it possible for one form or nature 
to be present in a plurality of things, and yet to remain one 1 

1 <fJl'JCTu in Plato means the World of Ideas ; cf. Rep. 597 A : (Ti KXi1171) .;, iv 
Ti </WCTn owa., made by God, identical with TO i;l6os 3 61) q,d.µ.e11 tlva.1 3 fon 
1CXi1171. Phaedo, 103B: To iv TV <fJl'JCTE1 (l11a.11Tlov) contrasted with To ~.,, 1,µi"v. 
Parm. 132B : Ta µt11 ero71 Ta.ilTa. CJCT11"ep 11"a.pa.oel"(µa.Ta. ECTTciva.L iv TV </JUCTEL. 

2 See Plato's description of the rule of the daemons in the age of K.ronos 
(a.hove, p. 35), ea.ch daemon presiding over one kind. The close analogy 
between Plato's Ideas and the 'species-deities,' of which Tylor, Prim. Oult. 
(1903), ii. p. 243, gives examples, has long been pointed out, especially the 
Finnish haltiat : 'Every object in nature has a "haltia," a guardian deity or 
genius, a being which was its creator and thenceforth became attached to 
it. These deities or genii are, however, not bound to each single transitory 
object, but are free persona.I beings which ha.ve movement, form, body, and 
soul. Their existence in no wise depends on the existence of the individual 
objects, for although no object in nature is without its guardian deity, this 
deity extends to the whole race or species. This ash-tree, this stone, this 
house has indeed its particular "haltia.," yet these same "haltiat" concern 
themselves with other ash-trees, stones, and houses, of which the individuals 
may perish, but their presiding genii live on in the species' (p. 245). These 
haltiat are obviously group-souls or daemons arrested in an earlier stage 
than Plato's Ideas, retaining more soul-properties, which the Ideas have shed 
on t.heir way towards becoming mere concepts. The obscurity a.bout the 
relation of the 'species-deity' to the particular instances of it present in 
members of the group is precisely that which besets the relation of a.tlTo T~ 
Mi"(E8os to TO iv 7Jµ.i11 µfye8or in Plato's Phaedo, 102» ff. 
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This is the much-vexed problem of ' participation ' (µEfhEt() ), 
which Plato could never solve to his satisfaction. 

We understand the problem and its insolubility, when we 
grasp that this relation called 'participation' (me.thexis) is, from 
the first, a mystical, non-rational relation, which defies rational 
analysis. The Idea is a group-soul, related to its group as a 
mystery-daemon, like Dionysus, is related to the group of wor­
shippers, his thwsos. The worshippers of Dionysus believed 
that, when they held their orgiastic rites, the one God entered 
into each and all of them ; each and all became entheoi ; they 
' partook ' of the one divine nature, which was ' communicated ' 
to them all, and' present' in each. It is thus we must interpret 
the three terms-methexis, parousw, koinonw-by which Plato 
tries to describe the relation of an Idea to its group. Another 
term-mimesis-has the same significance. Mimesis is not 
'imitation' in the sense of an external resemblance: there is 
no ' likeness ' in this sense between the Idea ' Man ' and a 
human being, and Plato never could suppose that there was. 
Mimesis has its old sense of 'embodying,' 'representing': it 
is like the relation which an actor has to the character he im­
personates, only that it is essentially between a group and a 
unity. A better illustration is to be found in a variety of sym­
bols, all of which embody or represent one meaning. This sense 
of mimesis was preserved by the Pythagoreans. Aristotle is 
exactly right when he says that ' whereas the Pythagoreans say 
that things exist by " representing " numbers, Plato says it is 
by " participation " ; he merely changed the name.' i 

133. The problem of' Participation' 

We have seen how the conception of this relation, subsisting 
between a divine or daemonic being and a group, had been kept 
alive by the Pythagorean community, which, during its founder's 
life and after his death, believed itself to be continuously ani­
mated and inspired by the master's spirit. We have seen also 

1 Arist. Met. a vi. 987 b 9: Ka Ta µUh~o· ')'cip El11a1 Ta 7Toll.ll.a Tw11 1111vw11uµw11 
'TOis E(8e11111. 'T1}v ae µleE~lfl 'TOIJ11oµa, µ.-011011 µrrlf3all.o • oi µ~11 ')'cip IT118aj'OpELOI 

µ1µ1/lfEI ni /Ina tf>a11l11 Elva1 'TWV &.p18µw11, IIMTwv ae µe9ll;ei. T1/v f.J.Ell'TOI ')'E µEfJEl;1v 
.q T1}V µlµ.7JlflV ijns av fr1/ 'TWV Ef8W,, atf>Ewav iv Koivlji f1JTEW. 
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how, in such cases, the image of the human prophet recedes and 
gathers about it the glories of miraculous legend. Once more 
the old story is repeated. Just as the Gods in their day ceased 
to be functional daemons in close and perpetual relations with 
their worshippers, and drifted away to Olympus, and finally to 
the utmost heaven, so Pythagoras had passed from being a 
marvellous man (Saiµovto() av~p, 8€to() av~p), up the ladder 
which leads from earth to heaven, to become identified with 
Apollo himself. The penalty of this Olympian exaltation 
is always the same : the old sense of intimate communion, 
based on community of nature, must fade and die. What was 
once a collective soul, becomes a distinct individual, removed 
by an impassable gulf from its group. 

The same fate awaited the Platonic Idea. The relation 
called methexis will not bear rational analysis. Aristotle, after 
saying that Plato adopted this relation from the Pythagoreans 
and merely changed the name, adds that both alike' left it an 
open question what on earth this participation or representation 
may be.' As regards Plato, the statement is hardly true. 
Already in the Phaedo he has become uncomfortable about it, 
and declines to commit himself to the terms ' presence ' and 
' communion.' 1 Later, in the Parmenides, he raises the intel­
lectual difficulties. 2 Parmenides asks whether we are to under­
stand that the whole Idea, or only a part, is present in each 
thing which ' partakes ' of it. Either alternative is beset with 
difficulties. The problem cannot be solved, until the Ideas alto­
gether cease to be indwelling group-souls, or daemons, which 
can impart themselves to a whole group, and yet remain one. 
Their fate must ultimately be to dry up into mere' concepts,' or 
logical objects of thought, immutable still and independent of 
the subject which knows them, but without life and power. 
The relation of methexis must be reduced to the relation of 
logical subject to universal predicate. From the point of view 
of logical theory, this step is an unmitigated gain; but, although 

1 Phaedo, lOOD : oOK 4ll.ll.o n 7T01E'i aOTo KaM11 ;) 1, eKEl11011 Toil Kall.oil du 
7rapOUlfLa du KOlllWJl{a EfTE 811"71 81} Kal IJ7TWS 7rp011')'EllOµ.fv1} ( 7rp011a"(OpWoµ/v1}, 

Wytt. )· ou 10.p tn TouTo 81t11x11pltoµa1, dll.X' 8n Tlji Kall.~ 7TavTa Tei KaAcl. ['yl')'11E· 
Tai] Kall.cl. 

2 Parm. 131. 
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~lat~, as _a logician, is irresistibly driven towa;ds it, the mystic 
m him cries out against it. In the midst of his later and most 
severely logical work, the protest breaks out : ' Can we ever be 
made to believe that motion, and life, and soul, and consciousness, 
are not present in that which is perfectly real? Can we imagine 
it as neither alive nor conscious, but, in all its irreproachable 
solemnity, a senseless, immovable fixture? '1 

The trouble is that, if the Ideas are allowed to cease to be 
souls, and to become mere concepts, they can no longer be re­
garded as the causes-the only true causes-of the world. The 
Socrates of the Phaedo describes how he has turned his back 
on all such causes of becoming and perishing as the earlier 
physicists had alleged, and resorted to one type of explanation 
for everything. If he is asked, for instance, why a thing is 
beautiful, he will not say, 'because its colour, or its shape, is 
so-and-so'; his only answer is: 'for no other reason than that 
~t partakes of the Beautiful.' 2 This is well enough, so long as 
it means that 'the Beautiful Itself' is a divine substance which . ' 
imparts its nature to all beautiful things, and is somehow 
' present ' in them. But, if ' the Beautiful Itself' is to be a mere 
universal predicate, and ' partakes of ' is to mean nothing but 
the subject-predicate relation, what becomes of Socrates' sole 
and sufficient reason, why things are beautiful ? ' This is 
beautiful because it partakes of the Beautiful ' will now mean 
exactly the same as 'This is beautiful because it is beautiful': 
'partakes of' is a mere synonym of this sense of 'is.' s The 
Idea is a cause no longer. 

In the latter part of the Phaedo, it is clear that, partly owing 
to the ambiguity of the word aitia, which means ' explanation,' 
' '' d' d' 'f . reason, groun , an cause o existence or of becoming, 
Plato confuses two very different theories. One is logical, and 

i Sophist, 248.E : Tl oe 7rpos A,6s ; ws aX178ws Klv71<J'UJ Kat tw~v Kal if;vxTi11 Kai 
t/Jpo11T}1n11 n piolws 1rE,<T871<Toµ.e8a rc{j 'lrallTEAWS 611n µ.Tj 7rape'i11a1, fJ.T}Of ffl11 aura µ.710£ 
'f>povii11, dXM. <J'Ef-'VOV Kal liy1ov, VOVJI OUK txo11, aKl1171rov E<!ros et11a1; 

2 Phrudo, lOOc. 
s This obvious difficulty seems to escape those critics of the Phaedo who 

speak a.s if Pl~to, when ~e wrote that dialogue, realised that methexia was 
o~ly a figurative expression for a clearly conceived subject-predicate rela. 
t10n. We must remember that Plato has no words for 'subject' or • predi· 
cate' or ' relation.' 
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states that the explanation, or account, to be given of the pro­
position 'this thing is beautiful,' is that there is an Idea, Beauti­
ful, and this thing partakes of it. In modern terminology this 
is no more than to say: 'Every proposition of the type "x 
is A " implies that there is a concept, or universal predicate, A, 
and that x has to it a certain relation.' 1 Taken simply as an 
analysis of the subject-predicate proposition, this account is 
unexceptionable ; though it does not hold of the numerical 
and relational propositions (' one and one are Two,' ' Phaedo is 
taller than Socrates') to which Plato also applies it. But that 
is not all. The logical theory is not distinguished from a meta­
physical doctrine, which may be stated thus : ' This beautiful 
thing exists (or begins to exist, ryf,.yverni) for no other reason than 
that Beauty exists, and this thing partakes (or comes to partake) 
of its nature.' On this interpretation, the existence of Beauty 
Itself (auTo ,-o 1Ca"A-ov) is asserted to be the cause of the existence 
of all particular beautiful things in the world of sense. The 
relation called methexis is not here the logical relation of subject 
to predicate in a proposition, but a causal relation. The Idea 
is to be, somehow, the supersensible ground (alTia) of the 
existence of sensible things which become and perish in time. 
In order to be so, it must impart its nature in some inexplicable 
way, which can only be described :figuratively. It is like an 
original (7rapaoevyµ,a) which casts a copy (µ,tµ,,,µa), or like­
ness (elKwv), of itself into a mirror, or some other reflecting 
medium. The supersensible world is an immutable hierarchy 
of Ideas, or Types, which throws its image upon the ever­
flowing stream of time. Or, it is a heaven of divine souls, which 
impart themselves to the groups of transitory things that bear 
their names. The whole conception is manifestly mythical, 
but it is of the essence of the theory. The logical interpretation 
is struggling to get clear of the mythical; the Idea threatens 
to pass from being an indwelling group-soul to being a mere 
universal concept, which does not exist at all, and, if it did, 
could not cause the existence or becoming of particular things. 

i The characteristics of the relation are that it holds only between a 
' particular' or thing and a concept ; that it holds from the thing to the 
concept, and not in the reverse sense; and that every thing has this relation 

to some concept. 
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Plato did not realise that he was only making an important 
discovery in logic ; he thought he was discovering the causes 
-the sole, true causes-of the existence of the world. 

134. The Olympianisation of the Ideas 

It is curious to observe how the development of the Platonic 
Ideas corresponds to other developments already described. 
Originally inherent in their group, they are, at first, partly dis­
engaged from it, and yet remain immanent throughout its 
extent, and related to it as causes. Then, in the second stage, 
they become completely distinct, and only externally related to 
their logical extension. The process is like that by which the 
myth, from being a verbal counterpart of the ritual action, 
comes to be a generalised representation of it, as it were a uni­
versal, detached from the unlimited series of particular cele­
brations of the rite. It then becomes an 'explanation' (aition), 
professing to account for the existence and practice of the ritual, 
just as the Idea is erected into an explanation or account (logos) 
of the things that partake of it. Again, as we have pointed out, 
the Idea is like the group-soul, at first projected as an ideal (para­
deigma) of the group, and then becoming a daemon, which is 
regarded as something partly distinct, and yet the source, or 
cause, of the supernatural powers of the group. Once more the 
history of rational civilised philosophy repeats the history of 
pre-rational religious representation. 

For, it is in this way, as M. Levy-Bruhl points out,1 that 
'causes' were first sought and discovered by primitive man. 
The process is not one of associating two things or events, first 
conceived as distinct, and then brought into connection as cause 
and effect. ' We ought not to say, as is often said, that primitive 
men associate with all objects that strike their senses or imagina­
tion, occult forces, magical properties, a sort of soul or vital 
principle, and that they add animistic beliefs to their perceptions. 
There is here no association. The mystic properties of persons 
and things are an integral part of the representation which the 
primitive man has of them-a representation which, at this 

1 Fonctions mentales, etc., p. 39. 
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stage, is an indecomposable whole. Later, at another period 
of social evolution, what we call the natural phenomenon will 
tend to become the sole content of the perception, to the ex­
clusion of other elements, which will then take on the aspect 
of beliefs, and even, finally, of superstitions. But, until this 
" dissociation " takes place, the perception remains an un­
differentiated unity.' We ought never to ask, ' What ex­
planation must the primitive mind give itself of such and such 
a natural phenomenon 1 ' The statement of the problem 
implies a false hypothesis. There are, for the mentality of the 
lower societies, no natural phenomena in our sense. For them, 
the explanation has no need to be sought ; it is implicit in the 
mystical elements of their collective representations. The 
question that has to be asked is, how the phenomenon, little by 
little, detached itself from the complex in which it was at first 
enveloped, so as to be separately apprehended, and how what 
was once an integral element in it, became later an ' explanation.' 

The Platonic Ideas seem to owe their existence to a process 
of dissociation, like that which M. Levy-Bruhl suggests. Their 
genesis is, accordingly, parallel to the genesis of 'souls,' which 
we have already described. They emerge from their class, as 
the daemon or the king emerged from the social group, to be 
the depositary of its collective consciousness, the externalised 
and projected vehicle, or source, of its power. Finally, as the 
group-soul gave place to the individual soul, a corresponding 
fate is reserved for the Ideas, at the hands of Aristotle. 
Plato's greatest follower will not shrink from declaring the 
truth, that the ' Ideas '-these Forms, originally endowed with 
the attributes of soul-are really nothing but forms. They 
have no independent existence, no life, no power of causing any­
thing to come into existence.1 The highest degree of reality 
will be taken away by Aristotle from that other world of im­
material Ideas, and restored to the world we see around us. 
To him, the forms, or essences, of individual things will be 
substances, realities, in the fullest sense. 

In proportion as the Ideas cease to be causes and become mere 
logical concepts, Platonism is threatened with the inevitable 

1 Met. A 9. 
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fate of a system which attempts to place the source of life outside 
and above Nature, in a metaphysical world of immutable reality. 
When we consider this world of Forms, it turns out to be nothing 
but a vast scheme of classification (moirai), a hierarchy of kinds, 
broadening downwards from its highest genus to its lowest 
individual species. It is the characteristic construction of the 
Intellect, which can divide and analyse, but not create. At the 
apex is enthroned that very Intellect itself. We call it Reason, 
God, the Good ; but it is idle to pretend that it can create the 
world. It is as impotent as the Parmenidean One, and for the 
same reason-its immutable perfection. The hierarchy of forms, 
by which we seek to link this One to the manifold world of 
change, is a channel without a stream. Plato,· in his final 
attempt to formulate a cosmology, falls back on the mythical 
horn of the dilemma, which Parmenides had the courage to avoid. 
He is forced to attribute to his deified Intellect an impossible 
impulse of desire. It is the old religious necessity, realised long 
before by Pherekydes, who said that, when Zeus set about 
making the world, he changed himself into Eros.1 This Desire 
is the mythical Demiurge of the Timaeus, who, being good and 
therefore without jealousy (cp06voi;), 'desired that all things 
should be as like unto himself as possible. This is that most 
sovereign cause of b"ecoming and of cosmic order, which we shall 
most surely be right in accepting from men of understanding. 
For God, desiring that all things should be good, and that, so 
far ?8 this might. be,_ ~here sho~ld be nothing inferior, having 
re_ce1ved all that is visible, not m a state of rest, but moving 
without harmony or measure, brought it from its disorder into 
order, thinking that this was in all ways better than the other.' 2 

The mythical form of this whole cosmology is not a poetical 
dress, in which Plato arbitrarily chooses to clothe a perfectly 
definite and rational scheme, such as modern students set them­
selves to discover in it. If Plato could have stated it as a 

1 :herek. frag. 3=Procl. ad Tim. 320: o if?epeK681]s l"Ae-y1:11 els #EpCdra. µ.era.· 
flefl"A71u8a.i TOii ala. µ.i"A"Ao'llTa. 871µ.ioupyew. 

2 Plato, ~imaeus~ 29E. _The language supports the view held by J. Adam 
that the Timaeus gives a prnture of a reconstruction of the universe at the 
beginning of one of the alternating periods, like those of Empedocles and of 
the Politicus myth. Cf. A. E. Taylor, Plato, p. 144, London, 1908. 
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"logos, he would have done so, only too gladly ; but he cannot. 
It is not rational, but mystical-a mythos in substance as well 
as form, and drawn from mythical, mystical sources. There is 
no tolerable explanation in rational terms. An immutable, 
passionless Reason may trace the outlines of a scheme of classi­
fication, and divide its concepts into duly subordinated genera 
and species ; but it can do no more. To account for the exist­
ence of anything whatever, we have to ascribe to it the unworthy 
and lower faculty of desire, and give this desire an unworthy 
and lower object-the existence of an imperfect copy of per­
fection. But that is the language of religion, not of science. 

135. The Flight of the Phil,osopher 

When Greek philosophy deified the speculative intellect, it 
made the supreme effort to work clear of all that was vague 
and mythical in religion, only to find that the intellect had 
become a deity and followed the elder Gods of emotional faith 
to the seventh heaven. In the system of Aristotle (which it is 
not within our scope to examine in detail), God is sublimated 
to the topmost pinnacle of abstraction, and conceived as Form 
without Matter-a pure Thought, cut off from all active or 
creative energy, for the Ultimate End can have no other end 
beyond itself. It cannot even think of anything but itself, for 
no other object is worthy of its attention. It is shut up in 
unceasing and changeless contemplation of itself. We are 
asked to believe that this condition is worthy of the names of 
perfect activity, of life, of blessedness; and that such a God, 
though he cannot condescend to move the world in any other 
way, can move it as being himself the object of love (tctvei: w~ 
epwµ.evov). God cannot love the world, or send forth his Logos 
into it ; but the world is expected to love him, and all its life 
is to be caused by desire for this monastic and self-hypnotised 
abstraction. It may be doubted whether this passion has ever 
been genuinely felt even by the most intellectual of mystics, 
much less by the rest of creation. It is only by calling it 
'God,' and persuading ourselves that it is alive, and active, 
and blessed-all which is manifestly mythical-that we can 
induce the faintest feeling of attraction towards it. 
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In the system of Aristotle, the two factors of our original 
complex-the outline, shape, or eidos of the moira, and the 
functional force, the behaviour and nature (physis) pervading it­
fall completely asunder at the two poles of existence. The form 
has escaped from its content, and the life has paBSed out of it, 
by a process analogous to that by which the Olympian Gods 
shed the functional utility of their daemonic phase, and became 
idle and impotent forms, floating above a world in which all the 
proceBSes of life and change go forward without their help. 
Religion, indeed, left them with individual attributes and 
capricious wills. But, now that science has left no room. in nature 
for such wills to operate, the divine loses every vestige of desire 
and power, and is reduced to pure eidos-a strengthless eidolon. 

The philosopher, too, not obscurely aspires to imitate his 
divine counterpart, and ' follow where all is fled.' At the con­
clusion of his Ethics, 1 Aristotle's ideal for humanity is clearly 
enough disclosed. Of all moral, practical activities, he argues, 
' war and politics are the noblest and on the grandest scale ; 
hut even these are incompatible with leisure, and chosen only 
as a means to some end beyond themselves. The activity of 
Reason is of higher worth, being speculative, and looking to no 
further end. It has also a pleasure which is peculiar to it, 
and enhances its activity. That being so, this activity is self­
sufficient; it is free (so far as may be for man) from cares 
and weariness; it has all the other attributes of felicity. This, 
then, will be the perfect wellbeing of man. 

'Such a life as this, however, is higher than the measure of 
humanity ; not in virtue of his humanity will man lead this 
life, hut in virtue of something divine within him ; and, by as 
much as this something is superior to his composite nature, 
by so much is its activity superior to the rest of virtue. If, 
then, Reason is divine in comparison with man, the life of 
Reason is divine in comparison with human life. We ought 
not to listen to those who exhort man to keep to man's thoughts, 

1 Etl1. Nie. K vii. I am not convinced by those interpreters who deny 
that the wise man, a1 here described, •exists as an individual,' and 1ay 
that he is only 'the formal element (of man's eudaimonia) abstracted and 
peraonified' (J. A. Stewart, Notes on the Nicom. Eth., vol. ii. p. 443 (1892)). 
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or a mortal to the thoughts of mortality ; but, so far as may be; 
to achieve immortality, and do what man may to live accord­
ing to the highest thing that is in him; for, though it be little 
in bulk, in power and worth it is far above all the rest. 

'It would seem, too, that this is the true self of every man, 
since it is the supreme and better part.1 It will be strange, then, 
if he should choose not his own life, hut some other's. What we 
said before will be appropriate again here: that what is natur­
ally proper to every creature is the highest and pleasantest for 
him. And so, to man, this will be the life of Reason, since 
Reason is, in the highest sense, a man's self. Therefore, this 
life will also be most blessed.' 

The ideal for the individual, then, is to escape from society, 
as God has escaped from his functional utility in Nature. Man's 
soul rises, as the daemon had risen, above his social group. He 
will withdraw, like the Stoic, into autonomous self-sufficiency 
and Olympian contemplation. 

It is only a step further to the mystical trance of neo­
platonism, in which thought is swallowed up in the beatific 
vision of the absolute One, above being and above knowledge, 
ineffable, unthinkable, no longer even a Reason, but ' beyond 
Reason' (e7re1uiva voii)-' the escape of the alone to the 
alone.' 2 In this ecstasy, Thought denies itself; and Philo­
sophy, sinking to the close of her splendid curving flight, 
folds her wings and drops into the darkness whence she arose 
-the gloomy Erebus of theurgy and magic. 

1 ll 78a 2: 66~ELE 6' a11 Kid el11aL lfKalTTOS TOVrO, e(rep Tc} KUpLOll Kal lJ.µEtllOll. I 
incline to read E(rep Kai Kupio11 Tc} tLµtL11011, i.e. 'since the better pa.rt is also 
that which makes him in the fullest sense (Kupiws) what he is-hi!I truest 
self.' 

2 Plot. Enn. VI. ix. 11 : Kai ov-ros fJEw11 Kal 6.110pwrw11 fJElw11 Kal Ei'ISa1µ611w11 f3£os, 
ara.X:\a')'~ TWll 1l>..>.w11 TWFJ TVSE, f3Los 6.11.q6011os TWll Tfi6E, "'~ µ611011 rpos µ611011. 
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A priori methods, 126 ; in treatment of 
Physis, 137. 

aMvaTOll in Homer, 14. 
Agricultural Magic, 167. 
Aisa, 120. 
Aitia as explanation, 141; ambiguity in 

Plato, 256 ; primitively discovered by 
'dissociation,' 258. 

A namnesi.t, 248. 
avcn·ooow, 208. 
Anaxagoras, 144; system discussed, 153 ff. 
Anaximander, his cosmology, 7 ff. ; ac-

cepts conception of primary world­
order, 19; cosmic structure compared 
to clan organisation, 62 ; Limitless as 
divine, 135; system discussed, 144 ff. ; 
order of Time and Justice, 176; his 
scheme adapted by Empedocles, 231. 

Anaximenes, Air as God, 135 ; system 
discussed, 148 ff. 

Animism, 101. 
aJl'Ta'lr6tio<m, 163, 167. 
Anthesteria, 165. 
Aphrodite in Parmenides, 222. 
Apollo, 195 ; and Pythagoras, 204. 
Apology of Socrates, 244. 
Aristotle, 'like knows like,' 134 ; treat­

ment of Plato's Ideas, 259 ; Form and 
Matter, 261; ideal for man, 262. 

Asha, 172 ff. 
Atomism, 137; as goal of Science, 14'. 
-- of Leukippus, 155 ff. 
-- -- like number doctrine, 213. 

BLOOD of totem-clan, 57; of group-kin, 
87. 

Blood-feud, 57. 
Blood-kin : differentiated from magical 

group, 93; collective responsibility, 
96. 

Blood-soul, 109. 
Broad Oath in Empedocles, 237. 
Bronze Age (Hesiod), 109. 
Buddha, 113, 193. 

CALENDARS, succession of, 170. 
Callicles, 183. 

Causality, at first spatial, 140 ff. ; and 
likeness, 86. 

Causes, discovered by 'dissociation,' 258 ; 
and explanations, 139 ff. 

Chance, 242; world left to, 214. 
Chaos, meaning of, 66 ; in Chinese cos­

mogony, 99 ; and Eros, 70; and 
Poros, 120. 

Ohronos, 172 ; of Orpbics, 146. 
Classification and tribal structure, 57 ; 

of tribe, including all Nature, 59 ; basis 
of magic, 140 ; Plato's Ideas as system 
of, 260. 

Collective emotion, 77 ff. ; representation 
defined, 43 ; responsibility, 57. 

Comitium, 53. 
Communion in mystical religion, 112. 
Conscience, 81. 
Contraries: grouped in pairs, 63 ; sepa­

ration of, 65; elemental, 116. 
Cook, A. B., 32. 
Cosmogony: Babylonian, 67 ; Egyptian, 

67 ; Orphic, 67 ; Chinese, 67 ; Pytha­
gorean, 70. 

Cosmology of Plato's Timaeu1, 260. 
Cosmos, as political term, 53 ; basis of 

Pythagorean ethics, 211. 
Crawley, A. E., 109. 

DAEMON, rule in Golden Age (Plato), 
35; in primitive Greece (Herod.), 37; 
of house in Pindar, 58; explains 
hereditary guilt, 58 ; of Magical 
Society, 95; of Gens, 96; of natural 
departments, 96; Good Spirits, 98 ; 
reign of (Plato), 98; four types of 
Greek daemon, 100 ; blended with 
hero, 107; of individual, 110; rule in 
Golden Age, 173; Pythagoras as, 201; 
in Empedocles, 228 ff. ; good and evil 
genii, 239 ; and Platonic Idea, 253. 

Da8'Tnos, of three sons of Kronos, 15, 17 ; 
of the Gods, 21; secured by oath, 22 ; 
of seats of worship, 36; cosmic dasmos 
a late doctrine, 38; of Rhodes, 53; of 
elements, 116 ; effected by lot or strife, 
231. 
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Decad, as perfect number, 207. 
Deikela, 158 ; in Democritus, 250. 
Destiny. See Moira. 
Deussen, 2. 
Dharma, 174. 
ti£Kruo11, 189. 
Dike, reflection of Nomos, 54; avenging 

Justice, 82; in mysticism, 160 ff.; in 
Hesiod, 167; as Season, 168; as 'Way,' 
172; only among men, 182; in Hera­
cleitus, 189 ; in Parmenides, 215, 216, 
222. 

Diogenes of Apollonia, 133 ; Air as God, 
135. 

Dionysus as Mystery God, 111 ; and 
Orpheus, 195. 

Aios alua, 26. 
Diotima, 121. 
Divine, meaning of, 96; as attribute of 

Physis, 129. 
o6~a, in Parmenideb, 220. 
Dream-image and soul, 109. 
Dualism, of Orphism, 197 ; in Pytha­

goreanism, 213; of Empedocles, 211. 

EARTH, sacred to agricultaralist, 98. 
Eidola, of Atomists, 158 ; in Democritus, 

250. 
Eidolon-soul, 109 ; visible ghost, 251. 
Eleatics, 137; ignore senses, 155. 
Elements, separated out of Physis (An-

aximander), 8 ff.; provinces of, 10 ; 
in Hesiod's Theogony, 17; equated 
with Gods, 18 ; and clans, 52 ; four in 
Greek cosmology, 60 ff. ; divided among 
Gods, 116 ; as 'things,' 152. 

Empedocles, Ph ilia and Neikos, 63 ; Soul 
and elements, 133 ; as man of science, 
150 ff. ; unity of life, 182; system 
discussed, 224 ff. ; successors of, 242 ; 
view of soul compared with Plato's, 
251. 

Eniautos, 168. 
lvvoµos, 30. 
t119eos, 112. 
Enthusiasm, 112. 
Epimenides, 215. 
Erinys, 110. 
l!:ros and marriage of oppoaites, 70 ; and 

world-egg, 70 ; Olympian and mystic 
views of, 119 ; in SY'JnposiWln, 121 ; in 
Parmenides, 222 ; and demiurge of 
Timaeus, 260. 

Esoteric writing, 225, 237. 
1j9ea, as range, 64 ; haunts, habits, 34. 
Eurytos, 210. 

Exogamous segmentation, 68, 210. 
Exogamy, 58. 

FALL of man in Empedocles, 238. 
Fate. See Moira. 
Fertility spirits, local, 38. 
Fire, primary in mystic philosophies, 197. 
Following God, 200. 
Form and matter as male and female, 71. 
Frazer, J. G., 31, 55, 103 ff. 
Freedom of Greek Thought, 2, 20, 44. 

GEOMETRY, influence on Science, 142, 
149, 151. 

God, a representation inherited by phil­
osophy from religion, 4 ; notion de­
veloped, 88 ; offshoot of ' Soul,' 90 ; 
advances with worshippers' develop­
ment, 92; eliminated by Science, 142; 
as Intellect cannot create, 260. 

Gods, subject to Moira, 12; arise out of 
elements (Hesiod}, 18; equated with 
elements, 18; supersede Destiny, 21 ; 
episodic character of, 39; Mystery 
Gods, 110 ff. 

Golden Age in Plato, 35; in Empedocles, 
236. 

Good Spirit of Fertility, 98. 
Great Oath of Gods, 22 ff. ; in Em­

pedocles, 236 ff. 
Great Year, 178, 238. 
Group, primary in totemic society, 56; 

prior to individual, 58. 
Group-consciousness, 77; superindi­

vidual, 80 ; content of religious repre­
sentation, 82. 

Group-soul as group-functions, 94 ; and 
rebirth, 161. 

Haltiat of Finns, 253. 
Harmonia, virtue as, 211; =Philia in 

Empedocles, 234. 
Harmonic proportions, 209. 
Harmony, of opposites, 64 ; in Hera­

cleitus, 190 ; of Plato's world-soul, 
206; rejected by Parmenides, 217. 

Headlam, Walter, 16. 
Heaven-worship, 170; revived by Or­

phism, 177; of Persians, 177. 
Heracleitus, universal law, 182; system 

discussed, 184 ff. ; Dionysiac, 183 ; con­
trast with Pythagoras, 193; Fire as 
Soul, 132 ; Logos as soul-substance, 
234. 

Herd-suggestion, 47, 49, 80. 
Hereditary guilt, 58. 
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Hermes, Pan, Logos, 187. 
Hero: Eponymous, 106; worship of, 107; 

blended with Good Spirit, 107. 
Hestia, of Pythagoreans, 212, 223. 
Hippasos, 203. 
Horai, 168, 170. 
Horkos, as Ilerkos, 24, 237. See Great 

Oath. 
Hylozoism, 89, 150. 

IDAE..1.N DAKTYLS, 94. 
Ideas : theory of, 242 ff. ; like souls, 246, 

249 ff. ; communicated to things, 252 ; 
immanent, 252; as Daemons of groups, 
253 ; as causes, 256 ; as concepts, 257; 
as paradeigmata, 257, 258. 

Imitation in magic, 76. 
Immateriality a late conception, 83. 
Immortality, of chiefs and heroes, 108; in 

mystical religion, 112 ; Dionysiac and 
Orphic, 179; individual in Orphism, 
196; in Heracleitus, 196 ; as conceived 
by Pythagoras, 203 ; in Empedocles, 
228 ff. ; Plato's views of, 243 ff. ; as 
assimilation to God, 263. 

Individualism of Orphism, 179 ; of 
Sophistic, 183. 

Individuality merged in social conscious­
ness, 47 ; weak in primitive mind, 77, 
101 ; of the chief, 108. 

Initiation enforcing morality, 46 ; in 
Central Australia, 79; as new birth, 
95 ; grades of, 164. 

Injustice of individual existence, 147. 
Ionian Philosophy and Olympia.nism, 122. 
Ixion, 120. 

JEsus, 193; as daemon, 113. 
Justice, of elemental order, 8, 11, 64; 

guarding world-order, 19; assailed as 
'conventional,' 183; identified with 
Fire, or Sun, 189 ; and Logos, of 
Heracleitus, 191 ; Reign of, in An­
axima.nder, 232. 

KER, 110. 
King, emergence of, 102 ; temporary 

kings, 103; as magician, 104 ; depart­
mental kings of Nature, 105; repre­
sents world-order, 105; as first indi­
vidual, 108. 

Kinship, primitive type of likeness, 86. 
Knowledge, as action at a distance, 132; 

as power, 141. 
Koinonia, of Ideas in Plato, 254. 

Korybantes, 94. 
Kouretes, 94 ; hymn of, 168, 
Kronos=Chronos, 171. 

LACHESIS at Dasmos, 22. 
La.flesche, 69. 
Language, as means of power, 141; in 

Heracleitus, 192. 
Law, administered by group, 102 ; as 

sovereign, 103. See N omos. 
Lawgiving, of Zeus, 26. 
Law of Nature, 55, 181 ; in Heracleitus, 

191 ; in Empedocles, 235. 
Leukippus, system discussed, 155 If. 
Life, squeezed out of matter by Science, 

151, 158, 230. 
'Like acts on like,' 61, 86, 132. 
'Like knows like,' 132. 
Likeness, as kinship, 132, 140. 
LimitleBs, of Anaximander, meaning, 

145. 
Logos, 'proportion of mixture· =soul, in 

Empedocles, 235, 239 ; as 'meaning,' 
248 ; in Heracleitus, 186 ff. 

MAGIC, in agriculture, 167; primary 
sympathetic, 75 ; 'imitative,' 76 ; as 
pre-presentation, 76; distinguished 
from religion, 79 ; involves classifica­
tion, 85 ; based on classification, 140. 

Magical compulsion, superseded by sacri­
fice, 114. 

Magical societies, 93. 
Mana, described, 84; of magical society, 

94; of Gods and elements, 117; and 
blood-soul, 131 ; and divinity, 129. 

Marett, R. R., 25, 81, 11 O. 
Marriage, of Sky and Earth, 66 ; with 

God unlawful, 119. 
Metensomatosis, 166. 
Methexis, 204 ; in Plato, 254 ff. ; as 

logical relation, 257. 
Microcosm, tribe as, 53. 
llfimesis, in Pythagoreans and Plato, 

254. 
Moira, above the Gods, 12; as moral, 13; 

as system of provinces, 15; older than 
Gods in Hesiod, 18; impersonal, 19 ; 
negative aspect, 34 ; origin of, 40 ff. ; 
projected from social structure, 51 ; 
and Moros, 59; repressive, 82; classi­
fication survives social structure, 93 ; 
above the Olympians, 104; as indi­
vidual fate, 110; spatial, 123; domi­
nating Science, 143; in Anaximander, 
H6; eliminated by Anaximenes, 148; 
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and Ananke of Atomists, 157; and 
Ilorai, 168; in Olympian morality, 
181 

Moirai, 16, 28; superseded by Gods, 73 ; 
and marriage with Gods, 120. 

Moon and fate, 170. 
Moral, meaning of, 46. 
Moral Order of Nature, explained, 55 ff. 
Mundus in comitium, 53. 
Myres, J. L., 39, 74. 
Mystery, as secret doctrine, 46. 
Mystery God, 110 ff. 
Mystic doctrines, why secret, 198. 
Mystic Philosophy and mystical religion, 

114. 
Mystic Religion, temporal framework, 

111. 
Mystic ritual, 77, 91. 
Mystic Tendency, contrasted with 

scientific, 159. 
Myth, aetiological, 139, 141, 258. 

NAMES, as souls, 141 ; mystic 'deriva­
tions ' of, 192. 

Nature, as a moral order, 5, 10; moral 
order survives God.s, 42; static and 
dynamic senses, 73 ; opposed to 
custom, 74; primitive identity with 
custom, 74; opposed to Justice, 183. 

'Nature of Things.' See Physis. 
Necessity in vision of Er 1 222. 
Neikos and Phuia, social origin of, 63. 
Nemesis, as resentment at encroachment, 

16, 82; and Nemos, 31 ; of Gods, 118. 
Nernos and Nemesis, 31. 
Nietzsche, 193. 
voµevs, voµfi, 110µ6s, 30. 
Nomos, as dispensation, 27 ff. ; province 

and behaviour, 34 ; dispensation of 
Reason (Plato), 36 ; negative and posi­
tive aspects, 73 ; as group behaviour, 
74; opposed to Nature, 74; primitive 
identity with Nature, 74; mystical 
conception of, 181. 

Nov.a of Anaxagoras, 154, 189. 
Numa, 28, 83. 
Number-Atomism, 212. 
Number-doctrine, 205. 

OATH of Pythagoreans, 205. 
Okeanos, 237. 
Olympian Gods, lH; their psychology, 

118. 
Olympianisation of Pythagoras, 255 ; of 

Plato's Ideas, 255; of the philosopher, 
263. 

Olympianism and Science, 143. 
Omaha Ca.mp, 69 ; Wakonda, 85. 
Omophagia, 238. 
One and Many, 114, 204. 
Opposites, elements grouped as, 9. See 

Contraries. 
Orenda, 84. 
Oriented clans, 52. 
Orpheus worships Sun, 177; as reformed 

Dionysus, 195. 
Orphic cosmogony, 67. 
Orphism: doctrine of fall of soul, 162 ff. ; 

reformation of Dionysiac religion, 163 ; 
revives Heaven - worship, 177; in­
dividualistic, 179; dualism, 180, 197 ; 
sense of sin, 180 ; a.a reformation, 195 ; 
reformed by Pythagoras, 198. 

PAIRS of Contraries in Parmenides, 219. 
Pan and Logos, 187, 192. 
Pansperinia, 153, 166. 
Parmenides, system discussed, 214. 
Parousia in Plato, 254. 
Participation, problem of, in Plato, 254; 

of group in daemon, 204. 
Patriarchal family, 109, 115. 
Persia, 175; intluence on Orphism, 162; 

Heaven-worship, 177. 
Personality of Gods, 115. 
Pherekydes, 18, 172, 178, 260. 
Philia and Neikos, 151, 230 ff.; social 

origin of, 63. 
Philosophia, as Way of Life, 200. 
Philosophy: its first object not external 

Nature and inner experience, 3; 
analyses religious material, 125; causes 
of philosophic systems, 138. 

<jJ0611os, 118; God free from, in Timaeus, 
260. 

Physis, a pre· philosophic representation, 
4 ; implying life, 7 ; as natural in­
stincts, U; as 'essence' of group, 74; 
as material, 127 ; as soul-substance, 
128 ; as divine, 129 ; homogeneous 
with Soul, 133, 134; and niana, 89; 
and sympathetic continuum, 123 ; and 
Ether, 136; distinguished from element 
by Anaximander, 145; confused with 
element, 145, 149; as process of birth 
and growth, denied, 151, 153 ; as worlu 
of Ideas in Plato, 253. 

Plain of Truth, 215. 
Plato, system discussed, 242 ff. ; Socratic 

and mystic dialogues, 242 ; contact 
with Pythagoreans, 243 ; immortality 
in Apology, 244; in Phaedo, 245; con-
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version to Pythagoreanism, 247; cos­
mology in Timaeus, 260. 

Plurality of Worlds, 143. 
Polyde.emonism, Chinese, 99. 
Poros, 120. 
Procession of Numbers, 207; rejected by 

Parmenides, 217. 
7rp01TO~UTJL6S, 209. 
Psychology of Homer, 109 ; of pre­

Aristotelians, 110 ; of Olympian God, 
118. 

Pythagoras, 113 ; contrasted with Hera­
cleitus, 193; school of, 194 ff. ; reforms 
Orphiam, 198 ; as daemon, 201, 254; 
source of all inspiration, 203. 

Pythagoreans, table of contraries, 69 ; 
unity of all life, 182. 

Pythagorean Way of Life, 181, 199, 
202. 

QUUTITY and Quality, 148. 

RBASON supersedes Moira, 36. 
Reincarnation, 161. 
Religion: obligatory, 46, 81 ; epidemic, 

49 ; derived from social custom, 54 ; 
absent in lowest societies, 78 ; col­
lective, 80; succeeding magic, 90 tr. 

Rhapsodic Theogony, 178. 
Rhea=' flow,' 171. 
Rites de Passage, 164. 
Ritual myths, 107. 
Rivers, W. H. R., 161. 
IJ.ta, 172 ff. 

SAORED, meaning of, 46 ff. 
Sacrifice, commercial, 114. 
Satyrs, 94. 
Science and commerce, 143; practical 

character of, 143. 
Scientific Tendency, 139 ff. 
Seeds, elements as, 153 ; souls as, 165. 
Segmentation of society, how caused, 62. 
u1jµ.a, 187, 218. 
Sense of sin, 180. 
Separation of Sky and Earth, 66 ; social 

origin, 68. 
Sex, contrariety of, 68 ; type of contra. 

riety, 65. 
Social Contract, 183. 
Socrates in .Apology and Pkaedo, 243 tr. 
Solidarity of Totemic Group, 56 ; organic 

and mechanical, 62. 
Soul: a representation inherited by philo­

sophy from religion, 4 ; notion de-

veloped, 88 ; new Soul at Initiation, 
95 ; individual soul, 101, 108 ; as 
nature or essence, 109 ; dream or 
memory image, 109; as moving and 
knowing, 110 ; and Physis, 128 ; ani­
mating universe, 130; as moving, 131; 
as knowing, 132 ; in TimMUS, 133 ; 
as name, 141; reduced to mechanical 
motion, 142 ; reduced to atoms, 157 ; 
conferred by initiation, 165 ; as seeds, 
165; heavenly origin and fall of, 178; 
as Harmony, 213, 234 ; exile of, in 
Empedocles, 228, 237 ; as 'proportion 
of mixture,' 235, 239 ; mortal soul, 
239 ; as proportion, 240 ; like Platonic 
Idea, 246, 2'9 ff. ; infected by body, 
251. 

Soul-substance, 128. 
Species-deitie~, 253. 
Stoics, 263. 
Strife of Elements, 64 ; of Opposites, 

116, 
Styx=Neikos in Empedocles, 237; and 

Neikos, 239; as Oath, 23; as Taboo, 
25 ; confers Kratos on Zeus, 26. 

Subject-Predicate Relation in Plato, 256. 
Sun-worship, 196. 
Sympathetic Continuum, 83 ; splits into 

two pools, 92 ; combining blood and 
mana, 109. 

Sympathetic Magic, 139. 

Tao, Way of Man and Way of Universe, 
100; 172. 

Taoism, 99 ; analogy with Empedocles, 
240. 

Taylor, A. E., 37, 243, 244, 247, 260. 
Telchines, 94. 
Templum and grove, 31. 
Tetractys, 204 tr. ; as Great Oath, 237. 
Thales, three doctrines, 127. 
Theagenes of Rhegium, 18. 
Themis, reflection of Nomos, 54; as 

'doom,' 105. 
Theoria: of Pythagoreans, 176; of Or-

phic, 198 ; of Pythagoras, 200. 
Thiasos, of Mystery God, 111. 
Thrasymachus, 183. 
euµ.6s-soul, 109. 
rtµf,, shift of meaning, 118. 
Time, importance in mystical systems, 

160 ff. ; identified with Physis, 184. 
Time-God, 172; of Orphics, 146. 
Titanomachia, 116. 
Tityos, 120. 
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Totem defined, 56. 
Totemism : illustrating projection of 

Nomos, 55 ff. ; identity of clan and 
species, 75 ; how broken down, 91, 93. 

Transmigration, 164, 166; in Empedocles, 
229. 

Trinity, 113. 
Tyche as power of Earth, 98. 

UNITY of Cosmos, 143. 
Unity of Life, 113; in Pythagoreanism, 

201. 
Universals, 75. 
v7rep µ6pov (alua.v), 13. 

VIRGIN BIRTH, 204. 

Wakonda, 85. 
Way of Righteousness, 181. 
Wheel of Birth in Empedocles, 228. 
Wheel of Dike, 168; in Pindar, 171. 
Wheel of Life, 161 .ff. 
Wheel of Ij.ta, 175. 

XENOCRATES, 213. 
Xenophanes, 177 ; parent of Eleaticism 

216. 

Yang and Yin, 99. 

Z~n, 186. 
Zeus, supremacy conferred by Styx, 25. 
Zunis, 51. 
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