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CHAPTER 1
EARLY GREEK SPECULATION

PHILOSOPHY, both the name and the thing, is one of
the gifts that we owe to ancient Greece But the
word, as commonly used among ourselves, has been
more or less deflected from its original meaning.
We do not always very clearly distinguish between
the philosopher and the man of science—the specialist
who devotes himself to the study of a particular
branch of knowledge ; nor do we sufficiently recognise
the close relation in which philosophy, prolgerly S0
called, stands to practice, to conduct. But the Greek
thinker—Pythagoras or another—who first comned the
word philosopher, that is, lover of wisdom, meant to
suggest a distinction between desire and attainment.
To love wisdom is not necessarily to possess her, nor
even to be confident that one will ever succeed in
possessing her, Wisdom again, although impossible
without knowledge, is something more than mere
knowledge, than that agreement of thought with fact
which we call truth, it 1s the creation of ideals, and
the reconstitution of human life in accordance with
1deal claims. Plato, the supreme thinker of antiquity,
has indeed called the philosopher * the spectator of
all time and all existence '’—a description that would
seem to leave philosophy, as practice, out of sight;
but if we read this grand utterance in the light of
Platonism as a whole we must understand the totality
of time and existence as embracing, beyond and above
what now and here actually is or has been in the past,
what is or ought to be. ’
1
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Progress moves from a vague, confused, indefinite
aggregate to a definite and differentiated whole
Among ourselves this truth is particularly associated
with the name of Herbert Spencer; but it was origin-
ally a Greek idea, and it is equally venfied by the
evolution of Greek thought. The pioneers of philo-
sophy were also to some extent scientific discoverers
and moral or social reformers; while some at least
won respect by the dignity of their personal character.
The last point deserves particular notice, for some
tradition of 1t has survived ever since. The world
has always claimed more from philosophers than
from men of professional distinction in science, art,
and politics, demanding from them not only high
mtellect, but high character, a marked supenonty
to the vulgar weaknesses and ambitions which with
those others may be overlooked for the sake of their
eminent services to the commumty In a word, self-
consistency is felt to be a note of genuine philosophy.
Not only must the teacher’s theories agree with
themselves, but also they must be carried out in
his life.

Nevertheless, when all has been said, in philosophy,
as 1n science, 1ntellect and knowledge are the primary
requisites, and the true pmlosopher finds his happiness
1 speculation rather than in practice. And even in
the mterests of practice 1t 15 well that this should be
so; for the greatest and most frmtful ideas have ever
resulted from the search after truth for 1ts own sake,
not for the uses to which it might be put Now ofall
races the Greeks, and of all Greeks the Ionians, were
most distinguished for this high intellectual curiosity.
Already before the dawn of science we see it appearing
as a characteristic trait in the Homeric poems, associ-
ated with habits of minute observation and with a
singular lucidity of expression. Among the Homeric
Greeks also there 1s a habit of free discussion, an
envisagement of every situation from various pomts of
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view, and a somewhat sceptical turn of mind, highly
favourable to the discovery of truth, such as the early
literature of no other people presents.

Philosophy, as we have seen, differs from the special
sciences—geometry, astronomy, medicine, and the rest
—first of all as the whole from the parts, as a general
from a particular view of the world and of ife And
just as a scientific explanation of this or that pheno-
menon by natural causation is at first hampered by the
competition of popular superstition, so also philosophy,
in seeking after a rational theory of the umverse, inds
the ground pre-occupied by the more or less elaborate
mythologies that the religious imagmation has con-
structed for its own satisfaction Mythology 1s.
indeed rather a by-product of religion, or even a
parasitic growth on its trunk, than an essential
element of 1ts existence, but so far as experience goes
the two are closely connected and apparently inter-
dependent facts Now the Greeks were m all places
and at all periods of their history, with a few eminent
exceptions, a notoriously superstitious people—much
more so indeed than their Roman conquerors, their
mtellectual superiority to whom was 1n other ways so
strongly marked And, as 1t happened, out of their
superstitions was evolved a mythology so beautiful in
itself and so interwoven with the noblest creations of
poetry and plastic art that 1t still survives as an
element of priceless value in the tradition of civilised
mankind, By a fortunate circumstance, however, the
very constitution of Hellenism, the jealous Greek sense
of local independence and personal liberty, prevented
the nise of a theocracy like those which everywhere
else except in some parts of Italy dominated the
cvibsation of the ancient world, and have con-
tinued to prolong therr sway down to the present
times. Priests were indeed a recogmsed class of
Greek citizens, but they do not seem to have been
much respected, nor did they ever acquire such an
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intertribal organisation as might have opposed an
effectual barrier to the spread of secular thought.
Still, as we shall have occasion to observe throufh the
whole of this narrative, Greek religious feeling
operated very powerfully to arrest or deflect the
normal development of Greek philosophy.

The Ionian Cosmologists . Thales, Anaximander,
Anaximenes.

All our authorities are agreed in naming as the
founder of Greek philosophy Thales of Miletus, a rich
and powerful Ioman city on the western coast of
Asia Minor. The date of this remarkable thinker is
fixed by the credible tradition that he predicted a
total echpse of the sun, known to have occurred in the
year 585 BC Besides bemng, to that extent, an
astronomer, Thales was a geometrician, an engineer,
and a statesman, whose advice, had they acted on it,
might have been the political salvation of his country-
men. But his true title to glory did not meet with
full recogmition until two centuries later. Then the
subsequent development of philosophy taught men
to see that 1its speculations took their start from his
proposition that water was the first principle of all
things. What exactly Thales meant by saying this,
or by what considerations, if any, he attempted to
justify it, can only be conjectured. Experience
shows that many things pass out of sight by being
dissolved in water; while many others, including
rocks, plants, and animals, seem to owe their origin
or their nutriment to its presence. It would be a
great triumph for modern science to show that all
material things were composed of electrons or of
ether; but it would not be philosophy, for such a
derivation would not solve the problem of existence.
We should still be asking, how came the primary
atoms to combine into material substances; whether
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our consciousness of those substances is material ; and
if not, whence did it arise? But these are questions
that did not trouble Thales or his successors for many
years afterwards; and yet his principle was truly
phllosophic, because it did not exclude more detailed
inquiry; and 1t suggested the methods of reason and
experience by which a solution might be attempted
when those ulterior problems came up for examination.

Early Greek thought recognised other elements
besides water, indeed, earth, air, and fire still figure
as such in popular language, and it will be seen that
one or other of these did subsequently put in a claim
to be regarded as the first principle of things. An
a priors theorist would conclude that the competition
for that honour must have begun directly after the way
was opened by Thales. Unfortunately for theo?, we
find his immediate successor in the school of Miletus,
Anax1mggggr, taking an entirely new departure, and
what some might call a much higher fight. He tells
us that all the heavens and all the worlds they contain
have originated neither from water nor from any other
element, but from the Infinite—a fateful term which he
first introduced into philosophy. And he goes on to
state 1n somewhat mystical phraseology that into that
from which things take their rise they pass away once
more, ‘‘ as is ordained; for they make reparation and
satisfaction to one another for their injustice according
to the appointed time.”’! Yet, judging from what is
otherwise known about him, Anaximander was no
mystic, but a genumely scientific thinker. He 1s
credited with having invented various astronomical
instruments, or at any rate with having first intro-
duced them into Greece, and with having constructed
thefirst map. Hetaught that the earth had originally
passed from a fluid to a sohd state, and that human
beings were developed out of an aquatic animal. His

! I quote from Professor Burnet’s translation, Early Greek
Philosophy, 2nd ed., p. 54.
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theories on the subject are crude enough; the impor-
tant thing 1s that he should have employed the method
of physical evolution as opposed to the method of
supernatural creation. And this makes 1t seem the
more remarkable that his highest speculations should
be touched with a mystical pessimism according to
which all individual existence 1s an injustice, or, mn
more modern language, a mistake, a mere transitory
wave on the surface of an infinite monotony.

The explanation of {this anomaly 1s, I believe, to be
found 1n the presence and pressure of a great religlous
revival which was passmg over the whole Hellenic
world at the time when Anaximander wrote —that 1s,
about the middle of the sixth century B ¢.—a revival
probably due to the democratic tendencies of the age,
the rise mnto power of the agricultural and commercial
classes, who brought with them religious beliefs and
practices of a more gloomy and passionate character
than those of the pleasure-loving, dissolute aristoc-
racies whom they displaced Homer’s heroes find
their 1deals 1n the gods of upper air, the persomfied
celestial luminaries who lcad, on the whole, a Iife of
never-ending and unwearymng felicity Human hfe
might be sacrificed for patriotic motives or for the
hope of everlasting glory among posterity, but death
1n 1tself was an unmixed evil, and an existence beyond
the grave, if any, less desirable than the most degraded
of earthly conditions. The Greek peasant, on the
other hand, closely associated through all his years
with the processes of vegetation, and finding the
objects of his worship in the divine personifications
of those subterranean powers by which vegetation is
perpetually sustamned and renewed, came to look on
those divinities as subject like himself to death, but
also on himself as destined hike them to a renewed
existence-—not, mdeed, on earth, but elsewhere.
More especially bread and wine, the gifts of Deméter
and Dionysus, emerging as they did with higher
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vitalising powers from what seemed the annmihilating
ordeal of the corn-mill and the wine-press, gave as
nothing else could the mystic pledge of some higher
life beyond the grave. Nor was the new movement
himited to this enhanced faith in human immortality.
Morality being so much more the interest of the
industnal classes than of the 1dle rich, the increasing
importance of those classes would anyhow have
created a stronger demand for justice and temperance.
And that demand would inevitably seek for support
1in the new religion of immortalhty by imagining a
system of retributive sanctions for the merits or
demerits of this Iife 1 the life to come.

The religious movement spread rapidly from the
lower to the higher classes of the Greek world, and
ere long became a dominant influence 1n hiterature and
art We may suppose, then, that Anaximander was
gwing such 1deas their highest philosophic generalisa-
tion when he proclaimed justice as the supreme cosmic
law, and when he spoke of the infinite worlds in space
and tmme as gods ansing and perishing for ever. To
regard all individual existence as 1in 1itself a wrong 1s
an extreme of altruism going beyond the teachings of
Buddhism, for that rehgion condemns egoism on
egoistic grounds as a source of unhappiness to the
individual himself Still, there 1s a certain hikeness
between the teaching of Sakya-Mum and the teaching
of Anaximander which might suggest the presence of
Oriental influences in Asia Minor were it not that a
shight priority in the date of the Milesian philosopher,
combined with the enormous distance of India, puts
any such derivation out of the question. Nor need we
suppose that Anaximander looked forward to the
comﬁlete disappearance of all existence as a desirable
or likely consummation., Within the Infimte as such
there 1s no mjustice, and the never-ending redressal of
whatever 1njustice shows itself in the limited and
partial existence of finite worlds is the driving-<force

B
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that makes the wheels of evolution go round. The
theory was a fantastic form for ethical reflection to
take, but 1t proves at what an early date the sense of
justice made itself felt m Greek philosophy.

With the third and last of the Milesian school,
Anaximcnes (about 546 B.C.), we return to a more
concrete and scientific method of speculation.
Retaning the idea of an infinite Substance whence all
things—the gods themselves included—are formed, he
identifies this umversal element with the_air we
breathe In a rarefied form 1t appears as fire, in a
condensed form as water and earth That was the
last word of Milesian philosophy, and not long after
1ts utterance the heroic resistance of Miletus to the
Persian 1mvaders ended 1n 1ts destruction. But the
barbarian conquest, so far from extinguishing the
spirit of free inquiry, only gave it a wider dissemina-
tion, for Ioman fugitives carried the speculative
mmpulse of their race to new homes in the western
Mediterranean, where we shall now have to study it as
represented first of all by the Pythagorean school
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THE PYTHAGOREANS, HERACLEITUS,
AND THE ELEATICS

PYTHAGORAS 15 at once a legendary and a historical
figure. We know from the testimony of credible
authorities—some of them his contemporaries—that
there was such a person, that he was an Ionian born
1n Samos 1n the first half of the sixth century B C., that
he founded a famous school in southern Italy, and that
he ended his hife there—how we cannot certainly tell,
but probably at an advanced age No authentic
writing of his has been prescrved, nor can we be sure
how much of the doctrines held by his disciples owe
therr origin to the master But we know of the
Pythagorean teaching in general that it combined
mysticism with science, and that its aims were at an
early period lighly practical, being directed towards
the reformation both of private and of public hife
More certainly than in the case of Anaximander can
we associate the school of Pythagoras with that
great religious revival to which attention has been
already drawn as a leading feature of sixth-century
Hellenic Iife and thought. Immortality in particular
took a foremost place among the Pythagorean doc-
trines, being held under the form of metempsychosis,
or the migration of the amimating principle after death
from ammals, and even plants, to human bodies, and
vece versa. Such a belief, as we know, forms part of
the primitive animistic phllosoghy, and is still held
by tne lowest races of mankind, We may suppose,
10
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therefore, that it survived among the ancient popula-
tions whom the Greeks had origmally conquered and
more or less mmperfectly Hellenised. The singular
thing about the Pythagorean school is that they
should have combmed the belief in metempsychosis
with the assiduous study of mathematics, for at first
sight nothing would seem more inconsistent with
amimistic superstition than famihanty with the
methods of mathematical demonstration. A solution
of the difficulty may, perhaps, be found in the habit
of regarding numbers and geometrical figures as
separable entities constituting the very essence of the
bodies to which they are temporarily attached, while
at the same time able to pass freely from one body to
another. The Pythagoreans went a step further than
this when, 1n opposition to the Ioman matenalsm,
they declared that numbers were the very substance
of which all things were made Their distrust of
sensible appearances and their free use of the scientific
magmation ultimately led to that revolution in
astronomy by which the sun was substituted for the
earth as the centre of the planctary system.

As a factor, however, 1n early Greek thought more
mportance belongs to the Pythagorean system of
opposites A table of antithetical couples was drawn
up 1n their school, the most notable of which were .
The Limit and the Unlimited, The One and the Many,
Rest and Motion; Light and Darkness, Good and
Evil  Of these contrasts, the last-mentioned is, so to
speak, the ethical interpretation of the others. We
shall presently see what a powerful influence was
exercised on the subsequent course of Greek specula-
tion by this 1dea of an all-pervading antithesis 1n
nature. But to understand its working we must
look back to the origin of another school by which the
ix:telellectua.l activity of Ioma was extended to southern

aly. .
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Xenophanes.

Xenophanes of Colophon (about 540 B.c.), an Ionian
city on the coast of Asia Minor, a contemporary of
Pythagoras, was the first Greek philosopher who wrote
in poetry. Unlike most of his countrymen, he had
no sympathy with the prevalent rage for athletics,
thinking that the honours and rewards lavished on the
successful competitors in the great games might more
fitly be bestowed on didactic singers like himself.
Nor did the teaching of the great classic poets escape
his satire. “ Homer and Hestod,” he complains,
“ have ascribed to the gods all things that are a shame
and a disgrace among mortals—stealings and adul-
teries and mutual deceptions.” Although not exactly
immoral, the ordmary anthropomorphic view of the
gods is grotesque The negro imagines them as
black, the northern barbarian as red-haired and blue-
eyed. So if horses and oxen had the necessary skaill,
they would paint gods like themselves. As a foe to
all anthropomorphism, Xenophanes seems to have
stood aloof from the new Orphic religion, with its
worship of a suffering and dymng god. There is a
story that, when the Eleates asked him should they
sacrifice to Leucothea and mourn for her or not, he
advised them not to sacrifice to her if she was human,
and not to mourn for her 1f she was divine.

Nevertheless, the plulosophy of this poet-sage was
touched by the spmt of the age with a distinctly
religious colouring. For him, the primordial element,
conceived by Thales as water and by Anaximenes as
air, was earth; and this he described as extending
downwards to infinity. Yet this unmeasured material
mass is described as being the one supreme God,
omniscient, ommnipotent, and conscious through his
whole extent Here we have the crude undifferent:-
ated thought out of which pa,nthe1sm and monotheism,
spiritualism and materialism, were afterwards to be

eveloped.
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Heraclestus

So far three elements—water, air, and earth—had
successively been chosen as the primordial substance
of things, each bemng probably recommended for the
position by the vast extent of its diffusion and by its
necessity as a support for life. It was reserved for a
greater philosopher than any of those we have yet
encountered, Heracleitus of Ephesus (about 502 B ¢ ),
to give this place to the fourth element, fire. It hass
been conjectured that the idea came to hum from the
Persian rehigion, with its worship of fire. But a Greek
would despise the Barbarians o}) upper Asia too much
to borrow from them, even if he had the cunosity to
make himself acquamnted with their religion. And
Heraclertus had a very poor opinion of learning as
such. The most erudite men of that age—among
whom he mentions Pythagoras and Xenophanes—had
only perverted therr understanding by the extent of
their reading and the variety of their researches. Yet
hus own origiality was not complete 1f, as seems likely,
at least the suggestion of fire as the most universal
element came to him from Anaximander For that
philosopher taught that the heavenly bodies were
merely openings In vast revolving rings of fire. Thus
fire, although we have so little of 1t here, is for amount
as well as for power the predominating element in
nature—and what counted for most with a Greek-—the
hmiting, enclosing principle of the universe. For the,
new system, besides being the circumference, it is also
the centre of things, in the sense that our life and
reason are constituted by fire. We are told that once,
when certain strangers came to visit Heracleitus, they
found the illustrious thinker warming himself by a
stove; and, on their hanging back shyly, he bid them
enter boldly, ‘‘ for here also there were gods "—in
reference, as we must suppose, not only to the material
source of heat, but also to his own soul.
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Heracleitus, indeed, recognised no other divimty
than this radiant principle of thought and things.
** This universe, the same for all, was not made by any
god or any man, but was and 1s and ever shall be an
ever-living fire, kindled and quenched by measure.”
According to our way of thinking, when a fire 1s
quenched 1t 1s no longer a fire. But for Heracleitus
the primal substance preserved its identity through
every transformation And this 1idea led him on to
the still more general principle that opposites are
always and everywhere the same, that self-contradic-
tion 1s the very law and life of things, the spring that
makes the world go round  If this is madness, there
1s a method 1n 1t. As 1 modern chemistry the ele-
ments combine with one another in defintte propor-
tions, so, according to Heracleitus, their transforma-
tions are determined by a strict quantitative rule.
There 1s, indeed, a new sun every day, but * the sun
must not transgress his measures, or the Erinyes of
justice will find him out.” The meaning, we may
suppose, 1s that the hours of sunshine and the amounts
of heat and light poured out during those periods
vary within certain limits prescribed by natural law.

The Greek commonwealths distinguished themselves
from the Asiatic despotisms by their exclusive and
punctilious obedience to law  Such, at least, was the
1deal that their best citizens strove tomaintain. And
this spirit of orderly obedience, becoming conscious of
itself in Greek philosophy, discovered m the material
universe “‘its own vast shadow glory-crowned.”
Philosophy was partly right and partly wrong  There
iare, 1ndeed, laws of nature, but they are not exactly
laws of justice, nor the best models for our imitation.
The blind struggle for existence, which, as we are now
beginning to see, is the law, not only of the organic
world, but of the morganic world also, has led to great
things, and amongiothers to greater things than itself
—to mercy and loye. Now, the wonderful genius of
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Heracleitus—a prophet, 1f ever any man deserved the
name—shows itself not least in this: that he recog-
nised both facts, the reign of force and the reign of
law, while feeling at the same time that a reconcilia-
tion between them must somehow be posstble. We
find him denouncing Homer for the prayer that strife
might penish from among gods and men. For * waris
common to all and strife 1s justice, and all things come
into being and pass away through strife.”” Yet else-
where he insists on our ‘“‘ holding fast to what is
common to all as a city holds fast to its law; for all
human laws are fed by the one divine law.” And what
he thought of anarchic individualism 1s shown by the
saymg that * we must follow the common [interest ?};
yet the many live as if they had a wisdom of therr
own ”’; and that ** 1t 15 not good for men to get all they
wishtoget ” Evenaunammous vote directed agaimnst
a single citizen may be wrong, as when the Ephesians
banished Hermodorus, the best man among them—for
no better reason than that he was the best. It 1s
difficult indeed to see how the Ephesians or anyone
else can do wrong 1f, as our plilosopher elsewhere
proclaims, ““ to God [z ¢, from the highest point of
view] all things are fair and good and right, although
men hold some things wrong and some night.” The
solution lay in his own doctrine of relativity and
evolution pushed a step further. The very flux which
he proclaims bears us on from the neutrality of nature
to the morality of man

The Eleatic School

We have seen how Xenophanes 1n the course of his
wanderings stopped at the Greek-Itahan city of Elea
His residence there must have been somewhat pro-
longed, as he gamed sufficient authonity with the
people for them to value his opinion on questiops of
rebgion His philosophy also seems to have attracted
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the attention of the foremost mind in this remote
Ionian colony, the daring young thinker Parmenides
(about 490 B c.), who may also have learned from him
the new method of clothing speculation m verse.

It will be remembered that Xenophanes, departing
from the example of his Milesian predecessors, substi-

' tuted the solid earth for the more mobile elements,
water and air, as the substance of which the world is
made, while at the same time, ke Anaximander, he
concetved this primordial substance as infinite in
extent. But his rather crude ideas had hardly begun
to crrculate when a momentous scientific discovery
came to give them the he. This was no less than that
our earth 1s a sphere freely suspended in space. It
appealed strongly to the Greek passion for limitation,
for fimte intelligible form, and 1t was at once taken up
with enthusiasm by Parmemdes, who with the general-
ising instinct of all philosophy proceeded to evolve
from the great paradox of gecography other paradoxes
which had the disadvantage of bemng not only false,
but inconceivable.

Properly to appreciate the Eleatic philosophy we
must think of 1t not only as developed by immediate
suggestion from the cosmology of Xenophanes, but
also, in a charactenstically Greek way, by the spirt of
contradiction from the cosmologies of the Pythago-
reans and of Heracleitus We have seen how the
Pythagorcans set up a series of antithetical couples—
the Limit and the Unlimited, the One and the Many,
Rest and Motion, Light and Darkness, with Good and
Evil for theirr ethical interpretation—as the general
scheme of what 1s. And we have also seen how
Heracleitus returned to pure Momism by simply
decreeing the identity of these fancied opposites in the
umversal flux of being. Now in so doing he left one
important category out of account—namely, Rest,
whigh absolutely refuses to be 1dentified with Motion;
and, in fact, he made this last, symbolised as Fire, the
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sole surviving reality. Parmenides took precisely the
opposite course. He proclaimed that the world was
not only what the new astronomy showed it to be—
fimte—but continuous, homogeneous, eternal, and
eternally at rest. In the magmficent prologue to his
great epic on Nature, a few fragments of which alone
survive, the poet-thinker represents retributive justice
as holding the keys of the palace of Truth. Heraclei-
tus also had given the goddess a cosmic mission as the
avenger of excess. And now we find the same justice
brought m by imphcation to drive Motion 1nto
temporary exile, reinstating Rest as the truest truth of
things.

Pgrmenides has been called a Materialist. But
what he had 1n his mind as the bottom fact of existence
was rather pure space than matter. Space is really
what he declares all existence to be—continuous,
homogeneous, transparent, and immovable. It 1s
more remarkable that, after refining down existence
to pure himited extension, he should proceed to
identify 1t with pure reason or thought. But in this
he was only following the lead of Xenophanes and of
all the earlier Greek thinkers who, by an animistic
survival, had mvested the primordial substance
with a consciousness of some sort. What differenti-
ates Parmemdes from his predecessors is that, while
they distingmshed body from soul in the universe
as 1n man, he declares them to be one and the same.
But this identification was necessitated by the first
principle of his philosophy, the denial that difference
and plurality can exist, or even that they can be
conceived.

Readers of Herbert Spencer will remember how
freely the argument from “ inconceivability of the
opposite *’ 1s employed 1n establishing the first prin-
ciples of his philosophy as @ priori certainties  People
who professed themselves able to think of a creation
of energy as perfectly possible were silenced by the
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epigram, ““ They only think they think it.” Par-
memdes is equally positive, but unluckily he gives
away his whole case by constructing a sort of popular
cosmology on the Pythagorean model, in which
plurality, motion, darkness, negation, and other
unthinkables are reinstated for the benefit of the
vulgar. The fateful antithesis of Appearance and
Reality thus made 1ts entry for the first time on the
speculative stage

As might have been expected among such a satirical
people as the Greeks, the paradoxes of Parmenides
excited a good deal of rndicule on therr first publication.
But he was not, any more than Berkeley, to be van-
quished by a gnin = His younger friend and fellow-
townsman, Zcno (about 465 B C ), came to the rescue
with a number of picturesque arguments going to show
that to assume the reality of motion mvolves us 1n as
absurd consequencesastodeny1t Inthis connection
1t will be enough to quote the celebrated puzzle of
Achillesand thetortoise  Achilles, the swaftest-footed
of bemngs, runs a race with the slowest; yet, giving
the amimal a start, say, of ten feet, he cannot overtake
1it. For supposing Achilles to run ten times as fast as
the tortoise, while he is covering ten feet the tortoise
will have covered one, while he 1s covering that one
the tortoise wall have advanced one tenth of a foot,
and—space being infinitely divisible—so on for ever.
An attempt has been made to meet this difficulty by
bringing the equally infinite divisibihity of time into
account. But a problem is not solved by restatin(?r it
in terms of another problem. The trouble is to under-
stand how infinity, whether of space or time, can ever
run itself out Such considerations have led later
philosophers than the Eleates to deny the reality of
space and time altogether

The Eleatic school gamned a single adherent in
eastern Hellas, Melissus of Samos (444 B.Cc.). This
eminent man, of whom 1t is recorded that he defeated
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the Athenians in a great sea-fight, has the distinction
of being the only sailor, and, indeed, if I am not
mistaken, the only commander, either by sea or land,
that ever displayed any aptitude for oniginal thought.
He agreed with Parmenides 1n denying that reality
moves or changes or 1s composed of differing parts, but
asserted as against the master that the world 1s infinite
1n extent besides being eternal in duration

For three generations after its first start Greek
thought had been steadily shaping itself into a philo-
sophy of evolgtion with the promuise of fruitful direction
to physical science, so far as physical investigation
could then be pushed But evolution, to be con-
cetvable, requires us to view the world under two
opposite yet inseparable aspects, of which neither 1s
intelhgible without the other We must think of
nature as a permancnt substance persisting through
all changes, and we must think of it as passing through
a serles of never-ending transformations Now what
made Greece, and especially Ionman Greece, so great
was the fearless individualism of her foremost men,
and this had in practical hfe as 1its characteristic
weakness a tendency to revolt against discipline, 1n
speculation a tendency to false extremism, m both to
an internecine warfare of 1deals most unfavourable to
the steady growth of power and of knowledge The
result 1n philosophy was a dangerous crisis, threatening
it with bankruptcy and rumn. The Pythagoreans had
ranged 1ts highest categories 1n irreconcilable opposi-
tion to one another Heracleitus, if he did not him-
self dissolve away all certainty in the umversal flux,
at any rate seriously compromised 1t by his identifica-
tion of opposites, and his disciple Cratylus is reported
to have renounced the use of spoken language alto-
gether, limiting his utterances to the movement of a
finger. The Eleatic school might reasonably have
adopted the same method, 1n so far as predicaticn
mvolves the admussion of difference, which -they
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denied; only that 1t would have committed them to
the reality of motion, which their philosophy equally
excluded.

Fortunately, the resources of the Greek genus were
not exhausted, and a number of independent thinkers
of less genius 1ndeed, but of more impartial outlook
than their predecessors came to save philosophy from
the deadlock to which 1t had been apparently
condemned,



CHAPTER III

GREEK PHYSICAL PHILOSOPHY IN THE
FIFTH CENTURY B.C . EMPEDOCLES,
THE ATOMISTS, ANAXAGORAS, AND
DIOGENES OF APOLLONIA

Empedocles.

EMPEDOCLES OF ACRAGAS (472 B C.) was not immedi-
ately connected with Pythagoreanism, but he shared
some leading beliefs of the school, and, like its founder,
he occuptes a rather ambiguous position mn the
history of philosophy. In what we are told of his
personal history, he figures as an unscrupulous party-
leader, the very considerable fragments of his
metrical compositions that have survived exhibit him
on the one side as a speculative thinker of brilliant
and powerful imagination, on the other as a mysta-
gogue and a chatlatan— a circumstance for which his
environment 1s to some extent accountable He
belonged to the Dorian race, whose intellectual
mferiority left 1t more exposed than the Ionian to
mystical aberrations, while the comparative 1solation
of his native city, Acragas, from the central stream of
Hellenic culture and its nearness to the Semitic sphere
of mfluence rendered its inhabitants an easier prey
to Oriental superstition. Empedocles, at any rate,
accepted the doctrine of metempsychosis to the extent
of remembering that he himself had previously existed
as a boy and a girl, a bush, a bird, and a fish; that 1s
to say, he had wandered through all the various-life-
21
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sustaining elements in turn. Whenever he walked
abroad men and women surrounded him in crowds,
praying for revelations of divine truth and for deliver-
ance from their diseases. They mght well crown him
with flowers as an 1immortal god, for such in truth he
had once been, until as a punishment for minghng
in some strife, accompanied, as would seem, by blood-
shed, he was dniven forth to expiate his guilt in exile
from the abodes of the blessed There 1s a legend that
our philosopher ended his carecr by plunging into the
burning crater of Etna, in the hope that s dis-
appearance from carth might be explained as a return
to his lost place among the gods. Unfortunately for
the reputation of Empedocles, the circumstances of his
fraudulent suicide became known by the ejection of
one of his brazen sandals from the volcano. But this
strange act of self-immolation, 1if 1t really happened,
becomes more intelligible if we interpret it as intended
to complete the process of expiation for ante-natal
sin. For we are told that the sinful d=mon 1n the
course of his transmugrations 1s rejected by all the
four elements 1n turn, and in particular that Earth
casts him into the blazing Sun—that is, into Fire.
Now, it will be remembered that Empedocles, while
specifying Earth, Air, and Water as having been
anhabited by him 1n former states of existence, makes
no mention of Fire. Is it not, then, probable that he
counted on completing the fated cycle of atoncment
1 the burning bosom of Etna as the last step to the
final resumption of his seat among the gods?

The doctrine of the Four Elements serves as a link
between the mystical religion and the scientific cosmo-
logy of Enypedocles. Water, air, earth, and fire had
been succesiively set up by his predecessors, Thales,
Anaximenes, - Xenophanes, and Heracleitus, as the
matenial Abschlute, the source of all things. With the
speculative we\akness of a Dorian, he admits all four as

co-equal principles of existence. His true servace to
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philosog:y lies in having been the first to state clearly
that what men call coming into being or passing out
of it is really nothing but the union and separation of

re-existing elements. In this way the eternal self-
identity of Parmenides and the perpetual flux of
Heracleitus were recognised and reconciled as partial
aspects of a single truth, Moreover, the Sphere of'
Parmenides found admission into the Sicihan scheme
as one phase in the crcle of being, the united whole
whence the variety of things known to experience has
arisen. And we may trace the Ephesian influence
also in the great place given by our eclectic to Strife as:
a cosmic power; for it was through her that the Many
came forth from the One. But Empedocles goes be-
yond Heracleitus and improves on him when, besides
the dispersive agency of Stnife, he introduces a new
force into nature under the name of Love, with effects
somewhat resembling those attributed to universal
gravitation in modern science. Love is responsible
not only for the pairing of animals, but for all the
unifying processes now going on through the umverse ;
and at a future epoch in the revolutions of the great
cosmic cycle, Love, victorious and domunant, will
gzcofnstitute the perfect Sphere once broken up by

rife.
. Mythology maintained so strong a hoid on the
imagination of the Sicilian philosopher that, not
content with picturing the natural forces of attraction
and repulsion as conflicting divinities, he goes on to
conceive them as material substances, differing only
from the four elements as active from passive con-
stituents of nature. Thus the number of elements is
increased from four to six, and by a rather clumsy
arrangement all six are to find a place 1n the harmony
of the reunited Sphere. Nevertheless, in his religious
poem, Empedocles describes the Supreme God, in
terms approaching the language of pure spiritualism,
as Inaccessible to sight or touch, “a sacred and

C
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unutterable mind, flashing through the whole world
with rapid thoughts ”

We have seen how Empedocles figured among his
contemporaries as a sort of medicine-man or miracu-
lous healer. Like others of the kind, he had devoted
considerable attention to botany and physiology,
probably with the result of learming all that could
then be known about the sciences of hfe. It is
interesting to find that 1n speculating about the origin
of animals he stumbled on the survival of the fittest
1n an embryonic form of the 1dea  His notion 1s that
the different parts of the animal body were at first
spontaneously and scparately evolved, that under
the influence of Love the scattered organs umited mm
all sorts of chance combmations, and that such of
these as were not capable of supporting themsclves
perished, leaving as survivors only those structures
which were accidentally adapted to the conditions of
existence.

Empedocles has also a theory of perception remark-
able for 1ts approach to the 1deas of a moie advanced
philosophy. According to him, all bodics are con-
stantly emitting streams of minute particles from their
surfaces These make their way into the corre-
spondingly munute pores with which the organs of
senge are provided, and thus give nse to the appro-
priate perceptions of each, as sight, smell, and so
forth. The minute subdivision of matter beyond the
limits of visibility was a fifth century (B ¢ ) discovery,
the ongin and application of which we have now to
consider.

The Atomusts : Leucippus and Democritus,

Anstotle has raised the question why water, air, and
fire, rather than earth, should each 1n 1its turn have
been chosen by some philosopher as the first principle
of things. The assertion 1s not strictly true, for we
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have seen that Xenophanes, for one, named earth as
the material Absolute. Practically, it made little or
no difference which element was thought of as occupy-
g the first place; for in any case 1t would have to be
convertible mto the other elements, and the other
elements back mto it. Heracleitus, for example, had
described fire in terms of reciprocal transformation.
Like gold in commerce, it 1s the universal medmum of
exchange. After him the question arose how such a
transformation was possible. Empedocles gave 1t up
as insoluble, or rather he denmied the process altogether,
declaring that the four elements preserved their
individuality through all the revolutions of nature.
Meanwhile, a much profounder intellect, Leucippus
(about 480 B cC.), an Ionian of uncertain origin, took
up the problem where Heracleitus had left it, and
found an answer in the constitution of that very
element which, according to Anstotle, had been
neglected by all other philosophers. We owe to this
marvellous gemus the most fruitful of all Greek
physical notions, the notion of the atom, a hard,
solid, indivisible particle of matter, so minute as to be
invisible, yet of eternal duration, and capable of
entering by aggregation mnto the constitution of the
largest cosmic masses. Now, by its seeming sohdity
the atom 1s clearly more akin to earth than to the other
elements. Indced, we still talk familiaily of an earthy
body's bemng ‘‘ knocked to atoms,” whereas the
expression would be regarded as mappropriate if
applied to a mass of water, air, or fire. And our
expericnce of dust supplies a constant example of
how earth can be reduced to a state of fine com-
minution, while the formation and drying up of mud
is an object-lesson in the reconstitution of larger
bodies from almost invisible particles. The coagula-
tion of air into clouds—not easily distingumishable
from dust-clouds in their appearance—would easily
suggest an ultimate identity of composition; while
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the transition from clouds to rain, snow, hail, and ice
would bring water within the range of atomic interpre-
tation. Fire would offer greater difficulties; but the
sparks with which it frequently begins and ends
might well be supposed to give a glimpse of what lay
beyond the limits of visibility in the mysterious pro-
cesses that brought lightning from the cloud, flame
from the faggot, and rays from the sun. Moreover,
fire visibly reduces bod{:s to dust, and, therefore,
according to the primitive assumption that effects
must resemble their causes, there must be something
dusty in the nature of fire itself.

It appears that, according to Leucippus, the atoms
differed in shape and size, and that these differences
led to a corresponding variety of movement. The
result was a process of segregation, by which the
smaller and rounder atoms were brought together in
such a way as to form a sort of outer skin, answering
to the rotatory celestial sphere of primitive Greek
astronomy, within which were enclosed the coarser
and more angular particles of which our terraqueous
world is composed. All is the work of a purposeless
ymechanism with which neither the supreme harmonK
of Heracleitus, the reason of Parmenides, nor suc
half-conscious agencies as the Love and Strife of
Empedocles are concerned.

The conception of atoms implied as its correlative
the conception of a void space in which they could
freely move; and this also is due to Leucippus. He
seems to have put it forward under the paradoxical
form of something that both is and is not, declaring,
in express opposition to Parmenides, who had denied
not only the ecistence but the conceivability of not-
being, that naught exists as much as aught. And, in
fact, we have scen that the pure being of Parmenides
only becomes intelligible when it is viewed as repro-
ducing the attnibutes of pure space—attributes among
which plurality, variety, and movement are not
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included. These were now fully represented by the
atoms, leaving immobility, continuity, and trans-*
parency as distinguishing characteristics of the void
through which they whirled.

In this way the atomic theory seemed happily to
reconcile the Eleatic pmlosophy with common sense,
while at the same time it elucidated the nature of those
transformations which Heracleitus had assumed, with-
out explaining by what mechanism they were effected,
Nevertheless, atomism had little success among the
Greek philosophers, and none in Greek science—a fact
to which its victorious revival in modern chemistry is
apt to make us rather blind. It is true that Leucippus
found a worthy successor in Democritus of Abdéra
(460-361 BC.), an encyclopadic genius who spent
his unusually prolonged life in applying the 1deas of
his great teacher to the whole range of his multifarious
acqusitions. It is true also that atomism found a
place in the philosophy of Epicurus, and a brilliant
literary exposition in the great poem of the Roman
Epicurean, Lucretius. But these illustrious thinkers
remained lamentably ignorant of the astronomical
discoveries by which Greek science was revolutionised
even in the hfetime of Democritus, leaving their
cosmological speculations as antiquated rubbish in
which no properly educated student could interest
himself except as a historical curosity. Besides,
there was something in the plastic Greek genius to
which the atomic theory, at its best, would seem like
a rattling of dry bones, and an idea of all-pervading
law in the Greek intelligence from which the chance
movements and combmations of the atoms were
utterly remote.

I have said that atomism as a philosophy was a
system of mechanical materialism; and it is clear that
its founders shared less than any of their philosophical
Predecessors or contemporaries in the religious beliefs
of the age. It is therefore worth recording that
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Democritus, at any rate, inculcated an ideal of morality
second to none for purity and disinterestedness among
those put forward by the philosophers of Greece or any
other country. “ To do wrong,” he tell us, “* is more
unhappy than to suffer wrong > *‘ Magnanimuty is
shown by bearing offences against ourselves with
gentlencss.” ““ Human happiness 1s not constituted
by sensual pleasure, nor by money, but by righteous-
ness and wisdom.”” ** To repent of shameful conduct
is the salvation of life.”” ‘ Not the words, but the
works, of virtue should be practised.” ‘It 1s better
to reproach one’s self than others.” ‘‘ Goodness
consists, not in doing no wrong, but 1n not desiring to
do1t.”

Anaxagoras and Diogenes of Apollonia.

In deference to the order gencrally followed by
histonans of philosophy, we now pass to Anaxagoras,
although 1n the order of time he precedes Democritus
by a generation, having becn born forty years earlier
(500 BC.). But we are told that his works were
written after those of Empedocles, and so they may
well have appeared later than those of the first
Atomist, Leucippus, by whose speculations Anaxa-
goras was probably influenced  In fact, his philosophy
reads like an attempt to mediate between the atormic
theory and common opmion While affirming the
eternity of matter, the school of Abdéra had lhimited
the unalterable qualities of its primary substances
to extension, figure, and resistance What we call
the secondary quahties, as temperature, colour, and
taste, had, 1n their opinion, only a subjective, or what
they called a conventional, existence. But Anaxa-
goras drew no such distinction. In his view, all
material qualities were cqually real and equally
eternal. And on the abstract a priori prinaple that
nothing can come from nothing, his position 1s per-
fectly logical. If the etermty of matter 1s asserted
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on the ground that we cannot conceive the smallest
particle as begmning to be, we are bound to say the
same of colours, sounds, odours, tastes, and feelings of
touch It is a mere evasion to call them subjective.
‘When these sensations appeared in a world which had
been without them before—a world of mere extended,
moving, and resisting substances—the totality of
existence was mcreased, something had come out of
nothing, or, rather, something was where nothing of
the kind had been before. To say that all the sensa-~
tions of amimals and of human bemngs have pre-
exasted cternally 1in the mind of God, even 1f 1t were a
philosophically admussible theory, would not really
solve the dithculty., For God’s states of consciousness,
however smmilar to those that have subsequently
arisen, are not the same, but those of another being.

Anaxagoras conceived the present order of things
as having been evolved from a primordial chaos, an
infinite aggregate of infimtesimal particles in each of
which all qualities were indistingumishably mungled.
These particles were known to later writers as
‘“homeeomerics *’, but the term does not seem to
have ongmated with the master limself From
chaos cosmos arose by what may be appropnately
described, in modern language, as an evolutionary
process of differentiation and integration. That is to
say, like were segregated from unlike elements, and
brought together 1n masses of increasing size  But the
scgregation 1s not perfect, nor do we gather that 1t
ever will be perfected  No quality 1s exhibited by any
substance with such purity as not to contain traces
of every other quality.

The evolutionary process 1s not spontaneous—not
‘due to what we call the unaided forces of nature,
‘All things were together "—and apparently had
been so for an infinite time—** when Nous came and
separated them ° Then, as afterwards, Nous meant
Reason, but whereas with Arnstotle 1t means some-
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thing that is both immaterial and inextended, with
Anaxagoras it is immatenal only. He calls it * the
thinnest of all things, and the purest; infimte, mixed
with nothing, alone, itself by itself.” In addition,
'** it has all knowledge about everything ”’ There1s a
remarkable resemblance between this power and the
Thought which Parmemdes identifies with pure
bemg—a resemblance still more obvious 1n the Greek,
where the two words are etymologically connected
(vobg and vémue) And we may legitimately infer that
the later 1s derived from the earlier conception.

That pure reason or thought should ever have been
identified with pure space 1s, indeed, an 1dea so remote
from our modern way of looking at things that we can
hardly imagine how the Greek philosophers, with
their extraordinary intelligence, could ever have
accepted 1t. Regarded, however, as a survival of
primitive animism, 1t becomes easier to understand.
If Anaximander could regard the heavenly bodies as
blessed gods; 1f Xenophanes could ascribe omnipo-
tence and ommniscience to the matenial world; if
Empedocles could represent Love and Strife as
elementary bodies co-extensive with the other four;
if, further, we consider that the abstraction of reason
or pure thought from life, sense, and imagination was
probably just as difficult as the abstraction of space
from matter or of numbers from objects, and went on
part passu with 1t, the two processes aiding and
illustrating one another, then we shall see how the
ultimate rdsults of the two tended to coalesce, just
as the prnimitive abstractions, body and soul, had
tended to do at the start.

Space, in modern thought, passes for something so
infinitely weak that we feel a fresh difficulty in follow-
ing Anaxagoras when he describes the Reason which he
seems to identify with the cosmic Space as havi
power to mitiate and carry on the differentiating
process by which the qualities of matter are segregated
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from the original blend and evolved into an orderly
world., But if we consider this re-arrangement as
being effected by the interposition of portions of
space between the different qualities and the union
of molecules possessing the same quality in the same
space, we shall to some extent unravel the confusion
of 1deas by which space, as a necessary condition of
the segregating action, came to figure as the process
itself or as its cause. For the rest, according to
Aristotle, Anaxagoras only used the Nous as a Deuss
ex maching to explain what he could not account for
by purely physical agencies—a method which occa-
sionally finds imitators among modern men of science.
Besides occupying an important place in the history
of culation, Anaxagoras is a memorable figure, in
the history of general culture, as the first philosopher
who chose Athens as his abode, and, unhappily for the
fame of that city, as the first also whose free inquiries
brought him into collision with the religious super-
stitions of the age. St. Paul—or, rather, his pictur-
esque biographer—was long afterwards impressed by
the strong religious feeling of the Athemsans; and m
early times this feeling took the form of worshipping
the personified powers and objects of nature. Among
these the moon came in for a large share of ther
veneration; so much so, indeed, that old-fashioned
believers somewhat resented an attempt made to
regulate the calendar by the solar year rather than
by her monthly revolutions. Nicias, the Athenian
commander in Sicily, contributed to the destruction
of his army by refusing to begin his retreat immedi-
ately after a total ecligse of the moon. His piety, as
Thucydides grimly observes, did not save his life.
Now, Anaxagoras had convinced himself, partly, as
wotuld seem, by the study of meteoric stones, that the
heavenly bodies were not divine luminaries, but
masses of earth and stone. In Particula.r he inter-
preted the markings on the moon’s surface as indica-
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tions of plamns and ravines  She did not shine by her
own light, but, on the contrary, caused eclipses of the
sun by the interposition of her cold, dark orb between
him and us. It was probably feared that such im-
pous speculations would draw down celestial
vengeance on the city where they were propounded ;
but Anaxagoras lived safely under the powerful
protection of Pericles so long as the authornity of that
enlightened statesman remaimned unshaken But a
tume came when the foreign policy of the democratic
leader excited such hostility that an atiack on his
friends might be safely attempted Anaxagoras
was prosecuted for impiety, but escaped the hemlock
by a timely flight, as Socrates, had he chousen, might
have escaped it a generation later He 1etired to
Lampsacus, a city where he enjoyed such respect that
coms exhlibiting the sage’s head were struch m his
honour

The 1llustrious philosopher who first made Nous or
Reason an efficient cause mn the gradual evolution
from chaos to cosmos may be considered as having
himself imtiated the theological reaction to which he
nearly fell a viciim  And his 1s not the only instance
of the kmnd that will meet us 1n the course of this
narrative The candid friend 1s more disliked than
the open enemy, and religious conservatism ever
offers a more passionate resistance to the religious
reformer than to the uncompromising destructive.

Another noteworthy pomt 1s that the modern
association of democracy with advanced thought was
unknown to antiquty Wealthy and high-born
citizens had no suspicion that their privileges were
m any way safeguarded by the maintenance of
popular superstition On the contrary, 1t was the
masses that looked on ther own supremacy m the
State as somehow guaranteed by adherence to the
old forms of worship, more particularly with what
we call the Cthonian religion—the mysterious culte
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of those gods and goddesses who were supposed to be
the gumdes and rulers of departed souls, Hermes and
Dionysus, Deméter and her daughter Persephoné.
Accordingly, when the busis of Hermes, placed as
ornaments along one of the great thoroughfares at
Athens, were found defaced and mutilated one
morning, the people took 1t as a sign that the destruc-
tion of their democracy was contemplated by the band
of midnight revellers who had perpetrated this
sacrilege, and the panic became worse when 1t trans-
ired that the mysteries of Deméter and Persephoné
had been impiously parodied by the young nobles in
the course of a private banquet. All this led to the
removal of the gifted general Alcibiades from his
command 1n Sicily—a measure not less fatal than the
refusal of Nicias to retreat after a total eclipse of the
moon

Whether as contributory to an intended oligarchic
revolution or from motives of mere intellectual
curiosity, the new physical philosophy was taken up
with ardour by many high-born youths at Athens,
whose attention it divided with horse-racing and
cock-fighting What they studied, however, was not
the abstruse doctrine of Anaxagoras himself, but a
popularised version prepared by the eclectic Dorian
Diogenes of Apolloma 1n Crete (about 424 Bc). The
extant fragments of his book show a famihanty with
the anatomy of the human body, making it highly
probable that he was by profession a surgeon In
philosophy he went back 1o the loman Anaximenes,
from whom he borrowed the doctrine that Air is the
first principle, the common substance, whence all
things are derived But he identifies this material
element with the Nous of Anaxagoras to the extent
of describing it as the efficient cause of change, the
intelligent and purposeful agency by which the world
1s not only constituted, but shaped and directed
towards beneficent ends. Like Anaxagoras, agam,
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he conceives the cosmic evolution as a process of
differentration (in Greek &repolweig)—a term which
he apparently was the first to use. With these
speculations we come to the end of the period, a
century and a half in duration, over which early Greek
philosophy extends. Some historians have spoken
of it as purely physical, and, in fact, 1ts representa-
tives are mainly occupied with problems of the
objective world—with the question of how that world
began, and how 1t came to be what it 1s But the
Greeks were an intensely human people, and at no
time could the problems of mind and morals be very
far from their tgoughts Thus we have had occasion
to observe that some of the very earhest philosophers
were deeply interested in practical hife, as well as in
nature; that they looked on the cosmic order as
observing a law of justice, that for them there was a
mental as well as a material side to the reality of
things, if, indeed, those two aspects were not one and
the same.

More than one of my readers must have been struck
by the frequency with which the word evolution has
occurred in the preceding pages. And this may seem
strange in view of the fact that we so often hear
evolution spoken of as the latest fruit of modern
science. Does it not seem to contradict evolution’s
own law that so strange an inversion should obtain,
that the same idea should come both first and last in
the development of thought > The answer is above all
that men take a perennial interest 1n the origins and
causes of things, so that what needs explanation is not
why that interest should have become so great with
ourselves, but why it should ever have receded into
the background. And the reason for this seems to
be that there are times when theological belief
dominates men’s minds to such an extent that the
story of creation given in its sacred books holds the
field to the exclusion of every other theory on the
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subject. This was proved even in Greece, where, as
has been mentioned, no hierarchy ever held sway,
by the popular acceptance of Hesiod's theogony as a
satisfactory account of how the world came into
existence; so that only when 1t fell into disrepute
had the Ionian cosmogonies a chance to be considered ,
as similarly the modern theories of evolution had to
wait for a hearing until the Hebrew traditions had been
siently or openly iiven up. Then, m the second
place, we have to take into account a remarkable but
perfectly intelligible contrast between the respective
developments of ancient and of modern thought.
Among the Greeks intellectual curiosity began by
claiming the whole field of experience as amenable to
pure reason—that 1s to say, as explicable by natural
rather than by supernatural causes When the
ground had thus been cleared, so to speak, by one
great speculative sweep, the special sciences—
mathematics, astronomy, physiology, and politics—
gradually differentiated themselves in accordance
with the law of Anaxagoras from the indefinite con-
fused mass of unverified hypotheses, thus absorbing
some of the best talent of the race, and driving back
philosophy for 1ts exclusive theme on the study of
knowledge as such m contradistinction to the things
that are known In modern times, on the contrary,
since the Renaissance the special sciences inhented
from classic antiquity first won for themselves a
relative independence and the permission to examine
certain carefully restricted orders of phenomena,
while leaving untouched the problem of existence as a
whole. Only when the facts of astronomy, geology,
and biology threw back inquiry from the laws of
things as they now exist to the laws of the anterior
and ctuite different state whence they have sprung
did the old problems again press for examination,
but this time with resources for their solution im-
measurably beyond any that the early Ionians could
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command. Fmally, what we may call the political
and geographical accidents by which the study of
philosophy became concentrated at such a home of
superstition and mtolerance as Athens not only shut
up the speculative hiberty of its professors—so un-
trammelled at the circumference of the Hellenic
world—within certain very narrow limits, but also
reacted 1njuriously on the minds of the philosophers
themselves, prejudicing them 1n favour of wrrational
compromises with tradition The better side of the
Athenian character also, the passionate mterest 1n
ethical and dialectical questions, born from habits
of self-government and free debate, directly contributed
to that development of moral philosophy and logic
on which, as we have seen, the growth of the special
phvsical sciences tended to throw back speculation

This 1s the phase of Greek thought on whose
examnation we have now to cnter



CHAPTER IV

PHILOSOPHY AT ATHENS- THE SOPHISTS
AND SOCRATES

Tue philosophical development that we have followed
so far resulted, among 1ts other conquests, mn the
creation of one idea the importance of whuch it 1s
mmpossible to over-estumate, but of which, owing to its
very greatness and consequent famihanty, we find a
difficulty 1n mmagining that any age or country was
unawarc. Thisistheidea of Nature Our own word,
although derived from the Greck through a Latmn
word of which the English 1s an almost exact repro-
duction, has not preserved 1ts original meanmg, which
mmphed a gradual spontaneous growth, or what we
should now call a process of evolution, rather than a
fixed and uniform order of things As such it seems
to have becn first apphed by Anaxmmander to the
endless series of perishing worlds, which who will may
call gods, but 1n which there 1s nothing eternal save
the justice that decrces their death Before long,
however, this new and pregnant term Nature came to
be associated with those qualities of permanence 1n
which the physical world stands contrasted with the
human world rather than with the mutability which
is their common lot More particularly the vanety
of human customs was opposed to the umform order
of Nature, and this uniformity was explained by
supposing that when things were left to themselves
they obeyed a rule of justice too often violated by man.
The idea of natural law had not then been reached ;

37
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on the contrary, law was opposed to nature as the
conventional to the permanent standard of conduct.
And it was observed that certain vices, unknown to
the unsophisticated animals, were widely practised
among men ; these, therefore, came to be stigmatised
as crimes against nature.

But the antithesis did not end here, nor was it all to
the disadvantage of man. Those works of art which
we now regard as the pecuhar glory of Greece cannot
fail to have struck the Greeks themselves by their
superiority to the works of nature, at least m the
quahty of beauty so admired by them, and the
labonous training of the artist proved how much educa-
tion added to mnborn gifts. True, the great lyric poet
Pindar loftily asserts the superiority of his own native
genius to the artificial accomphshments of his com-
petitors, while he justifies the triumph of brute force
over right as nature’s own law; but Pindar was an
anistocrat by birth and association, so that his protest
would be unavailing against the new enthusiasm for
education, umted as this was with the democratic
movement 1 politics. For the masses in a Greek
city-state were swayed above all by oratory, which is,
more than poetry, an art that can be taught. To
teach 1t, and, indeed, to teach all branches of the
higher culture as then understood, became the
profession of a class known as the Sophists

The name Sophist 1n Greek had origmally nothing to
do with false reasoning, or, indeed, with reasoning at
all. It meant ssmply a paid teacher; and whatever
depreciatory sense it carried was connected not with
the teaching, but with the payment. The Greeks
thought that tow ake young men wiser and better b
talking to them\, f, indeed, it were possible at all,
which some peot £ .doubted—ought to be a labour of
love, and as such 1ts own reward. Moreover, the high
fees taken by the Sophists could only be paid by youths
of fortune and family, who were not unreasonably
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suspected of wishing to make themselves supreme in
the State. Thus their object in spending large sums
of money on the acquisition of rhetorical skill was
really the overthrow of democratic government. This
to an Athenian meant the total subversion of justice;
so among other nefarious secrets the Sophists must
teach them that wrong was right, and how to make
others beheve the same, or, as it was popularly
expressed, how to make the worse the better reason.
A useful prelimmary to this destruction of moral
principle would be the mculcation of atheism as it was
believed to be set forth in the writings of Anaxagoras
and Diogenes. These and other philosophers were
known to be peculiarly interested in what was going
on towards the outer confines of the universe, im-
pously prying imto the secrets of clouds, aerial
currents, moon and stars—in short, all that had
previously been looked on as the special province of
the gods.

In one respect public opinion was not mistaken.
Those Sophists about whom we possess exact informa-
tion certainly rejected the current polytheism of their
age, and thereby contnbuted to the great religious
revolution that substituted the belief in one God for
the belief iIn many. But so far were they from
teaching immoral doctrines that their object was to
put morality on a new and stronger foundation. The
question at issue between them was what that founda-
tion should be. And so far from bemng up m the
clouds, half of them did not believe in nature at all.
In fact, they were divided between two opposing
currents of thought whose influence may be traced
for many centuries in the subsequent history of Greek
philosophy, and has extended far down into modern
times. An account of the leading representatives on
either side will set their views on the subject in a
clearer light.

First in order of time comes Protagoras of Abdéra

D
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(480-411 B.C.), a countryman of Democritus, but con-
siderably his senior. This man, we are told, was the
first to give mstruction for money to young men under
the form of what may be called fimshing lessons in the
art of hfe. He pursued this profession for forty years
with signal success, traversing the whole Hellenic
world, recerving large fees for his lessons, and being
greeted with enthusiasm probably everywhere, but
certainly by so exacting an audience as the inteclligent
classes at Athens, where he enjoyed the friendship of
Pericles, the most enhghtened statesman of his own
or, perhaps, of any age Athenian bigotry, however,
became ultimately, though indirectly, the cause of his
death. Protagoras, at what date we know not, had
written a book 1n which the following sentence
occurred : ‘“ About the gods I cannot say whether
they exist or not. Life 1s too short for such difficult
investigations >’ This modest confession of agnosti-
cism brought down an action for blasphemy, to
escape the consequences of which he took flight, and
perished at sea on the way to Sicily, whether by
disease or shipwreck 1s not certamn. Those who
possessed copies of his books had to give them up,
that they might be publicly burnt in the market-
place of Athens.

Another recorded utterance of the first Sophist states
that “ man is the measure of all things, the standard
determiming whether they do or do not exist *’; and
this has been interpreted as a denial that there is any
such thing as objective reality or absolute truth.
To put the same 1dea a little differently, whatever
each individual feels or thinks is true for A, what-
ever may be its value for other people. But the
words quoted become more intelligible if we under-
stand them 1n a practical sense, as a protest agamst
making nature the standard of good and right. For
we know from the evidence of Plato that mn educa-
tional matters Protagoras was a Humanist—that 1s,
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he discountenanced the method pursued by rival
teachers of giving lessons in mathematics and astro-
nomy to the youths in training for a political career.
And, to judge by a speech which Plato puts into
his mouth, he looked on public opinion as the great
moralising agency that has raised the more advanced
races of mankind from savagery to civilisation And
this, according to him, is so true that the greatest
scoundrels 1 a civilised community stand far above
savages both in the knowledge and practice of
what is right One need but recall the tendency of
Rousseau, Diderot, and other naturalist philosophers
of the eighteenth century 1n order to appreciate the
Protagorean point of view. It would seem, also, that
the great contemporary historian Thucydides had
adopted a similar philosophy. For he describes the
Greeks as having advanced to their present unique
position from a state originally indistinguishable from
that of the barbarians by whom they are surrounded ;
and he dwells with unusual emotiononthe massacreof a
number of Greek school-children by a savage host of
Thracians as the most horrible event of the whole
Peloponnesian war. It has been mterpreted as a
result of Sophistic teaching that certain speakers in
this writer’s history should proclaim the supremacy of
brute force over justice in the most naked language.
But what Thucydides really seems to mean 1s that
natural law, so far from offering a safe foundation for
morality, is in fact its negation; and that war, by
throwing back the Greeks mnto a state of nature, was
seriously threatening the high standard of justice
previously developed among them by the peaceful
action of public opinion—a lesson quite in accordance
with the philoso(i)hy of Protagoras.

The celebrated Sicilian rhetorician Gorgias (427 B.C.)
seems to have been of the same way of thinking. We
find him carrying his hostility to the 1dea of Nature so
far asto deny her existence altogether. By combining
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the mutually contradictory positions maintained by
the dafferent schools of Greek philosophy, he arrived at
three sufficiently startling conclusions. In a work
bearing the suggestive title, Concerning the Nomn-
Existent of Nature, he argued (1) that nothing is;
(2) that 1f there were anything, it could not be
known ; (3) that if there were known to be anything,
such knowledge could not be commumncated. These
paradoxes are but little more extravagant in theory
than the assumptions of so-called Christian Science,
and much less mischievous in practice. Probably
Gorgias meant them for no more than a telling protest
against Naturalism as a method of ethics. In fact,
he seems to have denied that there is any umversal
rule of conduct, or such a thing as virtue in the
abstract ; on his view we should rather say that there
are various virtues, each relative of the age, sex, and
class of the individual on whom it is obligatory  For
the rest, Humanism with him took the ftorm of
enthusiasm for the maintenance of Hellenic liberty
and independence against barbarian conquest on
the one hand and political tyranny on the other.

Yet Humanism, after all, with 1ts perpetual appeals
to Greek convention and Greek opinion, failed to give
a complete view of what life should be; and the
study of nature offered not only a wider basis, but
even a loftier outlook for morality. In this sense
Naturahsm found two representatives among the
great Sophists, Hippias and Prodicus, of whom the
first proclaimed it openly as his principle, the second
rather indi-ectly and by imphcation. Both belong
to the latter half of the fifth century Bc. Hippias
came from Elis, the neutralised territory within whose
confines the Olympic Games were celebrated. It is
thought that the encyclopadic range of his studies and
the breadth of his moral theories were at least partially
suggested by the varied accomplishments and the
manifold types of Hellenic life, in the constant
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experience of which he had grown up. He had the
umwversality of Browning’s Cleon or of Diderot, and
self-sufficiency both in the good and the bad sense
was the personal characteristic on which his satirists
seized. It is possible, however, that Hippias merely
anticipated Rousseau in advocating the return
to a state of nature where every member of the
community provided for his own wants, and that his
theories were wilfully or unintentionally twisted into a
story that he had once appeared at the games wearing
a costume every article of which, even to the ring on
his finger, had been made with his own hands,
Whether historical or not, such personal traits
interest us only in reference to the memorable dis-
tinction first made by this Sophist between positive
and natural law. Where there seemed to be a conflict
between the two he declared himself on the side of
nature. In a speech to a gathering of philosophers
Plato makes Hippias say: ‘““ All of you who are
present here I reckon to be kinsmen and friends and
fellow-citizens, by nature and not by law, for by
nature hke 1s akin to like, whereas law 1s the tyrant
of mankind, and often compels us to do many things
which areagamst nature ’ And it would appear that
he taught his pupils to ascertain the will of nature by
the sedulous study cf geometry, astronomy, and
physics. His lessons may have inspired the great
passage where Euripides in the widest democratic
spirit bids his audience honour equality, who * binds
together both friends and cities and confederates,”
and from whom ‘‘ our measures, weights, and numbers
come’’; reminding them, further, that ‘ the might’s
blind eye and sun’s bright orb walk equal courses in
their yearly round ’’—neither of them being ‘‘ em-
bittered by defeat.” Another virtue fostered by the
study of science is truth, and not by science only,
for, as Hippias took occasion to point out in a lecture
on what we should call the Homeric ideals, Achilles
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is to be preferred for his detestation of falsehood to the
less scrupulous Odysseus. In @®sthetics also this
Sophist followed the same guidance, at least 1f we may
judge by the fact that in a Platonic dialogue, when
mvited to define beauty, he refers for a typical
example not—as mught be expected from Greek
taste—to a beautiful youth, but to a beautiful maiden.

A kindred spint to Hippias was Prodicus, the last
Sophist about whom we have any detailed information.
Plato only introduces him as a valetudmarian trifler
drawing fine distmctions between synonyms. But
Aristophanes calls him for character and wisdom the
first physical teacher of the day; and Xenophon
makes Socrates quote one of his moral apologues with
warm admiration. In the lesson referred to natural
law is not named, but it 1s implied throughout as the
standard of conduct m a spirt akin to that of the
future Stoic philosophy. Virtue is not placed under
the sanction of public opinion, but of individual
interest understood in the highest sense, no pleasure
being really satisfying unless 1t has been paid for by
an equivalent amount of labour; while a special
stigma 1s thrown on unnatural vice Prodicus also
rejected the gods of popular religion as supernatural
personalities, explaining that they arose from the
personification of natural elements and powers. That
he gave lessons in philology as well as in physics is
not doubtful, but, so far from constituting a course of
delusive rhetorical display, they seem to have taught
an even pedantically minute accuracy m the choice
of words.

The Grecks have been accused of drawing an
impassable line of distinction between themselves and
the barbarians. But this is not true of Thucydides,
who, as we saw, explains how Greek civilisation was
evolved out of an originally barbarous condition, still
lessisit true of Isocrates, another pupil of the Sophists,
who tells us that what makes the Hellene is not race,
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but education. The Greeks are also said to have
known only that some are free, whereas we know that
all are free. But this, too, is an unjust charge, for 1t
was the Sophist Alcidamas, a pupil of Gorgias, who
first declared that ‘“ God sent all men to be free;
Nature made none a slave.”” And this was no 1dle
school declamation, 1t formed part of a stirring appeal
to all Hellas in favour of the Messenian helots then
struggling for their liberty against the Spartan power.

Socrates.

Socrates (469-399 B c.) is the first Athenian name
that meets us in the history of philosophy, and, al-
though he wrote nothing, the contributions of his dis-
ciples to Athenian literature, the greatest in the world,
have made him by far the most celebrated figure in the
annals of human thought. Shelley has called him the
Jesus Christ of Greece, and, although the contrast
between them is hardly less than between the Hebraic
and the Hellenic spirit, still a certain resemblance may
be traced 1n the seriousness of their teaching, the self-
devotion of their Iives, and the lofty tragedy of their
deaths It has not yet been suggested that Socrates
never existed, but the problematic element in his
personality is so large that no universally accepted
conclustons on the subject have as yet been reached
Accordingly the view here offered should be taken as
claiming no more authority than such as may attach
itself toa careful and repeated scrutiny of the materials
available for forming an opinion.

Perhaps we shall best understand the position and
methods of Socrates by comparing him with the
Sophists. To begin with, they took fees for their
teaching, whereas he took none. Of so much we may
be certain; for it is proved not only by the direct
evidence of his disciples Xenophon and Plato, but also
by the indirect eviti)ence of Aristophanes, who, in his
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brilliant comedy The Clouds, represents Socrates as a
somewhat squalid figure, whose calling, whatever else
it was, evidently could not be very lucrative. In the
next place, he was an Athemian born and bred, who
loved his native city, and never left 1t, except at the
call of military service. The Sophists, on the other
hand, were itinerant strangers, presumably looking on
their business as a source of profit and fame rather
than a patriotic duty. As strangers also they could
advance claims to superior wisdom with less offence
than a native, on whose part any such pretensions
were always liable to excite the jealousy or suspicion
of his fellow-citizens, any one of whom thought
himself as good as his neighbour. Accordingly, it
became a social necessity for Socrates, even if he felt
conscious of superior wisdom, carefully to conceal
it from others, giving them the notion that his
original ideas were in truth the common property
of all, or had even been suggested to him by the
stimulating conversation of his interlocutors

1t will be remembered that the Sophists were pro-
fessed teachers not only of wisdom, but also of virtue.
A certain amount of respectability was therefore a
necessity of their caling, nor is there any reason for
doubting that they possessed it. But from the nature
of the case such wandering lives as theirs could not be
subjected to very keen scrutiny; and, at any rate,
they were absolved from the ordinary duties of
citizenship. As a resident Athemian, Socrates could
claim no such immunity, nor could he even hmt at
the imperativeness of right conduct without offering
in his own person a model of what he required. But
in this direction also anything like ostentation, self-
righteousness, or repellent austerity would have been
a fatal mistake, Igabitual self-command, combined
with sociability and graciousness of demeanour,
were the object-lessons least likely to wound the self-
esteem of others; and these were illustrated to per-
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fection in the personality of Socrates, extending,
perhaps, his immediate mfluence as a moral reformer
more widely than the supreme acts of civic and
military heroism that have won him an immortal
name among posterity

Once more, philosophy, to become acceptable at
Athens, had to appear in detachment from physical
science and 1 alliance with rehgion. The new
culture had mcurred serious unpopularity, at the time
of its first introduction, by association with such
studies as those of Anaxagoras, of Hippias, and, as
would seem at one period, of Prodicus. They had
for a time a certain vogue among the anstocratic
classes, but were profoundly repellent to the middle
and lower class as both impious and unpractical
Socrates fully shared that aversion, he was a
Humanist to the same extent as Protagoras, but,
unlike the Abderite Sophist, his Humanism left room
for the gods of popular rcligion It seems strange
that so thorough a rationalist should have been able
to combme the traditional polytheism with such a
speculative theism, based on the argument from
design, as Xenophon attributes to his master. But
the still more wonderful feats of dialectical gym-
nastics performed 1n our own time by Roman Catholic
and Protestart theologians serve at least to show
that no suspicion of insincerity need attach itself to
the Modernist movement 1 Athens.

The idea that the order of nature owed its origin to
a guiding and shaping intelligence came from Anaxa-
goras But Socrates remained dissatisfied with the
large place still left to mere mechanical forces by the
Ionian philoscpher. He sought for evidence of a
rational purpese mn the adaptation of the human
body to its environment rather than m the uniform
revolutions of the celestial spheres, and with the eye
of a craftsman for utility—Socrates was by trade a
sculptor—he found that everything had been arranged
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for our convenience and enjoyment. Moreover,
going a step beyond Anaxagoras, he conceived the
beneficent Creator not as an extended substance, but
as a purely spmritual being, like that which 1s the
animating principle within ourselves.

At this point we touch the essential idea differenti-
ating Socrates from both the great Sophistic schools,
Humanist and Naturalist alike. His was, above all
things, a philosophy of self-conscious mind, and in
some ways it enabled him to combine what was true
and good 1 the methods of his predecessors Prota-
goras was right up to a certamn point, but men are
distinguished from animals by something more than
therr susceptibility to praise and blame It is not
enough to ask what modes of conduct pubhc opinion
approves or condemns; there must be an assignable
reason for its judgments to be accepted. Man 1s the
measure of all things, but only 1n so far as he submits
s casual impressions to the test of logic; if one
man’s opinion 1s more valuable than another’s, it 1s
because by argument he can make his opinion yours.
The return to nature preached by Hippias has this
much to be said for it : that the practices umversally
prevalent among mankind are hikely to be founded
on common sense, but, if so, there must be a good
reason for observing them; and then, surely, to dis-
cover that reason for ourselves is better than to
accept them on the authority of others.

As 1s well known, the Socratic method of reasoning
consisted 1n putting a series of well-chosen questions
to his interlocutors, and so drawing them on from
admission to admussion, until a conclusion was
reached whose approach had remained unsuspected
through the greater part of the conversation. This
sort of cross-examination was practised in the Athenian
law-courts, just as in our own, and then, as now,
may sometimes have served to bring a rotten case
to the ground. It seems to have been in vogue as a



50 PHILOSOPHY AT ATHENS

sort of society game before the time of Socrates;
but he was the first to use it on a great scale as
a philosophical method for discriminating between
error anc}) truth, as also 1 education for bringing
home ascertamned and demonstrated truth to the min
of the pupil. Plato, in some of his Dialogues, has
given far too much weight to the negative side of the
method, as if 1t had been his master’s sole interest to
unmask pretenders to knowledge and virtue, with
the result of making himself the most unpopular
character in Athens He also associates this sys-
tematic exposure of shams with a peculiar theory,
supposed to have been held by Socrates, that nobody
knew anything about anything, except, to a certan
extent, his own trade, and that only in a blind, em-
pirical sort of way—a fact much to the glory of God,
who was thus shown to have reserved all knowledge
for himself And if the Delphic oracle had declared
Socrates to be the wisest of men, this was simply
because he alone knew that he knew nothing; while
all others remained in the false conceit of their
wisdom—a delusion which 1t was the business of his
hife to dispel.

There is probably this much truth 1n Plato’s story :
that Socrates claimed to be a dialectician, and nothing
else. Now, dialectic, as such, 1s primanly concerned,
not with the matenal truth of propositions, but with
their meaning and their logical imphcations, What
one says must be intelligible, and it must be self-
consistent. Whatever else may be true, what m-
volves a self-contradition is certainly false Nor is
this all What follows by logical mference from a
true statement shares its truth, and by drawing
such inferences from what you say I may discover
truths that neither of us had a suspicion of before.
In this way the whole content of geometry follows
from a few simple propositions known as the defini-
tions, postulates, and axioms, and may be acquired
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by the most ignorant without extending the range
o¥ his experience.

Socrates had learned something of geometry in his
younger days, and what he saw of its methods may
have suggested the more general idea of dialectic.
He must have been more particularly impressed by
the value of definitions, without which the geome-
trician cannot advance a single step. But he had no
suspicion of the great future reserved for this and the
other branches of mathematics in unravelling the
secrets of nature. To his utihitarian mind, with its
passion for immediate practical results, these sctences
were worth studying only as instruments for surveying
land and for casting up accounts And such plebeian
arts could stand no comparison for importance with
the true master-sciences, ethics and politics Here,
and here alone, could the methods of definition and
just inference find a worthy subject for their exercise.

The task set himself by this man, whom many
regarded as a garrulous and hair-sphitting trifler, was
nothing less than the reformation of society and of the
State. But in his view this great purpose was to be
effected, if at all, by means very different from those
habitually employed by the prophets and preachers
of ancient and modern times He never mdulged in
moral declamation. Although a religious thinker, he
never appealed to religious emotion, nor, indeed, to
prejudice or passion of any description. He neither
denounced nor dogmatised, but addressed himself
solely to the reason of his hearers. And this was very
much harder for him than for any of his successors,
as he had to begin by making the world understand
what reason means, in what the processes of definition,
classification, and generalisation consist; doing it all
without pedantry and without assumption, in lan-
guage at once the most familiar and the most cour-
teous, using the homeliest examples to elucidate the
loftiest themes.
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Aristophanes has told us that the Athenians were
the cleverest of men i1n their own homes, but the
silliest 1n their collective deliberations. Socrates
wished this individual intelligence to be directed
towards the acqusition of special aptitudes n all
departments of the public service, and made available
for the good of the whole State. The exercise of each
particular trade and profession demanded special
tramning and proficiency to secure success, why not,
then, the supreme arts of war, finance, administration,
and justice? Above all, why choose certain magis-
trates by lot, as was still the practice at Athens,
rather than for the qualties that are considered to
recommend an agent or an adviser in private hfe?

The method of reason was less obviously fitted
to bring about a reformation of morality, whether
public or private, than to secure the prosperity of
the State For while 1t is held reasonable to sacrifice
a small immediate gamn or a small immediate pleasure
for a great gain or a great pleasure i the future, it is
by no means equally clear why one individual should
sacrifice his own good—whether concerved as pleasure
or profit—for the greater good of another, or even for
the good of the whole commumty. It has even been
held unreasonable that he should do so. This, how-
ever, is a mistake. Reason, by its very constitution,
abstracts from all differences, except such as would
equally affect the decision of a third person 1n weighing
your claims or mine against those of another person.
In fact, egoism as a principle of conduct confuses
psychology with logic  To say that a man’s actions
are determined by his selfish or passionate impulses
does not legitimatise their origm. To say that they
are rightly so determined would be self-contradictory,
for it would be making the negation of all rules into
a rule. Even from the selfish point of view it would
be absurd. For to enounce a general proposition as
true amounts to a claim on the agreement of all
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mankind, so that for one man to proclaim the
doctrine of self-interest as alone possible is to mvite
all other men to combine for his destruction by
warning them that he will destroy them mdividually
when 1t 1s lus interest to do so and he can do 1t m
safety.

In pomt of fact, all men are not mnvariably actuated
by self-interest or passion, and even 1if they were,
these two forces would frequently unite to set up
laws for the protection of the commumty and to
pumish particular infractions of them. For, as
Rousseau says, an injury to one 1s a threat to all;
and, as Protagoras pointed out, the consciousness of
a common Interest 1 virtue sets up a public opinion
whereby tcmperance, courage, justice, and generosity
tend to be bred as moral habits, while their opposites
tend to be weeded out. But the sanctions of morality
do not end here The conception, created by reason,
of an all-embracing moral law so impresses the
imagmation, first of a chosen few, and then through
these of an cver-increasng number, as to become
what has becn well called an idée-force—an 1dea
tending to realise itself, so that conscience, by
having the right, more and more, acquires the power
to rule the world.

To grasp the moral problem 1n 1ts whole magnitude
and difficully was a task reserved for Plato. But
the conflict between goodness and expediency had
already, to some extent, dawned on Socrates. In
his own case, indeed, 1t did not exist, seeing that for
him personally to know the right and to do 1t were
the same thing. But, as a social reformer, the irre-
pressible conflict between private interest and public
good could not escape hisnotice. Asanintellectualst,
he provisionally solved the question by observing that
what caused most disputes were the lower gratifica-
tions of sense and appetite, the higher and more
rational pleasures were best enjoyed i common,
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thus making for co-operation and social union.
There is some truth in the suggestion, but it begins
by making too great a demand on average human
nature. Calling on the sensual, the vain, and the
weak to set their minds on higher things 1s no more

ractical than a well-known recipe for catching
gn'ds. Nor even as regards the élife of mankind does
the sociality of their pursuits put them beyond the
reach of anti-social temptations To hve well they
must first have the means of hving at all, and the
possession of intellectual or artistic tastes does not
always, nor did it even 1n ancient Athens, include the
material means of satisfying them Thus the tempta-
tion to procure money or other forms of power by
fraud or generally by antr-social means remans
unaffected by the elevation of the objects which those
means are destined to obtamn

The Death of Socrates

Among the pupils of Socrates two at least, Alci-
biades and Critias, showed by their lives how lttle
mtellectual accomplishments are worth as safeguards
agamnst the temptations of pleasure and of power.
The vindictive treason of Alcibiades proved the ruin
of his country, Critias figured as the leader of the
hateful ohgarchy established after therr wactory by
the Spartans, who, during a brnef reign of terror,
deluged the streets of Athens with blood. These
men tried to involve the old philosopher in their
crimes, but he disobeyed their orders and freely
criticised their policy in his conversation. More than
one of the Thirty may have been old friends of
Socrates, at any rate, they reframned from adding
his murder to their other misdeeds That outrage
was reserved for the restored democracy to commit.
In their eyes, to have been the teacher of Alcibiades
and Critias, combined with his known aristocratic
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sympathies, was doubtless his chief offence. As the
Socratic method had not reformed the young nobles,

eople argued that i1t had made them what they were.
g‘he charge of corrupting youth already brought
against Socrates many years before in The Clouds of
Anstophanes was aggravated, as 1n that comedy, by
the more serious charge of atheism—that is, of denying
the gods of the established religion and putting
strange gods i1n theiwr place. The pretext for this
g'rotesque immputation was that Socrates professed to

e favoured with mysterious warnings against certain
courses of action which he described as intimations
from a divine presence, always serving to check
and never to prompt. This divine voice has been
absurdly identified with what we call conscience.
The 1dea of such a momtor 1s, indeed, derived from
Greek philosophy, but 1t did not come up until a
century after Socrates Moreover, conscience 1s
something that enjomns, as well as forbids, and the
very name shows that 1t 1is connected with the
reasoned knowledge of right and wrong rather than
with an inexphcable prophetic warming against
danger.

On these charges Socrates was tried and capitally
condemned. According to the humane custom of
Athens, his death was inflicted painlessly by a draught
of hemlock The defence put 1into his mouth by Plato
is probably for the most part fictitious. From the
more authentic information supplied by Xenophon
we gather that he addressed the popular tribunal
with fearless dignity, relymng for his vindication on
the well-known facts of ﬂls Iife and teaching. But
the 1gnorant mob of jurors expected the usual though
illegal appeal to their pity, and bitterly resented the
pleas of truth, reason, and justice which the old
philosopher made so bold as to urge on his behalf.
They would, if they could, have sentenced philosophy
itself to death.

E
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The apology for persecution so fashionable m our
day has been alleged in exculpation of the Athenian
dicastery. They are said to have been actuated by
political rather than by religious motives. To put
an illustrous old man to death because his political
sympathies do not go with extreme democracy would
be a not less inexcusable crime than to put him to
death because he has maugurated a logical method
that seems fraught with ewil consequences for super-
stition. But the very fact that on this as on other
occastons the party-leaders appealed to the religious
prejudices of the mob in order to compass their
political ends is enough Taken together with the
other recorded persecutions, 1t proves that underlying
all party divisions there was in the Athenian populace
a dense layer of intolerant fanaticism such as no other
Greek city ever exnbited And at Athens 1itself the
death of Socrates throws a particularly lund hght on
the collective stupidity of the masses For m this
nstance 1t was a defender of religion that fell a victim
to their rehigious zeal.



CHAPTER V
PLATO

THE poet Wordsworth has associated Plato with
Demosthenes as the greatest intellect among the
Greeks. Macaulay, with wider knowledge than
Wordsworth, has called him the finest of human
mtellects absolutely. And Emerson has 1dentified
him with philosophy itself. Besides these modern
testimonies it has been believed until lately that some
beautiful hines written by Aristotle refer to the master
under whom he studied for twenty years. The
unnamed subject of his panegyric is described as one
who alone or who first among mortals demonstrated,
both by lus life and by his reasonings, that for a man
to be good is to be happy as well. Recent investiga-
tions go to prove that not Plato, but Socrates, 1s
meant. But that the words should long have been
accepted as true of Plato 1s eminently sigmificant, for
it amounts to an admission that the greatest name
m philosophy should be primarily associated not with
a metaphysical theory of ideas such as that commonly
suggested by it, but with an ethical theory of life.

It 1s not denied that Plato held such a metaphysical
theory, nor that some account of it is indispensable
to a night understanding of his philosophy, only it
must be placed in the proper perspective as subsidary
to the problem of conduct, to the primary questions,
what 1s virtue? what is happiness? and what is the
relation of each to the other? These, as we know,
were leading topics in the discussions between Socrates

57
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and his friends, and it has been seen that, whatever
Aristotle may have said to the contrary, he left them
practically unsolved. Plato found them in that con-
dition—nay, pressing more urgently than ever for a
solution if such tragedies as his master’s martyr-death
were not to be indefinitely repeated. Granting that
the Athenians had sinned through ignorance, then
their ignorance ought to be removed, or supposing
the education of a whole people to be impossible, then
power should be put in the hands of a more enlightened
class. The choice would be partly deterrmined by
personal circumstances, of which some account must
now be given.

Plato (427-347 BcC) was of noble family, being
descended on his father’s side from Codrus, the last
king of Athens, and connected through his mother
with the legislator Solon. When the oligarchy of
thirty was set up 1t seemed likely that he would be
associated with them in power, for two of the leaders,
Critias and Charmides, were his uncles, and, like him,
pupils of Socrates But it is credibly related that
their behaviour towards the old sage, already men-
tioned in the preceding chapter, besides their other
iniquities, cut off all hope of a moral reform from the
aristocratic side, and the tragedy that ensucd a few
years later alienated him still more effectually from
the restored democracy. With all prospect of a
political career thus cut off, Plato proceeded to quali
himself for starting a radical revolution in the belhefs
and practices of the Greeks, if not of all mankind, by
an extensive course of travel and study. A visit to
Egypt gave him the idea of a settled order lasting
unchanged for literally ten thousand years, resting
on rehgrous beliefs upheld by a powerful hierarchy,
and coexisting with such a popular education as made
Greek ignorance seem swinish in comparison. He also
visited Southern Italy and Sicily, making himself
acquainted with the mathematical mysticism of the



PLATO 59

Pythagorean school, the systems of Parmemdes and
Empedocles, and the more solid results of the new
astronomy as studied 1n Western Hellas. In early
youth he had already become familiarised with the
teaching of Heracleitus. Retuming to Athens, he
opened a school of philosophy in a gymnasium dedi-
cated to the mythical hero Académus, for admission
to which some knowledge of geometry was an indis-
pensable condition. Thisindicates a certamn imitation
of the Sophist Hippias, for whom Plato otherwise
exhibits supreme contempt

About 367 he visited Syracuse for the second time,
at the invitation of a philosophic friend, Dion, with
some hope of converting 1its autocrat, the younger
Dionysius, to a hiberal philosophy. For a time his
eloquence carried all before 1t, and geometry became
a fashionable rage at Court. But a reaction followed,
and, as on the occasion of his former visit to the elder
Dronysius, Plato had some dafficulty mn escaping from
the clutches of the tyrant  Ten years later an expedi-
tion, probably orgamised by the Academy, sailed under
Dion’s leadership to hiberate Syracuse, with no better
result than the substitution of an austere for a dis-
solute despot. Finally the practical statesmanship
of Timoleon achieved what philosophy had failed to
do, but Plato did not live to see this event—the
most glortous 1n later Greek history

Napoleon accused Laplace of applying the dif-
ferential calculus to politics. Plato used the methods
of elementary geometry for the same purpose, and,
as we have seen, with no better success. But m
philosophy the change effected was 1mmense. We
can best understand 1t by comparing his logic with
the logic of Socrates. The old master knew some-
thing about mathematics also, and may have been
led by 1t to appreciate the importance of definition in
the study of ethics. But he obtained his definitions
—such as they were—by induction; by eliciting
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some common principle from a number of concrete
instances. Plato eschewed this method; and his
earlier Dialogues have for their object to show how 1t
breaks down under the hands of an ideal Socrates.
The result is at first pure scepticism—a melancholy
conviction that truth is beyond the reach of man.
But after a time light begins to break. In a Dialogue
named after Protagoras, Plato, under the disguise of his
master, demonstrates to the old Sophist that all the
wvirtues have for their end to secure the greatest pos-
sible amount of pleasure with the least possible
endurance of pain. And, be 1t observed, thus pleasure
is not that of all sensitive creatures, as m the theory
now called Universalistic Hedonism, nor of all man-
kind, nor even of the community to which the moralist
belongs It 1s the mdividual pleasure of the virtuous
agent himself, as m what we call Egoistic Hedonism,
and what Carlyle called * pig-philosophy.”

Plato subsequently came to repudiate this form of
utilitartamism—how soon we cannot tell—while
remaming a utilitarian i the wide sense of holding
that actions should be judged by their consequences
rather than by sentimental considerations. But 1n
old age he returned to it so far as to insist that man-
kind would never be actuated by any motives other
than pleasure and pain. This, however, at least
according to Plato’s later philosophy, does not prove
pleasure to be the highest good, nor pain the worst
evil; although the principle that man 1s the measure
of all things would lead to that conclusion. In one
of his later Dialogues, the Phtlébus, there 1s an
elaborate discussion of the supreme good m which
it 1s finally decided that measure and harmony take
rank as such. Now, in the Protagoras it 1s observed
that, as virtue 1s concerned with weighing quantities
of pleasure and pain against one another, 1t must be
an art of measurement. Such measurement would
at first have no more than the value of a means to an
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end, but experience teaches us that with most
human beings, and therefore with philosophers also
in so far as they are human, means are apt to sub-
stitute themselves for the ends they were ornginally
thought of as subserving; and in this way measure
would soon take the place of pleasure mm Plato’s
mind, and the more so that he also came to look on
both pleasure and pain as essentially indefinite,
fluctnating things, not really amenable to the balance
of reason at all

Meanwhile, in reference to the evolution of Plato-
msm—and with 1t of all philosophy—we have to
observe how the concurrent study of ethics and mathe-
matics tends towards the substitution of deduction
for mnduction in moral science—a process still further
strengthened by the discovery that morality means
the measurement of pleasures and pans. In this
way 1t seemed as 1f disputed questions of conduct
would ultimately be decided by anthmetic. But
Plato does not stop here. Like Kant, at a far later
period, he asks himself how apriorism is possible;
how, by mere reasoning apart from all experience, we
come mto possession of new truths For example,
the Platonic Socrates takes a youth totally ignorant
of geometry, the slave of his friend Meno, and, by a
series of skilfully put questions, leads him to the dis-
covery of what we now call Euclid’s forty-seventh
proposition—the theorem that the square on the base
of a right-angled triangle 1s equal to the sum of the
squares on its contamming sides The solution sug-
gested 1s that the truths discovered by deductive
reasoning were really learned in a prenatal state of
existence, and that the function of argument 1s merely
to revive a faded memory. But this 1s evidently
meant for no more than a figurative way of saying
that the soul is eternal, and is brought by mathe-
matical reasoning into touch with eternal truth;
with things as they are i themselves—the world of
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immutable and perfect existences, recognised as such
by reason at the suggestion of the dim and fleeting
appearances apprehended by the senses, and con-
stituting the materal world.

This 1s Plato’s 1deal theory, and it illustrates once
more the profoundly practical bent of his genius.
For mn his eyes the value of 1dealism 1s that it sets
night conduct on an entirely new basis. The ultimate
sanction of virtue 1s not public opinion, as Protagoras
taught, for successful injustice may be applauded and
envied by the multitude, nor yet, as Plato himself
once supposed, 1s 1t pleasurc, for justice and tem-
perance may be accompanied by a surplus of pam,
while the mtensest pleasures and pains are experiences
of the perishing body, not of the everlasting soul.
That justice and temperance are never perfectly
realised 1n human society 1s no argument against their
real existence, as well—we can mnagine Plato saymng
—might the truth of geometry be disputed because
there arc no perfectly straight lines, no perfectly
round circles, and no perfectly equal angles, nor,
indeed, perfect equals of any kind, m the visible
world Modern philosophy speaks of such perfection,
whether mathematical or moral, as existing only in
and for thought, That 1s a luimtation Plato has
expressly refused to admit, insisting on the necessity
of an objective universe beyond matter and sense, or,
as we should say, a spintual world, 1n which they are
fully realised, but this we must rather regard as a
survival of the old materialism than as a consistent
application of bis own principles, The truly important
point 1s his insistence on viewing the ideas as eternally
self-reahising entities, as types and models of what
the sensible world not only ought to be, but yet
may be.

Our philosopher has been called the father of all
mysticism, and histonically this 1s true, at least for
Europe Whether for Asia also cannot, I believe, as



PLATO 63

yet be certainly determined. But in the sense
ordinanly attached to mysticism it cannot justly be
predicated of his teaching. For the mystic, as we
now understand him, believes that existence 1s a
unified whole, every part of which 1s reflected 1n every
other part, and the nature of which may be perfectly
comprehended without recourse to the methods of
observation and reasoning by the reflection of any
single mind on what passes within it. Without going
to thus extreme length, there 1s a modified mysticism
that believes in the capacity of certain pnvileged
intelligences to perceive truths before they can be
reached by reason, or truths not accessible to reason,
or even contradictory to 1t. Now, these are forms
of mysticism with which Plato would have nothing
to do. For him reason 1s the supreme faculty; not,
mndeed, the sole avenue to truth, but the test to which
all truth must be submitted before 1t can be acknow-
ledged as such

A mystical element might with more plausibility
be sought for in what 1s known as Platonic love.
Among ourselves the phrase is supposed to stand for
an attachment purer, more exalted, and more dis-
interested than the passion, however legitimate,
ordmanly entertaimned for a person pf the opposite
sex And, although this was not what Plato meant,
1t does not depart so widely from the truth as some
interpreters have maintaned  Plato teaches—
whether rightly or wrongly we need not now mquire
—that the philosophic impulse is, at 1ts onigin, akin
to sexual love. Both are first kindled by the sight
of bodily beauty, and both have for their object birth
in beauty—that 1s, the increase and spread of beauty
through the world. But whereas ordinary passion,
from beginning to end, concerns itself only with sen-
sible forms and particular individuals, philosophic
love, which is the passion for truth, rises by successive
stages of thought from appearance to reality, from
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sense to spirit, from body to soul, from the individual
to the class, from the one to the all. Had Plato been
wrnting 1n Latin or 1in a Latinised language, he might
have expressed the likeness and the difference between
profane and sacred love by comparing generation with
generalisation. And here there seems to be a touch
of mysticism 1 so far as the resemblance between the
two 1nstincts 1s merely fanciful or accidental But
even so, Platomc Iove would seem to be a practical
rather than a speculative 1dca. And the danger of
mystrcism lies, not 1n practice, but 1 theory; not in
the stimulation of reason by fancy, but in offering
fanciful analogies as evidences of unseen realities.
In one of his erotic Dialogues Plato represents
those glimpses of 1deal loveless by which the soul 1s
mflamed with the passion for absolute wvirtue and
truth as remimscences of her expertence in a former
state of existence Whether he seriously believed 1n
such a state 1s a question on which opinions are still
divided, and lhikely long to remam so With all the
immense matenals available, we cannot even tell
whether Wordsworth’s Intimations of Immortalsty 1s
to be understood literally or not, nor, to take a still
more recent instance, what Jowett really beheved
about a future,ife. It 1s much more important to
know that Plato as a moral reformer wished the world
1n general to believe 1n a state of rewards and punish-
ments after death On his own ethical theory, to
make people behave themselves by bribes and threats
was not the true method of salvation. It left them
no better than they were before. And this suggests
something more than a suspicion that the whole
scheme of a yudgment after death as detailed in some
of his Dialogues has a merely allegorical value. Per-
haps the notion came to him from Egypt We may
say with more certainty that 1t passed from Platomsm
to the Catholic Church, 1n whose hands, however,
faith became a determining factor in man’s immortal
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destinies to an extent irreconcilable with Greek ideas
of justice.

A new morality and a new religion are not of
themselves enough to reform mankind. They must
become embodied and enforced in a new social order.
To gwe the programme of such a society is the
object of Plato’s greatest and most ambitious, though
not most perfect, work, the Republic. In this the
design for an ideal State is worked out. Sparta and
Egypt seem to have contributed mn about equal
proportions to the plan; but there are elements due
solely to the philosopher’s own constructive gemus.
Of this 1t 1s no disparagement to say that the most
fundamental thought comes to him from Anaxagoras,
That is the thought, smnce made more famihar, of
differentiation and integration It will be remem-
bered that the great thinker who first brought
philosophy to Athens conceived the universe as
having come into bemng by the evolution of cosmos
—that is, order—out of chaos under the impulse of
nous or reason, and that reason acted by segregating
particles of the same kind and bringing them together
m umform masses. Now Plato conceives that what
answers to this principle in communities of men 1s
the division of labour, and that civilisation has grown
up through its continuous applhcation. But he
applies the prmnciple m a somewhat unexpected
manner. According to him, when consistently carned
out, 1t necessitates the exclusion of the industrial
classes from political power, and the commuttal of
government to the sole charge of a superior class,
bred on eugenic methods and educated from mnfancy
for the office. From adolescence to middle hfe the
new aristocracy is to be tramned to the profession of
arms; after thirty-five a smaller number, selected for
the purpose, are to pass through a severe course of
mathematics, logic, and metaphysics which alone
can qualify them for the supreme direction of the
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State. For, mn Plato’s opinion, there can be no
salvation for the world until either kings become
philosophers or philosophers kings. The ideal State
will then exhibit 1n a visible embodiment, and so for
the first time in a perfectly intelligible form, those
virtues which the old inductive method had so utterly
failed to define. Justice 1s popularly supposed to
consist 1 giving each one his own, temperance, in
taking enough and no more, courage, in willingness
to face danger, pain, and decath, wisdom, in knowing
what 1s nght and true  But such phrases were shown
by the Socratic cross-examination to be cither false
or unmeaning. At best they tend to stereotype
current opmions and sentiments at the expense of ail
future progress For example, Plato could not admit
any defimition of justice and temperance implying the
sacredness of property and marriage as at present
organised  So, boldly identifying the good with the
useful, he calls justice the assignment to each class
of 1ts proper function The business of the industrial
class 1s to provide the material means of living; the
warriors are to guard us, the rulers to teach and
direct. On the other hand, 1t would be the worst
injustice if the masses were to interfere with the
management of State affairs, or if the rulers were to
use their power to fill their pockets And 1t would
be equally mischievous 1if the best men were to be
prevented by what mught now be called a system of
unrcasonable taboos from entermng into fruitful
alllances with the best women

A Cambndge tutor once checked what he thought
the irrelevant inquiries of an undergraduate by
observing that therr business was to translate Plato,
not to understand his philosophy. Our business on
the present occasion 1s to understand his philosophy,
not to cnticise it. Some unjust criticisms may,
however, be obviated by putting the philosophy in a
clearer light. It must be remembered that Plato’s
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vigorous denunciations of democracy are directed
against the Atheman comstitution—that is, against
direct government by a’ mass vote of the whole
assembled people, and especially against its worst
mstitution, the huge, 1rresponsible, popular law-
courts, where innocent pdrsons were sometimes con-
demned to death as an excuse for confiscating their
property. They do not ap ply—or at least not without
very serious limitations—ti0 the representative govern-
ments we now call democratic. In England and
America tramning and specialisation illustrate the
division of labour, and so far are more “ just ’’ 1n the
Platonic sense than anythung antiquity has to show.
As regards his departure from the traditional
morality of marnage—wkhich was about as strict at
Athens as among ourselvis—Plato no doubt had in
his mind some customs prevailing m the proverbially
virtuous society of Spart:i. At any rate, sympathy
with vagrant amours hady no share in his proposals
On this subject the morality of his last work, the
Laws, 15 of uncompromusing severity. It sets up as
an 1deal absolute chastity} before marriage, and after
it absolute fidehty. Anc? this is recommended
expressly on the ground that +*it would promote
much greater affection and intumacy than now
prevails between husbands and their wvives.”
Rightly to appreciate Plato’s views on marriage we
must also remember that in the Repubilic, they are
merely given as indications of what 1n hicy Opinion was
the wisest course to pursue. His princicple 1s to con-
stitute an efficient government, leaving vt full freedom
of action in working out the details, And 1n this
government women are to have »<n equal share.
Plato was no believer 1 the naturail equality of the
sexes, As regards intellect, he r thought women
“ nidiculously '’ inferior to men; andd, unlike Socrates,
he held that the inferiority was not. due to education,
but innate. Nevertheless, he saw2 that many women
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were superior to many mea, and he looked on their
ability as a wasted force ttat ought to be utilised for
the service of the State, inthe army as well as in the
Government. There is no question here of rights,
but only of duties The wise and good of either sex
would rather pursue they studies in private than
undertake the toilsome buisiness of office, 1f they
submit to this, 1t is in self-defence, to escape bemng
ill-governed by others. Plato 1s well aware that s
own favourite law of the division of labour may here
be quoted against him. Are not women naturally
fitted for one set of functions—for domestic offices
—and men for public functions—for war and pohitics?
Not so, he replies, for were that the case there would
be some things that women could do better than men,
whereas there 1s nothing--not even cookery—that
men cannot beat them in The thought may have
flashed across im m Egypt, where the division of
labour was carried much farther than 1 Greece, with
the result—surprising to more superficial thinkers
—that ‘‘domestic’’ industnes were sometmmes
allotted to men and outdoor industries ‘o women.
And, apart from political economy, he must have had
an mstinctive feelng ..1at when the State under..ok
the work of match-making 1t would be wise for male
administrators not omly to consult, but also on
occasion to Cbey, the most intelligent representatives
of the class possessing hereditary aptitudes for the
arts of maich-makmg and breedng. About the
military efficiency of women he is a httle jronical,
suggesting that they should be posted in the rear,
where their numbers at least might have an imposing
effect on the eruamy_

The need of a reformed education gives Plato the
opportunity for putting forward views on art strik-
ingly analogous tq those of the Jews, of Islam, and of
the modern Puritans. Sculpture, paimnting, and the
drama are altogether proscribed on the ground that
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they substitute the appearances for the realities of
things. In epic poetry, not only is everything
approaching voluptuousness to be ngidly suppressed,
but no trace of human weakness 1 such a heroic figure
as Achilles 15 to be pernmtted to appear. Young
people are not to read the unedifymg stortes about
the gods related by Homer, and the rule extends to
nstances of deceit practised on mankind. Indeed,
much of what 1s told about God 1n the Hebrew Scrip-
tures would not pass the Platonic censorship. For
m the State religion of the Republic, God 1s declared
to be the author of good only, not of eval at all In
music, soft and melting strains are to be prohibited,
as also 1s the whole pathetic element, which 1s not to
be tolerated in poetry either. Children are, appar-
ently, not to be allowed to know that there are such
things as vice and crime; and they are to hear no
stories in which the good appear as other than in-
vanably and perfectly happy—except, possibly, they
may be allowed to suffer some calamities as a retribu-
tion for sins committed in a previous state of
existence.

Nor s thisall. To secure the triumph of good over
evil, perfect happimess for the good man 1n this hife 1s
not enough, he must also have the prospect of fehcity
mm a lhfe to come, while very much the reverse 1s in
store for the bad For the immortahty of the soul,
though not generally accepted, is, according to Plato,
quite certain. He argues that if anythmng could
destroy the soul 1t would perish by moral corruption
~—which, as we know by experience, does not happen.
Therefore souls live for ever, migrating after apparent
death into a new body, higher or lower than the last
habaitation, as their own choice, which God leaves free,
may decide. But before resuming their earthly
existence all souls have to pass through an inter-
mediate stage of disembodied consciousness, lasting a
thousand years, in which they recerve tenfold retribu-
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tion for the good or evil deeds performed in life,
the worst offenders being subjected to everlasting
torments ‘

In connection with this earher * Divine Comedy *’
two points merit particular notice The first 1s that,
as Plato avowedly uses fiction for the purpose of
persuading people that happmess always accom-
panies virtue, although he must have known quite
well that this is not true, no regard for truth in the
abstract would have withheld him from imagining
future or ante-natal lives 1n which he did not himself
believe, or from defending such fictions by arguments
which he knew to be unsound. The second point is
that each soul, before returning to earth, 1s described
as taking a draught of Lé&thé, whereby all remem-
brance of her experiences 1n the mtermediate state is
blotted out May we not regard this detail as a
pretty broad hint that the whole doctrine of the
soul’s etermity is not intended to be taken very
seriously > Let me add that our modern Platonists
have provided two ways out of the difficulty. Accord-
ing to some, there will be an ultimate stage m psychic
evolution when the soul will recover the memory of
all her former experiences, or, supposing this to be
impossible, of so many as shall be necessary to re-
establish the bond of personal i1dentity between the
present and the final stages of her existence. Accord-
ing to others, even supposing that the chasms of
oblivion are never destined to be bridged, still the
prospect of even so meagre a survival would be far
preferable to the certainty of annihilation. The
question 1s one that we must each decide for ourselves.
But I may be permitted to add one word more. By
all that one sees and hears, to the vast majority of
believers the current Christian doctrine of immor-
tality seems to be no more consoling than the theory
of successive revivals, taken at its thmnnest, could
possibly be.
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In the later books of the Republic, Plato develops
his theory of Ideas in the direction of hnking them
together as a connected and mterdependent system
of categories covermg the whole range of knowledge
and existence His object, evidently, was that they
should be regarded as something analogous to the
chain of geometrical demonstration, but far superior
to geometry in completeness and certamty. For
mathematical proof depends on assumptions, whereas
in metaphysics there should be no assumptions—
everythmg from the first start has to be proved,
beginmng with the necessity of existence 1tself.
Philosophy must not shrink from putting the ques-
tion, Why should there be anything at all? and,
Why should the world be exactly what 1t 1s? Yet
on these supreme heights of speculation the practical
interest reasserts itself, for, according to Plato, the
Idea of the Good far exceeds existence itself in digmity
and power In other words, there 1s a world that
Virtue may have a theatre for her exercise and evolu-
tion, or, as he put 1t afterwards, from the rehigious
pownt of view, God 1s good, and, being without envy,
he wills that all things should be good like himself

That 1s the high-water mark not only of Greek
religion, but of all the rehgion that has ever been
preached to men We seem to catch an echo of
Plato’s words four centuries later, when St Paul
speaks of himself and his fellow-believers as ** heirs
of God and jomt-herrs with Christ’’ Unhappily, m
the philosopher’s case, this high religious idealism
proved not mncompatible with a spirit of the grossest
mtolerance exercised, at least in theory, on behalf
of an antiquated superstition that possibly formed
no part of his creed In Plato’s last and longest
Dialogue, the Laws, 1t 1s ordained that even perfectly
well-conducted persons who do not beheve in the gods
and refuse to be convinced by his arguments are to be
imprisoned 1n a reformatory for five years at least.

F
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Whether they are to be liberated with or without a
recantation is not clear; but, at any rate, m case of
their repeating the offence, they are to be put to
death. And the same penalty 1s to be inflicted on
those who believe that the gods can be propitiated by
prayer and sacrifice, as also on those who practise
private devotions On this system every form of
Christiamty would have fallen under the same
condemnation as atheism.

It 1s not so true that extremes meet as that they
cross. Tacitus has found i Tibermus the exact hike-
ness of a tyrant’s soul, as Plato described 1t. Yet
Tibermus, with all his cruelties, refused to pumsh
offences against religion, on the ground—which
might well have commended 1tself to a philosopher
—that the gods can take care of themselves And
Sir Thomas More, after proclaiming unlimited religious
Iiberty in his Ulopza—where he also denies the central
dogma of Catholicisn—himself persecuted the Protes-
tants with a ferocity of intolerance that, in comparison
with 1ts horrors, makes the legislation of Plato seem
moderate and humane

Some later developments of Platomsm remain to
be considered, but these will find a more appropnate
place 1mn the following chapter.



CHAPTER VI
ARISTOTLE

THE German critic Friedrich Schlegel has said that
every man 1s born either a Platonist or an Anstotelian.
What this writer had in view was, apparently, to
contrast the idealist with the realist, the metaphysical
with the scientific, the poetical with the prosaic or
strictly logical types of character. Such class dis-
tinctions of mental temperament are, no doubt,
numerously exemplified, but they do not fully corre-
spond to the antithetical divisions respectively headed
by the two greatest of Greek thinkers. To judge from
some scanty remains of his verse compositions,
Aristotle had no small poetic talent, and a few
passages in his extant prose writings where he gives
expression to his inmost feelings bear the marks of
genuine inspiration, enabhng us to imagine what
was that golden flood of eloquence so admired by
Cicero 1 the lost dialogues of the Stagirite. But
while the enthusiasm of the master, bred up with the
prospect of a great political career, was for action, for
world-transforming dominion, the enthusiasm of the
disciple, born in a small provincial town, and belonging
to a famuly of physicians, was for knowledge, so that,
better than Plato himself, he answered Plato’s descrip-
tion of the philosopher as the spectator of all time and
all ex1stence-——wit111) this limitation, that, being devoid
of the practical shaping impulse, he too readily
behieved that all existence through all time had been
and would be no more than a repetition of the only

73
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world that his experience allowed him to behold.
And even of that small portion he knew only what
direct observation, supplemented by the less enter-
prising science of his time, could reveal. From one
end of his physical treatises to the other there is not
the remotest anticipation of a future discovery, if
he comes across any such anticipation m the works
of his contemporarnes or his predecessors, they are
invaniably rejected He argues against the infinity
of space, the atomic theory of matter, the mncandes-
cence of the sun and the stars, the stellar constitution
of the Galaxy, the classification of comets with the
heavenly bodies. He demes the axial rotation of the
earth and of the moon, nor will he admit that the
celestial spheres, supposing them to be 1n a state of
rapid rotation, are in danger of being torn to pieces
by centrifugal force, or that fire 15 forced up by
mechanical pressure According to his physiology,
brain s not the organ of mind, but a cooling apparatus,
breathing is not the cause of animal heat, nor do all
animals breathe—more especially, fishes do not breathe
with their gills, as Diogenes of Apolloma taught.
The heavenly bodies and the different amimal species
(with the exception of those resulting from spon-
taneous generation) have neither been evolved nor
created, they have existed, and will continue to
exist, eternally without mutation, as we see them
to-day.

In his theory of knowledge Aristotle was a realist.
That is, he beheved that things are what they appear;
our minds are so constructed as to supply a true
picture and plan of the external world. In this he
differed widely from Plato, who held that the things
of sense offer but an imperfect image or shadow of the
eternal 1deas which underhe their fleeting shows.
Here we have a characteristic note of the distinction
between the genius of practical reform and the genius
of pure contemplation, as illustrated in modern times
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by Berkeley, Kant, Fichte, Mill, T. H. Green on the
one side; Descartes, Hobbes, Schelling, Hegel on the
other—between those who regard experience as a
plastic material and those who regard it as an immu-
table substance. And this disposition to take things
as they are—or rather as they seem—which differ-
entiates Aristotle not only from Plato, but from all
other Greek philosophers of the first rank, is re-
sponsible for much of his obdurate conservatism even
in pure science. But not all his errors come from
his adherence to sense and common opinion. In
astronomy and physiology we find him blinded rather
by another kind of idealism, by the passion for
systematising at all costs And that idealism, that
passion, he had imbibed from the lessons of Plato.
But for Socrates, Plato might have become a poet,
a dramatist, or a statesman, but for Plato, Anstotle
might have remained a mere naturalist or a mere
scholar to the end of his days

Arnstotle (384-322 B.c.) came to Athens in his
eighteenth year, entering Plato’s school, and remaining
there until the master’s death—that is, for twenty
years Subsequently he became tutor to Alexander,
the future conqueror, and held that position for a
period of uncertain length, possibly not more than
two or three years On Alexander’s accession (336)
Aristotle returned to Athens, where he opened an
independent school in the Lyceum  There he taught
until 323, when Alexander’s death restored the anti-
Macedoman party to power. Obliged by a charge of
impiety to 3uit the bigoted aity, “ that it might not
sin a second time against philosophy,”” he retired to
Chalcis, where he died the following year. Thus a
third of the Stagirite’s life, and that the most suscept1-
ble period of all, was spent in the society of Plato.
The master called him the intellect of the school,
and his lodging the house of the reader. The second
epithet was less complimentary than the first, for
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Plato had no great faith in books. Anyhow, the
intercourse of two such minds kept up so long must
have been most fruitful , nor can we suppose that the
influence exercised was all on one side. Plato’s later
writings show that his system underwent extensive
modifications in the closing years of his life. In one of
these, the Parmenides, there 1s a destructive criticism
of the 1deal theory, containing at least one of the argu-
ments afterwards turned against it by Aristotle As
it happens, one of the interlocutors in that dialogue 1s
actually named Aristotle, and although this may be a
mere coincidence, since a contemporary of Socrates
also bore that name, it would seem likely that under
the guise of Parmemdes the Eleate Plato 1s actually
describing himself. If so, he was sixty-five when the
dialogue was composed, which would give the year
362 B c. for 1its date, Anistotle being then twenty-three,
and therefore quite old enough to have his difficulties
taken into serious consideration by the master

It 1s said that on one occasion a large audience
assembled to hear Plato deliver a lecture on the Good ,
but, finding that i1t told them nothing about the
practical interests of life, they dropped off one by one,
Aristotle alone remaining to the end. We know from
areference 1n hus Ethics, that the younger philosopher
remamed unconvinced by what he heard The
method of assessing moral values by an appeal to the
metaphysical absolute did not satisfy his clear
analytical intellect He may have submitted some
considerations tending in that direction at the end of
the lecture What we know is that in Plato’s later
dialogues the Good silently disappears from the high
place assigned to it in the Republic as the first principle
of Knowing and Bemng. In the Twmeus that rank 1s
given to the Idea of Identity. This is represented as
accompanied by and correlated with the Idea of
Difference, to which, however, it remains superior.
And from these two combmed arises the Idea of
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Existence, as if to show that, taken in themselves,
they are unreal abstractions; while, again, all three—
Identity, Difference, and Existence—unite to form
Soul, a clear intimation that Plato had now come to
regard his Ideas no longer as transcendent realities,
but as purely subjective concepts, having ther sole
seat and function in mmnd  Thus 1t is quite 1n order
that the Ideas should not be so much as mentioned in
his last work, the Laws And for this gradual move-
ment towards a more scientific view of the world we
may conjecturc that the influence of Aristotle was
largely responsible

At the same time, another speculative current,
tending 1n some ways to interfere with Arstotle’s
criticism, has to be taken mto account This was the
numerical mysticism of the Pythagorean philosophy,
with which Plato’s various visits to western Hellas
must have kept hum 1 touch  There are indications,
even 1n the last books of the Republic, and much more
in the 7umeus, that numerical mysticism entered
largely into the teaching of the Academy Especially
it seems to have fascinated Plato’s nephew Speusippus,
who perhaps, for that reason, was left head of the
school in preference to the incomparably abler Stagi-
rite, with the result, as Arnistotle himself tells us, that
mathematics took the place of philosophy in 1ts
teaching At the same time, the influence was not
all on one side. When Plato first came 1n contact
with the Pythagoreans, they seem to have retained no
vestige of that belief in the soul’s immortahty, under
the form of metempsychosis, which formed such an
immportant element in the teaching of Pythagoras
himself. Now Plato had no need to go to Italy mn
search of the soul, for we know from Xenophon that
1t was an idea of prime importance 1n the philosophy
of Socrates, unaccompanied, however, by any hope
of its survival after death, or alleged memory of its
existence before birth. That larger conception may
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have come to Plato from the Egyptian rehgion, but,
at any rate, in talking to the Pythagoreans, he could
recommend 1t on the authority of their first master.
Unfortunately, the Pythagorean school disappears
from history soon after Plato’s time, so that we know
not what immediate effect, 1f any, his teaching pro-
duced, but it certainly was revived as what 1s called
neo-Pythagoreanism some two centuries later, and
became one of the most effective agencies by which
the doctrme of unmortality was diffused through the
Roman Empire n association with a severe moral
code, thus serving as one of the channels by which
Platomism led into Christianity.

As regards the more scientific side of philosophy,
Pythagoreanism seems to have influenced Plato by
directing his attention more and more towards
astronomy—towards the study of the sun, moon, and
stars as affording a genuine knowledge, not of appear-
ances, but of things i themseclves The Phedo
approaches, but has not yet reached, this pomt of
view, 1t speaks of the real heavenly bodies as others
than those that we see But 1 the Republic, the
T'vmeus, and the Laws no such distinction obtains.
False notions about astronomy are admitted to be
widely current, but only a httle reflection 1s needed
to correct them Plato had, indeed, no mmkhng of
the heliocentric theory, and the arithmetical relations
assumed by him as existing between the planetary
orbits are purely fanciful, but 1t was the conviction,
probably denived from hum, that there must be some
rational order 1n the solar system which led Kepler to
the discovery of his Laws.

It 1s on the side of astronomy that the Platonic and
Aristotehan philosophies come 1nto the closest contact
—a fact that has hitherto escaped notice, because in
both that side has least attracted the attention of
modern inquirers. Plato’s tendency is more and more
to substitute the celestial luminaries for his eternal
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Ideasas the prototypes of earthly order, the subject of
our profoundest and exactest speculation. Aristotle,
when he thought for humself, utterly discarded the
Ideas, and his arguments may have led the master to
discard them also, although the fact is never men-
tioned, but he certainly follows the lead of Plato in
putting the stars and planets in their place, only
doing this with greater clearness and decision With
him also the heavenly bodies are composed of no
earthly materials, as Anaxagoras had taught, but of
pure ather, and they are ammated by immortal
spirits In this connection also we find him not only
adopting the notion of Platonic love, but giving it a
cosmic extension undreamed of by 1ts original author.
But to understand what necessitated this evolution
of thonght we must return once more from the re-
semblances to the characteristic differences between
our two thinkers

Plato, as we have seen, was a practical, reforming,
innovating genws, Anstotle a more scientific, theo-
retical, conservative intellect And each conceived a
god 1n his own image. Plato imagmed a creator of
the world purely good, and wishing to make all things
good like himself. Not that he thought of the
universe as having really had a begimnning in time, or
of 1ts eternal spirit as a personal bemng, but it satisfied
his artistic and ethical mstincts to give his meta-
physics an allegorical dress, which should serve as an
encouragement to the virtuous and a terror to the
wicked He may have privately cautioned Aristotle
not to take the story too seriously, but, anyhow, there
was httle danger of a misconception. To the great
naturalist the world was cternal because it was real
and true. But to be complete it must mclude an
absolute spint, a pure disembodied Reason, perform-
ing the proper function of reason, which is to know.
We might expect that this Supreme Being, if he did
not act, might at least grasp the whole universe in one



ARISTOTLE 81

all-embracing thought. But this Aristotle will not
allow. His Absolute is not like that of the Hindoo
sage *—
The eye with which the universe
Beholds 1tself and knows 1tself divine

To be pure, thought must think itself, and nothing but
itself. And this, strangely enough, he concewves as
the happiest, the only happy, existence. So, wrapped
in eternal self-contemplation, beyond the outermost
heaven, which 1s the sphere of the fixed stars, lives the
one God, the Pnnme Mover, himself unmoved.

And here comes 1 a fresh hne of contact between
the two philosophies, formerly conceived as so anti-
thetical, and that, too, where one would least expect
it, in the form of a wonderful extension given by
Aristotle to the notion of Platonic love It is, he tells
us, the love mspired by the supreme Reason, the self-
thinkmng Thought, 1n the ammmating souls of the stellar
and planetary spheres that 1s the cause of their eternal
and umiform revolutions, such bemng the nearest
likeness attainable for them to the absolute self-
reflection of God. In that sense alone is the 1dea of a
Prime Mover, himself unmoved, to be understood.
The divine essence moves all things, not as loving, but
as beloved. And so, although this principle 1s not
creative, it may be truly described as that on which
the heavens and all nature hang. For without those
dwrnal and annual revolutions, caused by the sun’s
movement, on which day and night, the seasons, and
with them the whole activity of the whole vegetable
and animal world depend, life would come to a stop
And this also, with 1ts recurrent cycles of birth and
death, reproduces, after a fashion, in time that eternal
return on itself which is still more perfectly exemplified
In space by the celestial spheres, and most perfectly
oRf all by the self-contemplation of the supreme

eason,
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We have here in concrete realisation that idea of
identity or sameness which m the final form of
Platonism was substituted for the idea of the Good.
But the advance is, in the strictest sense, superficial.
For Plato, by putting his absolute outside existence,
at least suggested that i1t was only an abstraction,
whereas Anstotle, by his psendo-scientafic apotheosis
of reason, left 1t as a burdensome encumbrance on
astronomy, which proved a serious obstacle to pro-
gress nearly two thousand years after his time

Aristotle, however, has another and a much less
mystical way of accountmg for the circular movement
of the celestial spheres In order to understand this
we must begin by grasping the distinction, funda-
mental to his system, between the two very unequal
portions into which the unmiverse 1s divided  There 1s
first the sublunary sphere, imcluding our earth with
its-atmosphere, and extending to the moon, or rather
to the crystalline sphere on which our satcllite 1s fixed,
and by which she 1s carried round the centre of the
world Within this region are contained the four
ancient elements—earth, water, air, and fire The
nature of earth 1s to move downward mn a straight hne
to the centre, the nature of fire 1s to move upward,
also 1n a straight line, to the circumference Water
and awr partake of both natures, water bemng more
akin to earth and air to fire, so on the whole the one
ratter tends up and the other down  Each clement 1s
composite, and therefore corruptible Anstotle has
the sihgular notion that the constituents into which
they break up are not the invisible atoms assumed by
Democritys, but sensible qualities of which there are
also four, forming two antithetical couples, cold and
heat, molsture and dryness. These hypostasised
abstractions were evidently suggested by Plato’s
ideas, but are protected agamst criticism by the
convenient as. ymption that they exist only in binary
combinations. Of such combmations only four are
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possible, resulting in the four elements, which are thus
accounted for & prior:. Earth is composed of cold
and dry, water of cold and wet, air of hot and wet,
fire of hot and dry. The elements are convertible
into one another by a substitution of quahties, thus
earth can become air by losing dry and taking on wet,
and so with the rest. Hence the notion, still preserved
1n common language, that the sublunary sphere is a
scene of change and death.

Above the lunar sphere and filing all space from
that to the fixed stars inclusive 1s the ®ther or fifth
element, whence our word *‘ quintessence *’ 1s derived.
Being simple, and therefore incorruptible, 1t 1s immune
from all change except translation through space.
And seemng that the rectilinear up and down move-
ments have been already appropriated by the four
sublunary elements, we must suppose that 1ts proper
motion 1s circular and eternal Experience comes in
to verify this @ prior: deduction, for, seemng that the
heavenly bodies are ever moving, while at the same
time they preserve a constant order and relative
distance from the centre of the earth, what can we
suppose but that they are carried on nvisible ever-
lasting spheres moving for ever in perfect circles?
And Aristotle also finds a welcome popular support
for his physical theory mn the ancient religious tradition
which has always taught that there 1s something
divine and deathless about the heavens

Nevertheless, had Plato’s scheme of a religious
inquisition been put 1n practice one of 1ts first victims -
would have been his own most 1iltustrious disciple.
For Aristotle’s theology 1s totally inconsistent with a
provideniial government of the world. Knowing
nothing but himself, the supreme Reason must remain
unconscious of all that passes beneath his throne; 1f
he knew 1t, no mundane consideration would be
allowed to interfere with his blissful self-contempla-
tion, if he knew what was happening on earth, and
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wished to make justice prevail, the crystalline spheres
would interpose an impenetrable barrier to the
execution of his will,

Anstotle’s astronomy and theology correspond to
Plato’s 1deal theory, being, indeed, little more than a
higher development of the latest Platonic phase. But
his most important debt to the master 1s the general
mpulse towards systematisation, the postulate that
nature and human hife should be studied as an orderly
connected whole, passing by successive gradations
from the more to the less general, or vice-versa, with-
out omiiting any of ihe intermediate links In
obedience to this order we return from the celestial
spheres to the sublunary region of opposition and
mutability. This corresponds to the world of out-
ward sense and unreality in Plato’s philosophy, where
it was conceived as a product, and to some extent a
copy, of the underlying ideas To Aristotle, on the
contrary, earthly things are qute real, though not
quite regular, chance and spontaneity being per-
mitted a certamn play in their movements His
treatises on the subject fall into two great divisions,
one dealing with the natural sciences, the other with
such humamnist studies as psychology, logic, ethics,
politics, and @sthetics. These latter are treated mn
each instance according to the systematic scheme of a
division mto two spheres—a lower sphere of opposition
and conflict, a lugher sphere of subordination and
harmony.

As an anatomist and a naturalist the Stagirite is at
his best, as a physiologist at his worst. ‘‘ He notices
the antagomsm between individuation and reproduc-
tion; the connection of increased size with increased
vitality, the connection of greater mobility and of
greater intelligence with increased complexity of
structure; the physiological division of labour in the
higher animals; the formation of heterogeneous
organs out of homogeneous tissues, the tendency



’ ARISTOTLE 85

towards greater centralisation in the lugher organisms
-—a remark connected with his two great anatomical
discovenies, the central position of the heart in the
vascular system, and the possession of a backbone by
all red-blooded animals, the resemblance of animal
intelligence to a rudimentary human intelligence,
especially as mamifested in children, and finally he
attempts to trace a series of continuous gradations
connecting the imorgamic with the orgamic world,
plants with animals, and the lower ammmals with
man.” !

These important generahsations have since found
therr interpretation in the theory of evolution. And it
has been suggested by some historians that Aristotle
anticipated that theory, or at least made some
approaches to it But this 1s not true, and to say it
shows a radical misconception of his philosophy.
For in the first place he held that all the ammal species
always had existed, and always would exist, as we
know them now. And 1n the second place he was a
strong teleologist, belheving that the amimal organs
had been designed and made for the functions that
they now perform  Teleology, or the doctrine of final
causes, 1s indeed one of the most important notes 1
Anistotle’s philosophy, and agrees well with his habit
of taking the more obvious or popular view of things.
In this instance he also followed Socrates and Plato,
but with an important difference. Socrates quite
unequivocally argued to the existence of a good and
wise Creator from the adaptation of the bodily organs
to various useful purposes; and Plato apparently
drew the same conclusion, although we cannot be sure
that it formed part of lus esoteric philosophy.
Aristotle, on the contrary, could find no place 1n his
system for a Creator; and accordingly his doctrine
of final causes hangs, so to speak, in the air. The

1 Quoted from my Greck Philosophers, Vol 1, p 328, where
the references will be found
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utilities of the animal organism are spoken of as the
work of Nature, but Nature in this connection
amounts to no more than a persomfied 1dea, and as
such 1s open to all the objections brought by Anstotle
himself against the metaphysics of Plato. But if by
Nature 1s merely meant the general fact that the
structures of living beings are defimtely related to
their functions without our being able to tell how the
adaptation came about, then to call the one the other’s
cause 1s to pass off a description for an explanation,
which, according to Auguste Comte, 1s the essence of
the metaphysical method

Modern science, when 1t admats final causes, strictly
Iimits their operation to the organic woild, leaving
1morganic nature to the undisputed sway of mechanical
causation Curnously enough, this sort of compromise
was anticipated by certain Greek philosophers, other-
wise unknown, who admitted that the heavenly bodies
arose, as they expressed 1t, ““ spontaneously “—as, for
instance, out of a vortical movement—while clairning
organic structures as the work of creative reason.
But Anstotle will not hear of this, arguing that the
perfect regulanty of the celestial movements proves
them to be guided by a much more rational will than
the comparatively irregular actions of plants and
animals

The fact must not be overlooked that it has been
made comparatively easy for us to criticise Aristotle’s
scientific errors by means of the admirable scientific
nomenclature and systematisation with which his
philosophy supplies us  The very distinction between
mechanical and final causation just referred to is an
instance in pomt. Another useful pair of categories
created by him 1s Form and Matter. He speaks of
these also as causes, making four mn all, but the notion
of causation has 1 modern philosophy been limited
with advantage to productive antecedence 1n time,
leaving form and matter to express the structural
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relations of a thing. It is a sign of surviving Platonic
influence in Arstotle that he groups the ¥orm with
the Efficient and the Fmal Cause on the one side
against Matter on the other as the true raison d’éire
of a thing’s existence For it had been the Idea, 1n
Plato’s sense, that made a thing what 1t was, express-
ing at once the meanming and the purpose of 1ts
existence.

Taking the first three causes together, Aristotle
calls them Actuality, and the last or matenal cause
Possibility This famous antithesis 1s the central
thought of the whole Arnistotelian system, and should
be carefully borme m mind if we would understand
the great revolution accomplished at the time of the
Renatssance, when Power took the place of Act as the
speculative 1deal For the present we have to view
it 1 association with that false astronomy to which
we find ourselves returming agamn and agamn The
enclosing celestial spheres represent the combination
of Cause and Form 1n the most illummating way as
moving 1n perfect circles, and as bringing to pass by
therr movement whatever happens here below. But
they are also typical actualities as pure, incorruptible
existences, never having been and never to be other
than what they are now. Yet even from these blessed
ones Possibility 1s not entirely banished. For at any
moment of its revolution each luminary unmtes the
actuahty of 1ts present position with the potentiahity
of the positions 1t wil successively occupy 1 the course
of its orbital revolution. Only from the unmoved,
self-thinking Thought placed at the outermost verge
of the umverse does this last trace of imperfection
disappear, leaving nothing but pure actuality belind.
Beyond that there 1s nothing, not even a void, for
to Anstotle, as to Parmemdes, the infinite space of
the Atomists and of Melissus is a chimerical delusion.

At the other end of his world-scale Anstotle puts
pure Potentiality or stmple Matter, the last and lowest

G
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kind of existence—if, indeed, it can be said to exist at
all. This must not be confounded with the extended,
resisting, movable substance we call by the same
name, for that has quabties, whereas Amnstotle’s
Matter has none, unless the capacity to become any
of the four elements can be described as such. Plato’s
philosophy had also mncluded a primary material out
of which all things in the sensible world are made;
but by this he seems to have meant the pure space of
geometry, which has at least the quality of extension,
of which his disciple’s prime Matter 1s devoid The
latter 1s, indeed, a hypostasised abstraction, more
Platonic even than the comparatively concrete reality
which 1t supersedes.

Michelangelo has said that the greatest sculptor can
concelve nothing that a single block of marble does not
contain 1n 1tself; and we may suppose that his grand
phrase was suggested by the Peripatetic antithesis
between matter and form  But, taken alone, 1t would
fail adequately to illustrate Anstotle’s theory of the
relation between Potency and Act In Nature
matter and form are not related to each other as they
are 1 art, Blocks of marble do not develop into
statues by any inherent virtualty of their own, they
may equally serve as matenal for a bridge or for a
house, the shape, whatever it 1s, bemng artificially
superinduced on the maternial from without But
earth, water, and air combine of themselves to form
plants under the impulse of the appropnate seeds;
vegetable substances are similarly converted into
amimal tissues, these mnto organs, and so forth Thus
there 1s an ascending senies of potencies, each of which
on 1ts actualisation becomes the raw material whence
the next actuality develops, until we arrve at human
reason and the combination of rational beings i the
State, beyond which there 1s in the sublunary sphere
no further ascent.

It has been already explained how the four elements
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come into being. Oscillating between the opposite
extremes of hot and cold, dry and wet, the First
Matter, formless itself, assumes the forms of earth,
water, air, and fire. This oscillatory movement 1s
charactenistic of the lower stages of existence, and the
first condition of a higher development 1s that it
should be moderated or brought to a balance. Such
is the principle by which Anstotle systematises his
phystology, and 1t 1s 1n obedience to the exigencies
of systematisation—itself a postulate derived from
Platomism—that his physiology departs so widely
from the truth In other words, he interprets the
mternal organs of the body as chiefly a machinery
designed to balance the extremes of heat and cold,
with the consequence that he recjects the just apercus
of his predecessors. The lungs draw in air not to
keep up the animal heat, but to moderate 1t, there-
fore the gills of fishes are not respiratory organs,
there being no occasion for air to cool the blood
where water supplies the need The brain 1 a damp
sponge used by nature for the same purpose, not
what Plato divined 1t to be—the organ of mind
Women, being mnferior ammals, have colder blood
than men—an unlucky shot, for 1 reality their tem-
peraturc 1s somewhat higher. For the same reason,
In procreation the formal element, being of higher
digmity, 1s contributed by the father, and sonly the
material element by the mother.

We now approach the great series of works to
which Arstotle’s fame 1s chiefly due at the present
day, and on which 1t will more and more depend 1n
the future. Of these 1t is difficult to speak in terms
of adequate praise without some seerming 1njustice to
the yet greater name of Plato, whose theories, indeed,
they continually cnticise. Yet without Plato’s in-
struction and example hus disciple’s immortal treatises
on Psychology, Ethics, Politics, Poetics, Rhetoric,
and Logic would not have been written, or, at least,
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not written with that mastery of method which has
made them starting-points for the lines of investiga-
tion to be pursued by all subsequent inquirers. The
poet Gray has said that studying Aristotle’s works
was like reading a table of contents; and, in fact,
those just enumerated may be taken as a programme
of the subjects to be dealt with by philosophy ever
after, even down to the principal subdivisions of
every branch. Here there 1s no space for anything
beyond the most general indications, but it will be
interesting to combine these with a runmng reference
to the systematising idea by which Aristotle connects
the subjective side of his philosophy with his theory
of the universe as a whole.

Beginning with psychology, our philosopher regards
the soul as the form of the body, using form in that
peculiar sense which has already been explained as
the realised end for which the animal body exists,
and at the same time the efficient cause of its volun-
tary movements. He 1s a spiritualist to the extent
of refusing to identify this amumating principle with
any kind of elementary matter, such as air or fire,
or even, ike the more modern Pythagoreans, with a
harmony of the materal elements of which the living
organism 1s composed. But neither has he risen to
the conception of spirit as an inextended something.
It seemssto be thought of as associated with a particle
of the quintessential xther, drawn down somehow
from the celestial spheres. Yet as * form " and final
cause of the body the soul is too closely linked with

“¢the individual life of the body, whether ammal or
huypan, to antedate its birth or to survive its dissolu-
tion.~ Accordmngly there is no metempsychosis, no
immorftality, no prospect of future retribution, no
knowled‘g':“- derived from antenatal visions of reality.
Hence thefy? is a higher place given to the senses as
channels of ;-Mformation than Plato would admit—at
least, in hig ea " lier stages—and a more careful analysis
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of the intellectual processes by which thought is
evolved from sensation.

Perception results from the reaction on external
impressions of the organs of sense, which are thus
raised from a potential to an energetic condition, the
“ form ’’ alone without the ‘“ matter”” of the thing
percetved bemng communicated—a theory still pre-
served m the word ‘‘information”’ And, following
the law of all infenor activitics, sensation, to be
adequate, must be a mean between two cxtremes
Thus for distinct seeing the light must be neither too
famnt nor too intense, for distinct hearing the sound
must be neither too soft nor too loud The heart 1s
the common centre of all the five senses, and, more-
over, the scat of that “ common sense ” by which
what we call the primary qualbties of matter are
perceived  The heart 15 also the seat of memory and
imagmation, faculties occupymg an intermediate
position between outward sense and reason  In thas
connection Aristotle explams recollection by the
association of ideas—a process which Plato seems to
have been the first to observe

Reason, the power by which we form abstract idcas
or concepts, 1s the Inghest faculty m the soul, and
that by which man 1s distinguished from all other
ammals But reason, considered as a power or
faculty, does not exhaust the meaning gien by
Anstotle to Nous It apphes also to the concepts
themselves, both as thoughts in the mind and as
objective realities 1n the extermal world For to-
him, just as much as to Plato, thought constitutes
the truth of things, only the 1deas, or, as he prefers
to call them, the forms, do not exist behind, but 1n,
appearances, as their final causes, their purposes and
actualities Thus the reason n ourselves, being akin
to the reason outside, realises the thought embodied
in things, crystallising it out, so to speak, from the
sense-solution, and at the same 1instant, passing itself
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from power to act, becoming identified with the indi-
vidual concept that it frames. ** There is nothing mn
the intellect that was not previously in sense ”’; but
that is because intellect has informed sense from the
beginning, Thus 1n man, as 1n God, Nous or Reason
1s a self-thinking thought, the difference being that
what with us only takes place occasionally, and must
end at last in death, goes on for ever with him. In
this connection the demial of human immortality 1s
clear and peremptory.

The orgamsation of reason for purposes of demon-
stration and argument 1s exhibited m Arstotle’s
logical treatises, which collectively constitute his
greatest and most influential philosophical achieve-
ment. Among them his editors give the first place
to a short tract on the Categories It 1s of doubtful
authenticity, but fairly sums up the Staginte’'s views
on a topic of less importance 1n his philosophy than
in ours Arstotle (or his editor) 1s not here, as has
been absurdly supposcd, enumerating the highest
classes under which things can be ranged, but only
the different assertions that can be made about the
same thing, And these he obtamns by collecting and
analysmg the common forms of interrogation in the
Greek language They differ but little from those in
use among ourselves To discover all about a thing,
we ask © What 1s it? What sort? How much 1s
there of it, or how large 1s 1it> What 1s 1t for?
Where? When? What does 1t do? What 1s hap-
pening to 1t? And, if 1t 1s a hve thing, what are
1ts habits and dispositions? The answers to these
questions yield the ten categorles: Substance,
Quality, Quantity, Relation, Place, Time, Action,
Passion, Habit, and Disposition. The first six proved
of immense mmportance long afterwards to Kant in
framing his Critsgue of Pure Reason; but Amnstotle
was not much interested in any but the first—
Substance or Being.
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It will by this time have been made sufficiently
clear that for our philosopher the wha? of things, their
being or substance, meant their forms, variously
understood as their natural species, their vital pur-
pose, their moral end, or the cosmc circle to which
they belonged. In the human reason forms are
represented by concepts. Conception chiefly interests
the modern logician as the first step towards framing
the judgments by which two concepts are united mn a
single proposition, and the simplest form of reason-
mg 1s the syllogism, by which two propositions are so
combined as to demonstrate a third, which 1s called
the conclusion. This 1s done by showing that a less
general is included 1n a more general assertion, and
this agamn mn one still more general, which, therefore,
must also cover the least general of the three. This,
however, was not the method of the Greeks—at least,
not when they created logic. Anstotle, and Plato
before him, understood the nature of propositions;
but, not being so possessed as we are with the idea
of Laws of Nature, they regarded judgments as mere
mental processes rather than as the correlatives of
objective fact expressing the relations between things
m themselves. Accordingly, Arstotle treats the
syllogism, not as a contrivance for bringing a less
general under a more general truth, but as the inter-
Pposition of a connecting link, called the Middle Term,
between two forms, not before thought of as thus
mutually related. In fact, 1t was a process llus-
trating the methodical efforts of his own physics and
astronomy to construct the universe on scales of
ascending or descending generality, of imncreasing or
dimimshing determination.

In the highest and simplest type of reasoning, well
exemplified by the demonstrations of elementary
geometry, the syllogism consists of two propositions,
n one of which the middle term 1s subject, and pre-
dicate in the other. This 1s known in logic as the
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first figure, and it answers perfectly to Aristotle’s’
favourite scheme of a series of concentric spheres.
But there are other equally convincing syllogisms in
which the middle term, instead of being symmetricall
related to the other two as containing and contained,
is either the predicate or the subject of both pro-
positions  This, however, does not suit Aristotle’s
concentric arrangement, so it has to be foisted on
them by the lmghly artificial method of Conversion,
whereby subject and predicate are made to change
placesin one or other of the two propositions involved,
thus restoring the muddle term to the place which,
according to his system, 1t ought to hll.

Properly speaking, the first mood of the first
syllogistic figure alone supplies a perfect type of
d!émonstratmn, for 1t alone yields a umiversal and
positive conclusion 1n the form of All A 1s B. The
other three are either negative or partial, or both,
as: No A 1s B; some A 1s B, some A 1s not B.
And the second and third figures, where conversion
comes 1nto play, yield none but negative or partial
conclusions. But all alike afford conclusions of
demonstrated certamnty, and are therefore compar-
able to the undeviating movements of the celestial
spheres. It is otherwise with probable inferences,
which may or may not be right These find their
parallel 1in the more or less 1rregular and highly com-

licated movements of the four elements in the
sublunary sphere Amstotle has devoted a long
treafise, called The Topics, to an enumeration and
analysis of the various methods employed by dialec-
ticians in arguing for or against such more or less
probable contentions, and it is here that his wonder-
ful knowledge and sagacity are most effectively dis-

layed. Hypothetical and Disjunctive Reasomng,
E)r which no place was found m his syllogistic logic,
are touched on here; and, what is more remark-
able, the experimental methods of modern science
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are anticipated, although their application to the
discovery of Nature’s secrets is not foreseen. Last
comes a discussion of logical fallacies—both those
into which men unconsciously lapse through weakness
of the reasoning faculty, and those which are wilfully
commuitted from interested motives.

Reason in speculation is opposed by all the forces
making for error and 1illusion. Reason in practical
Iife is opposed by the forces of passion and greed.
Aristotle mn his Rheforic treats oratory almost exclu-
sively as the art of using words for the purpose of
stimulating 1rrational emotion. It contamns much
admirable analysis of the passions, and equally
admirable characterisations of the different social
classes 1 which it 1s desired to excite them. But of
appeals to moral enthusiasm, or of language as an
instrument of appeal to any feeling, good or bad,
there is nothing; nor is there evidence that the
writer had learned anything from having listened to
the greatest orator the world has ever seen. The
few and doubtful references to Demosthenes are on
points of merely verbal interest.

The clearest exposition of Arstotle’s theory of life
is contained 1n his Ethics. The end of all action, we
learn, 1s happmess. So far this agrees with the
modern utilitarian view, But Aristotle would not
accept the utihitarian defimtion of happiness as
pleasure and the absence of pain. At least that 1s
not what constitutes a happy life, although this may
incidentally be accompanied by pleasure. The
highest good for man 1s the perfect realisation of his
humanity, and mn that the most essential element 1s
reason. Perfect happiness would be the unhindered
exercise of reason ; that 1s, perpetual theorising. But
that is possible for God alone. Man is not only a
reasonable but also a social animal—‘‘ more social
than any bee or ant.” And as the groundwork of
hus nature he has a complex equpment of desires and
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assions needing very careful regulation. Here we

ave once more the microcosm with its usual parallel-
ism to the umverse Theoretic virtue corresponds to
the celestial region, moral virtue to the sublunary
sphere

In the Rhetoric 1t was shown how the concupiscent
and angry passions could be stimulated to excess.
In the Ethics, on the contrary, it 1s shown—or
attempted to be shown—how they may best be
moderated with a view to the formation of character.
Here Anstotle puts himself in avowed opposition to
the paradox of Socrates and Plato that wvirtue 1s
knowledge, 1n the sense that to see what 1s night and
to do it are one and the same. This, of course,
applies only to the lower sphere, for in the supreme
happiness of philosophical speculation theory and
practice comcide. But theonsing 1s a thung of which
one cannot have too much, so there 1s no need for
Sophrosyné, or the virtue of moderation, m 1its exer-
cise, whereas there 1s every need of self-control where
the lower impulses are concerned For reducing
these to a just mean Arnstotle prescribes not moral
teaching, but the formation of moral habits. We
become just and temperate not by hstecning to ser-
mons 1n praise of justice and temperance, but by
contmually practising forbearance and mutual respect.
This seems thoroughly sound and sensible, indeed,
it 1s what might be expected from one who belonged
to a family of medical practitioners whose patients,
no doubt, often disobeyed prescriptions which they
knew to be right. Yet the case is not so strong
against the intellectualists as he thinks. After all,
an ethical theorist has to theonse, not to train.
And before aiming at the golden mean we must
know what the mean 1s, where lie the confines between
excess and defect. Now Aristotle too hastily assumes
that everybody knows that much. Everybody may
be assumed to know the conventional standards; but
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to observe these blindly would imply utter moral
stagnation—or more probably moral degeneration.
Plato was a reformer, and he wanted to recast the
current 1deas of conduct to an extent undreamed of
by his disciple. What 1s more, he saw that to carry
out such a reform the existing rehigion, education, and
social mstitutions must be revolutiomsed—a work
not to be accomplished by moderate chastity, but by
right msight.

“ The great multiphcation of virtues in human
nature,” says Bacon, ‘‘resteth on societics well
ordammed and disciplined.” Anstotle was far too
great a thinker not to be conscious of this connec-
tion; and he also comes forward as a reformer mn
his Politscs. This 1s perhaps the most valuable of
all lus extant works, at any rate, for us at the
present day 1t 1s by far the most interesting. But
here also 1t 15 as a systematic naturalist that the
Stagirite excels. Like Plato, he too tries to plan an
ideal State, but the uncongemal task 1s left un-
fimshed, nor has the world lost anythung thereby,
for the fragment left to us is a feeble and colourless
mmitation of the Republic. Here also the best State
is concerved as a true arnstocracy or government of
the best; the ruling body bemng divided mto two
sections, one composed of older and the other of
younger citizens, respectively occupied with the
guidance and with the defence of the commonwealth.
The whole industnial hife of society 1s abandoned to
an 1nfertor and contemptible body, destitute of
political rights, by whose servile or unpaid labour
the ruling caste 1s supported mn the lewsurely exist-
ence needed for 1ts exclusive devotion to liberal pur-
suits, Between the arnstocratic and the industrial
classes no such affectionate relation 1s contemplated
as that which in Plato’s scheme will bind together
the * foster-parents ” and the * guardians’ of the
State. In fact, the relation between the two 1s
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modelled here also on the relation between the
celestial and the sublunary spheres.

In his analysis and classification of existing ¢on-
stitutions Anstotle sees everywhere the conflict and
temporary adjustment of opposite interests, with a
permanent equilibrium of their contending claims as
the solution next best to the construction of his 1deal
anstocracy. These imperfect constitutions are found
i States whose mhabitants are solely or chiefly
actuated by the desire for wealth, generally divided
between a rich mmority and a poor majority Power
is held either by the few or the many. In the one
alternative 1t is called an oligarchy, in the other a
democracy. Monarchy 1s in both constitutions a
hmiting case according to whether the sole ruler
holds power in the mterests of the few or of the many
Things being what they are, the best arrangement
1s to put power in the hands of the possessors of
moderate means, or, where these do not exist in
sufficient force, to preserve harmony by a judicious
division of public functions between the rich and the
poor But why people who are assumed to be under
the dominion of immoderate desires should consent
to moderate them at Anstotle’s bidding is not
explained

It has been shown how Anmnstotle’s psychology,
logic, rhetone, ethics, and politics can be elucidated
by reference to the systematising principle on which
his whole philosophy revolves But as regards his
@sthetics the case 1s altered. For of the Poetics,
which contamns his theory of art, it would be less
true to say that this treatise should be interpreted
as a part of his whole philosophy than that it contains
the key to his system, or rather that it is the system
itself. Regarding the universe a prior: as a work of
art, lus theory of art shows what the Staginte expects
the universe to be. According to Anstotle, the
highest form of art is tragedy, and the soul of a
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tragedy is its plot. Now a plot to be good must
have unity of action; it must be a perfect, unbroken
whole. Therefore the universe must be such another
work of art, constructed on a single principle; “ not,”
as he says himself in the Metaphysics, ‘' improbable
and incoherent like a bad tragedy.” Further, the
end of art is to instruct, and therefore it must be
an imitation of reality, but not what we call reahstic;
that is to say, the truths presented must not be con-
crete and historical, but ideal; therefore the universe
must be an ideal construction, clothed in sensible
appearances—which is just what we have seen that
on Aristotle’s view 1t is. But the universe 1s more
than a well-constructed whole. As the tragic drama
Egssesses the scientific interest of adding to our

owledge as a perfect imtation of reality, so the
heavens also possess that interest, only in them
drama and spectator are one, for their animating
spirits are self-conscious, and are moreover moved
round by intellectual love, by aspiration after that
self-thinking thought which is realised in God alone,
Nor is the drama without this self-consclousness, for
those speeches are the most effective mn which the
actors give an account of their intentions and motives.
And as plot 1s the soul of tragedy, so the soul of that
soul 1s recogmtion—that 1s, the discovery that a
supposed stranger, sometimes about to be killed by
one of the actors, 1s really his or her near relation.
Have we not here a parallel to the philosophical
recognition of a reason 1n the universe most mntimately
related to the reason i man?

It used to be held, and perhaps is still held by
some, that according to Aristotle tragedy served to
purify the emotions by pity and fear. The great
German critic Lessing first showed that pity and fear
are themselves the emotions purified, and this 1s
effected by their own action. In the Amnstotelian
psychology they are opposed to one another, and
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therefore must have a mean point to which they
more or less approach, each acting and reacting on
the other until selfishness and sentimentality are
neutralised and reconciled m pure zsthetic sensibility.
Or we may suppose that an excess of pity or fear is
relieved by the perception of poetic justice allotting
to the sufferers no more than the fate they deserve,
Armstotle had satisfied himself that Socrates was right
m making happiness a necessary accompamment of
virtue, and he seems to have extracted the same
edifying lesson from Greek tragedy. The dramatic
reconciliation of opposites would also agree well with
his doctrine of an exchange of properties between the
matenal elements and their harmonious combination
mm the hiving body His general philosophy may
have reacted to a certamn extent on s asthetic
theory, but on the whole 1t was more natural for a
Greek to regard the universe as a work of art on the
grandest scale than to interpret the tragic drama as a
miniature world

G. H. Lewes has said that for twenty centuries
Anistotle held the world a slave. No epigram could
well be wider of the mark. For nearly six centuries
after lns death the Peripatetic school was the least
influential in the Greek world, and its few eminent
followers were men who thought for themselves
Cicero, the most cultivated Roman student of philo-
sophy, seems to have admired the Stagirite chiefly as
an eloquent declaimer. In the third Christian cen-
tery a man of genus, Plotinus, for the first time
drew largely on his ideas, but combined them freely
with others borrowed from Plato and the Stoics.
After him the Platonic element dominated more and
more, becoming supreme 1 the earher Middle Ages.
Aristotle’s real reign only begins 1 the thirteenth
century, but! does not last above two hundred years,
when the Flo {entme Academy once more brings Plato
mnto vogue. ‘After that the new astronomy deals 2
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death-blow to all the ancient philosophies alike, con-
sidered as dogmatic systems But Aristotle, as I
have said, supplhed the vast orderly and comprehen-
sive framework of thought within which the educa-
tion of the world was henceforth to proceed



CHAPTER VII
THE STOICS, EPICUREANS, AND SCEPTICS

THE history of the physical sciences can be related
as a forward march of the human mind from discovery
to discovery and from 1dea to idca. But the history
of plulosophy follows no such rectilinear path, nor
has 1t even the simplicity of an ever-wideming spiral.
Still less, however, can 1t be described as a barren
debate on a certaimn number of frivolous or 1nsoluble
questions  Philosophy 1s, indeed, a debate, but a
debate of ever-increasing complexity, covering a
growing number of topics with new compansons, con-
flicts, combinations, adjustments, extensions, and
interpretations of the conceptions and interests in-
volved To carry on such a process the highest powers
of intellect are needed, nor, as the history of philo-
sophy demonstrates, does even the highest intellect
sutlice for the adequate performance of this task
Character, no less than intellect, 1s rightfully deemed
a necessary qualification for dealing with questions
relating, ke the problems of philosophy, to conduct
as well as to behef, for suspicion inevitably attaches
to those who do not practise what they teach. And
if philosophy demands a sort of moral genius to
begin with, the life-long study of philosophy con-
tinually reacts on that genius, raisimng 1t to such
emmence that some at least of the world’s great
sages have come to be numbered among its great
saints.

Such selecting and elevating power is peculiarly
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conspicuous in the post-Arnstotelian schools, and
above all in the greatest and most famous of them,
which was the Stoic school. The founder, Zeno
(about 336-264 B.C.), a native of Cyprus, appears to
have been, at least 1in part, of Pheenician—that is to
say, of Semitic—race; and some have attributed the
moral rigour of lus character and teaching to this
stram in his blood. But the Semutes as a race have
always been more celebrated for their business apti-
tudes than for their austere virtue, and there is
nothing in erther the life or the philosophy of Zeno
or any other Stoic of the same descent—there were
several of them—to which a parallel cannot be found
among the purest Hellenes We are told that, on
arniving at Athens, the first teacher to whom he
attached himself was Crates, himself a disciple of
the celebrated Cynic Diogenes. Now the founder of
the Cynic school was Antisthenes, a disciple of
Socrates, who also received nstruction from Hippias
and Prodicus, the two Sophists who first introduced
the idea of Nature into Greek thought. That idea
in its ongin was wholly Hellenic, but 1t contained
a g:rm of umversalism destined to expand until it
embraced the whole human race, giving the franchise
of world-citizenship to all 1ts members. The natural-
ism of the great Sophists seems to have been specula-
tive rather than practical; under the influence of
Socrates Antisthenes turned it into deadly earnest.
In their endeavours after the simple hife, he and
Diogenes 1ncurred much ridicule and obloquy; but
their steadfast protest against the conventions of
civilisation set up a tradition which has found great
representatives down to the present day.

Zeno took from the Cymics what was to be the
central precept of his system—Follow Nature l—but
he associated it with a wider and more liberal culture,
laying various philosophies under contribution for
whatever ideas seemed to lum useful and true.
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Jealous contemporaries saw in this eclecticism the
spirit of a Pheenician trader; but he had nothing of
the half-hearted opportunism which assumes that
whatever is widely believed must contain a large
element of truth, To begin with, he met the spiritual-
1ism of Plato and Anstotle with a flat contradiction.
All things, he said, consist of one substance, and that
is body. This, at first sight, looks hike a return to
the materialism of early Greek thought; and, in fact,
Zeno revived the physics of Heracleitus, adopting
from him the theory that the fundamental element is
fire. And this was associated more definitely than
mn the dark utterances of the great Ephesian with the
doctrine that at periodical intervals the existing order
of things perishes 1n a umiversal conflagration, followed
by the production of a new heaven and a new earth.
The still more precise doctrine, revived without
acknowledgment by Nietzsche in our own times, that
each successive period 1s an exact reproduction of
the preceding one was borrowed by Zeno from the
Pythagoreans. Such a theory, of course, excludes
the very possibility of Free Will; and the Stoics
were, 1n fact, strict determinists, or rather fatalists,
departing 1 this respect also from the philosophy
of Aristotle, if not from that of Plato.

It 1s hard to frame a clear and consistent account
of the Stoic religion. It certainly differed from the
theism of Aristotle, not only by making God material,
but also by thinking of lum as diffused through the
whole world and animating 1t in every part. But the
Stoics from Zeno on agreed with Aristotle—as also
with Socrates and Plato before him—in their thorough-
going teleology. That 1s to say, they believed that
the world was a work of perfect skill guided by per-
fect beneficence, being so constructed as to secure
the greatest good of mankind. It was reserved for
the German philosopher Leibnitz, writing twenty
centuries later, to formulate optimism in the expres-
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sion that ours is the best of all possible worlds. But
his thought is identical with theirs; it belongs to
Athens, the great city of artistic design; and the
master who first developed it under the painted
Porch (poecilé Stoa), whence lis school was named,
may well have pomnted to the pictures under that
famous colonnade as illustrations of his argument that,
if it needed a conscious intelligence to account for the
beautiful things of art, so none but a supreme artist
could have created the supreme beauty of the world.

The paradox is that while Socrates distinguished
God as an invisible intelligence from the visible
world, the philosophy of the Porch persistently
identified them, and that, while Plato and Aristotle
stood for the immateriality of reason, Stoicism
refused to admit the existence of anything but matter
or body. It may be thought that the difference was
merely one of words. But this is not so. A cor-
poreal God must consist of parts external to one
another, and so related as to work together for a
simngle purpose. In short, he must have to some
extent the properties of a machime. But on the
teleological view the machine implies a machinist,
so that the solution of our problem, which was to
explain organic purposes, 1s only pushed a step further
off, each step immvolving another, and so on ad -
JSinitum. It may be urged, as, in fact, it was by
Shelley, that spirituahism 1s open to the same objec-
tion For an mmmateral creative intelligence must
still be adapted for its work, and so far must exhibit
what is called evidence of design. But Greek thought
had not yet reached the conception, familiar to us,
of mind as a mechamism, or organism—whichever
term be preferred—and so mind could be conceived
more readily than body as having existed from all
eternity. Indeed, the logical consequences of the
organic idea as applied to mind have not been
generally admitted even now.
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‘Where conception fails, says Goethe’s Mephisto-
pheles, a word presents itself at the nick of time.
What came to the rescue of Stoicism was a very
great word—or at least one destined to a great
future—the Word or Logos of Heracleitus Whether
the Ephesian philosopher really meant by that term
a supreme cosmic reason or merely his own teaching
is still a disputed question; but that the Stoics in
borrowing it from him understood by the Logos a
principle of rationality permeating all nature 1s cer-
tamn. With all their monism, their panthesstic 1denti-
fication of God with the world, they felt themselves
forced into a partial dualism. All was God; but the
All fell into two categories distinguished as active
and passive, the creative intelligence and the plastic
material on which 1t works. Thoroughly Stoic in
this sense are the opeming words of the Fourth
Gospel : ‘‘ In the beginning was the Word (Logos),
and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God. . . . All things were made by him. ... In
him was life, and the hfe was the light of men.”
The words attnibuted to St. Paul by the author of
Acts, ““ In him (God) we live and move and have our
bemng,” are also Stoic. They are, in fact, quoted
from the Stoic poet Aratus, a pupil of Zeno’s and a
native of Soli, the near neighbour of Tarsus, Paul's
home, 1tself the seat of a Stoic school

Owing perhaps to Plato’s influence, the Stoics
admitted a survival of the human soul after death;
but this would only continue until the end of the
world-period to which it belonged. Then, like every-
thing else, 1t would be absorbed in the divine sub-
stance preparatory to a new creation. It has been
already mentioned that each new period was to be
an exact repetition of those that went before, thus
offering 1n some sort an equivalent for eternal life.
And that there should be this exact repetition followed
logically from the assumption that the world is abso-
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lutely perfect. For when perfection has been once
achieved nothing remains but to go on repeating it
for ever.

Herbert Spencer defined optimism as the belief
that the amount of pleasure in the world exceeds the
amount of pain A deeper acquaintance with the
history of opimion would have shown him that a
false assumption was involved 1n Ius definition. For
many philosophers have been optimists who did not
identify the good with the pleasant. On this point
the Stoics were perfectly exphcit, as their moral
teachers, the Cynics, had been before them Their
optimism consisted 1n believing that the world 1s as
good as it can be made; but they also held that
pleasure 1s not in itself a good—at least not for
reasonable bemngs—nor pain an evil. Of course this
doctrine enormously facilitated the task of proving
that all things are for the best, still not a few diffi-
culties remamed, for, according to their ethical
theory, vartue 1s the only good, while their vigorous
onslaughts on vice amounted to a practical admission
that there is an enormous mass of evil existing, for
which their theology made God responsible. Plato
escaped the difficulty, at least provisionally, by
ascribing evil to an independent principle, seemingly
identified with matter; mnor could it trouble Aristotle,
whose philosophy excluded creation altogether. But
the Stoics, with their Asiatic absolutism, could admit
no such division of powers, in their creed, as in the
coming Catholicism, God 1s the sole author of all
things. There 1s, however, this difference, that
Stoicism absolutely excludes miracles; all events
are linked together by an unbroken chain of causation
reaching back to the first moment of creation. Nor
is the divine will really free, being determined by
an inflexible logic that fixes everything beforehand
down to the minutest particulars in the successive
cycles of existence. Therefore the course of nature
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cannot be changed by prayer, nor is it desirable that
it should be changed. Nor can God interfere, proprio
motu, to save a just man from his fate.

What the Stoic apologists had to explain was why
it is reasonable or nght that in the best possible
world the just man should perish and the unjust
succeed. Like the optimists of all ages, they answered
by transferring the emphasis from the word ** best
to the word * possible.” The world is as good as it
can be; but owing to certain logical necessities lymng
beyond our comprehension evil exists as a by-product,
or even as a condition of good. Indeed, by the law
of relativity, the very notion of good would remain
unintelligible were 1t not opposed to evil as light 1s
to shade or warmth to cold Without wrong there
would be no theatre for the exercise of right. Here,
as already in Aristotle, but with more emphasis on
the moral side, the Greek tragic drama is the model
on which Greek metaphysics are constructed.

We are often assured that morality 1s impossible
without a belief 1n free will. The Stoics furnish a
striking proof to the contrary, being not only deter-
mimsts, but fatalists in the strictest sense. The
necessity of human actions has also been held by
some moderns to prove that pumishment is unjust,
for we do not pumsh involuntary offenders The
idea 15 not new. We are told that a slave of Zeno’s,
when caught stealing, pleaded that he was pre-
destined to commut the theft. ‘“ And I,” retorted
the philosopher, with more wit than humanity, ‘‘ was
predes'cinedP to flog you forit.” The real justification
of purushment 1s, of course, its utility, We do not
punish unintentional or accidental injuries, because
to do so would not deter or amend. From the deter-
minist point of view, to inflict eternal punishments
after death is the extreme of wickedness; but Stoic-
ism, as Epictétus reminds us, had no hell.

Still, waithout being so thoroughly bad as the God
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of Mohammed or of Calvin, the Stoic Logos is open
to very serious criticism. Man, the crowning work
of creation, the highest manifestation of divine
Reason, is the one blot on an otherwise perfect
world He is not merely an imperfect and fallible,
but a thoroughly vicious creature. For mn this un-
compromising system not to be perfect 1s to be lost.
An early Chnstian writer spoke 1n the very spint of
Stoicism when he said, *° Whosoever shall keep the
whole law, and yet stumble 1n one pomt, 1s become
gulty of all ” To make matters worse, Zeno and his
successors gave no very clear leading as to what
virtue meant. They told men to follow Nature, or,
more spectfically, the rational nature of human beings.
Yet nothing could be less natural or human or rational
than their attempt to extirpate the impulsive and
emotional elements of mind, their identification of
virtue with msight. 'We may explain 1t by a reaction
agamnst the Aristotellan doctrine of moral virtue as
a mean between extremes—a return to the intel-
lectualism of Socrates and Plato. But their 1deal of
impassivity remains none the less false in itself, and
irreconcilable with their religious optimism.

This 1deal 1s supposed to be realised in the Stoic
description of a perfect sage For the history of
religion this character 1s extremely interesting. When
we find him described as at once prophet, priest, and
king, perfectly good himself and an infallible judge
of others, with the moral right to quit the world
when 1t seems to him most fitting, 1t is impossible
not to recall that later mmcarnation of the Logos, the
divine® figure of the Fourth Gospel, exhibited also to
his follotvers as an unattainable example of perfection.
What is nyore, in the medizeval Imsiation of Christ, as
if by revers;®on to an earlier type, there are traits akin
rather to the Stoic than to the Evangelical model.

It was not! pretended that a single teacher or
disciple of the €Porch ever realised in his own person
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that ideal sage. The few who approached his excel-
Jence lived before the school began And, on the
principle that a miss is as good as a mule, even these
were fools. Thus “ the Stoic’s pride ”’ 1s a delusion
of the illinformed. Swagger and affectation were
not encouraged at Athens, least of all among her
philosophers. If moral 1dealism taught nothing else,
1t taught the virtue of humility. But, 1n fact, 1t
proved both a school of character and a ferment of
social change. Through tones that seemed harsh
and grating there came ‘ the still, sad music of
humanity, with ample power to chasten and subdue.”
In this respect Stoicism only bore 1ts full fruit under
the Roman Empire, but the famous Hymn of Clean-
thes offers good evidence of the religious fervour it
could already evoke 1n the third century B
Cleanthes (300-220 B C ), a Greek of the Troad, and
therefore presumably no Pheemcian, succeeded Zeno
as head of the Stoic school. He had come to Athens
m a state of almost complete destitution, but earned
enough to afford him leisure for the study of philo-
sophy by drawing water for the market gardeners of
the vicinity. 'We have no reason to doubt the story;
but, true or not, 1t supplies good evidence that the
mtellectual working man was a character not unknown
to ancient Greece. I quote his Hymn to Zeus, from
the closely literal but spinted version of Francis
Newman, with the change of a few words .—

Almighty alway! many-named! most glorious of the
deathless !

JOV;:. primal spring of Nature, who with Law directest all
things !

Hail ! for to bow salute to thee to every man 1s holy

For we from Thee an offspring are, to whom alone of mortals

That Iive and move along the earth the Mimic Voice 1s
granted

Therefore to Thee I hymns will sing, and always chant thy
greatness

Thee yonder unmiverse obeys which round the earth for ever



112 STOICS, EPICUREANS, AND SCEPTICS

Majestic rolls at thy command, and gladly feels thy guidance

So mighty 1s the weapon clenched within thy hands un-
conqu »

The dguble—edged and fiery bolt of ever-iving hghtning

For Nature through her every part beneath 1ts impulse
shudders,

Whereby the universal Scheme (Logos) thou guidest which
through all things

Proceeding mtermingles deep with greater ights and smaller,

When Thou so vast 1n essence art, a king supreme for ever

Nor upon earth 15 any work done without Thee, O Spint!
Nor at the ®ther s utmost height divine, nor 1n the ocean,
Save whatsoe er the infatuate work out from hearts of evil
But thou by wisdom knowest well to render Odd things even,
Thou orderest Disorder, and the Unlovely lovely makest
For so hast thou 1n one combined the noble with the baser,
That of the Whole a single Scheme (Logos) anises, everlasting,
‘Which men neglect and overlook, as many as are evil
Unhappy ! who good things to get are evermore desining,
While to the common I aw of God nor cyes nor ears they

en,

Ob%%\ent to which they might good hife enjoy with wisdom
But they, in guise unseemly, rush this way and that at

random,
One part 1n glory’s chase engaged with 11l contending passion,
Some searching every path of gain, of comelness forgetful,
Others on soft indulgence bent, and on the body’s pleasure,
While things nght contrary to these theair ‘proper action

hastens

But Jove all bounteous ! who in clouds enwrapt the lhightning
wieldest,

Mayst thou from banecful Ignorance the race of men deliver !

Thus, Father! scatter from the soul, and grant that we the
wisdom

Mat{ reach, 1n confidence of which thou justly gudest all

ngs,

That we, by Thee 1n honour set, with honour may repay Thee,

Rasing to all thy works a hymn perpetual, as beseemeth

A mortal soul, since neither man nor god has higher glory

Than nightfully to celebrate Eternal Law all-ruling

. This exalted and affecting religion had, unhappily,
its reverse side in a tendency to intolerant supersti-
tion. When that wonderful scientific genius Aris-
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tarchus of Samos put forward his theory that the
earth revolves on her axis and is carried annually.
round the sun, Cleanthes demanded that he should
be accused of impiety before all the Greeks for
attempting to move Hestia, the hearth of the uni-
verse, from her place. How far he succeeded in
arousing popular odium is not stated; but the helio-
centric theory was nipped in the bud.

Chrysippus, the successor of Cleanthes, carried on
the Stoic tradition of high thinking and plain living,
He so orgamised and developed the system that its
foundations stood unshaken until the overthrow of
all materialism by Plotinus, five centuries later.
Meanwhile the demand for a return to Nature was
acting powerfully on public taste and opimon. The
search for landscape beauty, the enjoyment of country
scenes and pleasures, spread widely, and the romantic
love of the sexes became a leading motive of 1dyllic
and dramatic poetry. Something like a cry of * Back
to the land ! ” made 1tself heard 1n political ife, A
Stoic philosopher, Spharus, was assoclated with the
great agranan reforms carned out by King Cleomenes
at Sparta; and in the following century the Gracchi
were educated for a similar work by their Stoic tutor
Blossius. But the action of this philosophy was con-
servative no less than revolutionary. It helped to
revive among a few the old Roman virtues of frugality
and unsclfish devotion to the Republic. The most
celebrated of its adherents, the younger Cato, by the
tradition of his pure life and his martyr-death, long
exercised an ennobling influence on Roman opinion.
And m the new environment Stoicism received as
much as it gave. The rather pedantic ethics of the
Porch became what, as has been said, they were not
at first—natural, human, and reasonable. This is
how they appear in the three great Stoic writers of
the Empire, Seneca, Epictétus, and Marcus Aurelius,
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to whom also the system owes whatever popularity
it has secured in the Christian world. Seneca, a
Spaniard by birth (B.c. 3?-A.D. 65), cannot be said,
as a statesman, to have lived up to his philosophy;
but, 1n comparison with those of his contemporaries
who were exposed to anything hike the same tempta-
tions, he ranks morally very huigh. As Prime Minister
of the Emperor Nero he was long remembered for
five years of exemplary government, and, bad the
conspiracy against that tyrant, for his alleged par-
ticipation in which the philosopher suffered death,
been successful, it was rumoured, according to the
historian Tacitus, that he would have been called to
supreme power ““‘on account of his conspicuous
virtues.” Epictétus belongs to the close of the first
and the first part of the second Christian centuries.
He was a freedman who taught philosophy, first at
Rome and afterwards in southern Epirus. To him
we owe the most memorable saying, for its size, that
the whole literature of morality has to show : ‘' Bear
and forbear.” Of the Emperor Marcus Aurelius
(121-180) it is enough to mention that in all the
annals of sovereignty there 1s none to compare with
him but the mythical King Arthur and the historical
St. Lous.

The lessons of these three immortal masters may be
summed up m the three ideas most distinctly charac-
teristic of Stoicism at its best—Conscience, Duty, and
Humamty. The first expresses that combination of
hiberty and law which most characterises this
philosophy on its individualistic side. It means that
virtue, to be truly such, must be accepted by me not
as an external command, not as sanctioned by threats
or promises to be fulfilled either here or hereafter, nor
yet as something the possession of which will enhance
my self-esteem; but as my own free choice, to be
preferred before all other gifts, even were its rejection
to be condemned by none but the judge within my
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breast. This was what the intellectualism, not of the
Porch alone, but of all Greek ethics, really amounted to.
The great founders knew quite well that no man can be
argued 1nto goodness. But they knew also that to be
truly good one must recognise the necessity of good-
ness for a reasonable bemng by the sort of consent
with which we agree to a geometrical demonstration,
and with as little deference to any external authonty.

The 1dea of duty gives a specific objective content
to the general form of subjective obligation. It had
its onigin 1n the Stoic teleology. The divine Logos
has constructed this universe as an orgamism in which
every part, even the smallest, has its function to fulfil.
And so every human being 1s born 1nto a set of cir-
cumstances, a station in life, where there is something
for him to do that nobody else can do as well. So the
labourer must make the most of the material supphed ;
the employer of labour must waste no time in waiting
for an 1deal society, but must use the men at his dis-
posal for whatever task they can best perform.

The organic conception of the world and of society
makes the virtue of humanity an imperative duty. We
are all members of one body, and the interest of each
is 1dentified with the interest of all. Men love one
another by nature, that is to say, mutual affection is
the ideal purpose aimed at in their creation; so for
them to rob and kill one another, however common
may be the practice, is a violation of the very law by
which they exist. That the mutual slaughter of
human beings should be made an entertaining spec-
tacle, as in the gladiatorial games, was as revolting
to Seneca as to us. The same feeling of humanity
set itself strongly against the abuses of slavery;
and slavery as an institution ran counter to the theory
of natural law, on which Stoicism took its stand.
Seneca once states that all men are born with equal
rights. The same principle was embodied in Roman
jurisprudence by great lawyers trained in the Stoic
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schools; so that Florentinus and Ulpian, followed by
Justinian, boldly declare that slavery is contrary to
the law of nature, all men being originally born free.
Christian legislators afterwards took up the same
maxim, and apphed it to practice, but without any
reference to Christian ethics as such.

The Sceptrcs.

The elaborate dogmatic systematisation of Stoicism
had been originally derived through Arstotle from
Plato. But Plato’s own successors 1n the Academy
after a time dropped the positive teaching of their
founder, applying themselves exclusively to the
development of the mnegative and critical method
illustrated by his earlier Dialogues, and perhaps
mherited rather from the Humamsts Protagoras and
Gorgilas than from Socrates. Two very eminent
thinkers, Arcesilaus (about 315-240 B ¢ }and Carneades
(about 213-128 B ¢ ) directed a formidable battery of
sceptical objections aganst the philosophy of Chry-
sippus, the great organising genius of Stoicism. One
of their arguments even made for the overthrow of all
certainty whatever Aristippus of Cyréné, a disciple
to some extent of Socrates, had argued that, as all
our knowledge consists 1n the first place of sensations,
and that, as these are the result of external impacts
which they do not necessarily resemble, we have no
certamn information about the external world The
New Academicians, as they were called, adopted this
agnostic standpoint, and proceeded on that basis to
cast doubt on the whole common-sense theory of
knowledge as held by the Stoics, reinforcing their
argument by a variety of facts tending to throw
discredit on the evidence of the senses.

Nor did the Academic criticism stop short at meta-
physics. It will be remembered that Stoicism was
an essentially religious philosophy. Tending towards

I
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pantheistic momsm, 1t still kept on good terms with
the popular mythology by accepting the gods and
goddesses of polytheism as persomfications of the
elements and forces of nature, their scandalous adven-
tures being interpreted as highly moral allegories.
The Stoics also extended a large hospitality to the
popular Greek religion, which consisted chiefly mn a
credulous acceptance of oracles and prophecies. These
they explained as part of the machmery by which the
providential government of the world is carried on.
Now, there had always been a distinct current of
rationalism among the more educated Greeks; and
this had been strongly remnforced by the physical
explanations of early philosophy, as well as by 1ts
more direct protests against the unworthy stores
told of the gods by the old poets. But Carneades, in
assating the Stoic theology, went far beyond these
partial cniticisms, and covered in advance most of the
ground along which all scepticism since has time has
moved Here the materialism of the Stoics laid them
more particularly open to his attacks, bringing out as
it did with more distinctness what 1s contradictory in
the idea of a personal being concerved as absolute and
infimite, and 1n the 1dca that all 1s right 1n a world
where so much 1s admitted to be all wrong. And he
laid his finger on anthropomorphism as the root of
every theological fallacy For the moral and in-
tellectual perfections of man are conditioned by his
social and matenal environment, they are unintelh-
gible in a being without wants, without companions,
without bodily senses.

The Stoic ethics did not, any more than the Stoic
religion, issue unscathed from the dialectical onslaught
of the New Academy. Carneades did not, like
Gorgias and Protagoras, deny Nature, but he showed
that her first law, self-preservation, is negated by the
altruistic ideals of the Porch For example, justice
forbids us to take away the life or property of another.
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But in a shipwreck, will not the just man try to save
his life at another’s expense by seizing the plank of
which some weaker person than himself has got hold,
especially if they are alone on the sea together?
And many more cases of the kind can be easily
1magined.

Finally, the opposition between the general and the
particular, shown by reason to be so destructive of
theology and ethics, was turned against reasoning
itself. All reasoning 1s from first principles assumed
to be true. But if you take their truth for granted,
there 1s an end to argument, 1if you try to prove 1t,
there 1s no end, for the same difficulty recurs at every
step—what 1s called the mmfimte regress—so that we
are left without any secure foundation to rest on. Or
take the particular forms of reasoning, syllogism and
induction. It 1s said that we know Socrates to be
mortal because all men are But either the first
proposition 1s included in the second or 1t 1s not. In
the one case the syllogism is a mere tautology, adding
nothing to our knowledge, 1n the second case 1t begs
the question. Induction argues that because the
known members of a class possess a particular property
therefore the unknown members possess 1t also. But
that 1s a fallacy easily shown to be such by experience

Like our own Bishop Butler, the Academicians took
refuge in probability as the guide of hfe. In practice
probabilism seems to mean believing and doing as
most fairly well-informed people do, for an exact
calculus of probabilities, in the mathematical sense,
besides being beyond the reach of Greek science,
would bring up all the difficulties of reasoning again.
On this ground the Greek Scepticsaccepted the popular
religion “ practically ” to the same extent as the Stoics,
but with considerably less prospect of raising and
purifying it. 'Where they chiefly worked for good was
m dissolving away the hard pedantry of their oppo-
nents, and thus aiding that beneficent evolution which,
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as we have seen, led on to the noble humanity of
Seneca, Epictétus, and Marcus Aurelius.

Epicureanism.

The school of philosophy which we have now to
consider is generally thrown mto a false perspective
by the current estimates of modern literature, It is
constantly contrasted in a misleading way with
Stoicism, as if they respectively represented two
opposite poles of thought, the one standing for
pleasure and the other for virtue as the highest good ;
or, from a different point of view, the one being a
school of science and the other of religion. But, as
we have seen, the true antithesis of Stoicism is to be
found 1n the New Academy, Epicureanism occupying
a position better descnbed as intermediate between
the two, although certainly nearer to the Sceptical
than to the dogmatic side. As for science, Epicurus
was so utterly ignorant of it as to disbelieve in the
sphericity of the earth, to declare that the antipodes
were impossible, and to behieve that the sun, moon,
and stars were no larger than they appeared to us to
be. His revival of the atomic theory eventually
proved a great benefit to physics, but this was not felt
until mneteen centuries later. The lugh scentific
enthusiasm of his only great disciple, the Roman poet
Lucretius, has led to a complete misconception of the
master’s position with regard to philosophy 1n general.
What that really was must now be briefly shown.

Epicurus (342—270 B C), though born mm Samos,
was of Atheman parentage, and much the greater part
of his hife was spent at Athens. What he knew of
natural philosophy seems to have been picked up in
the schools of Asia Minor, the old home of such studies.
Neither the Athenian spirit nor the spirit of the age
would encourage him to carry them very far—no
further, indeed, than seemed necessary to secure a
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happy life. And, like 2 much greater Athenian, Plato,
Epicurus looked on conduciveness to happiness as the
test of truth At any rate, as between two or more
equally probable doctnines, we are to choose the
pleasantest or the least alarming. Such a cnterion 1s
not unknown among ourselves, but it is most com-
monly used to turn the scale in favour of some super-
naturalist belief. Epicurus, on the contrary, regarded
supernaturalist behefs of every sort as the worst
enemies of that freedom from anxiety which to him
was the principal condition of human felicity. Now,
in hus opinion, there was no more fatal cause of anxiety
about our future than the fear of what the gods
were going to do to us in this hife or in the next In
fact, such fears secem to have been responsible for a
good deal of mental torture at Athens and elsewhere.
Plato and the Stoics sought refuge in the belief that
the gods—or God—ordered all things for the best,
but their philosophies were difficult to master, and
what was worse, they seemed open to insuperable
objections Epicurus adopted a more summary
method He demied that the gods ever interfered
with human affairs, and he demed a future life. On
both pomnts Anstotle had been beforehand with him,
but the Staginte’s real meaning remamed open to
doubt. There could be no doubt as to what the new
philosophy taught. Not atheism, certainly-—that
would have been most repugnant to Atheman feeling—
but what practically came to the same thing—namely,
that the immortals never troubled their heads about
mundane affairs, being, 1 fact, glorified Epicureans
themselves And as the soul did not survive the body,
nothing need be apprehended from a future state.
Among the earher Greek philosophies one, the
atomism of Democritus, had been thoroughlyatheistic,
and Epicurus, accordingly, adopted atomism, not—
or not primarily—from its scientific merits, but
because 1t relieved him from the necessity of believing
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in a divine creation of the world, which would have
opened the door for a belief in divine interference
with the course of things. But, in deference, as would
seemn, to contemporary science, he introduced two
modifications into the original hypothests, both, as it
happened, of a grossly unscientific character. Leu-
cppus and Democritus had concerved their primordial
atoms as flying about void space 1n all directions and
forming fortwitous aggregations held together by
converging atomic streams of equally fortuitous origin.
Since Arnstotle, however, f not earlier, weight had
been recognised as an inscparable property of earthy
matter This did not mean a tendency to fall down-
ward for ever through infinite space It meant, as
was justly perceived since astronomy had discovered
the earth’s true shape, a tendency to fall towards the
centre of the earth, which for an Anistotelian was also
the centre of the universe. And this demonstrated
fact must have proved a death-blow to the old atom-
ism which had no resources for explaimng such a
mysterious property—a property still mexplicable at
the present day. Now, Epicurus knew so httle about
science as to accept gravitation without the doctrine
of a central force, for, as has been already noticed,
he rejected the earth’s sphericity The atoms, he
said, just fell downwards—for no particular reason—
through infinite space through all etermty. Un-
fortunately he had science enough to know that
particles of matter falling in a vacuum would move
with the same velocity whatever their shape or relative
size. Thus, remaining always at the same distance
from one another, they would never aggregate nto
larger masses. To overcome this difficulty Epicurus
credited us atoms with the power of occasionally
deflecting their course to a shight extent from the
perpendicular line of descent Thus singular capacity
was illustrated by man’s possession of free-will—
another Epicurean dogma—which was also regarded
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as offering an exception to the law of universal causa-
tion. The whole theory may have been suggested
by Anstotle, another behever in free-will, who had
given chance and spontaneity a certain part in the
production of events. The Stoics, who accepted the
law of umversal causation in 1ts most rigorous sense,
were, so far, more i harmony with modern science
than either of the competing schools; mnor 1s it clear
that Epicurus had any reason for denouncing their
fatalism as more destructive to human happiness
than his own arbitrary physics. For 1t seems evident
that our mental tranquillity depends largely on the
belief that the order of nature will proceed after a
certain fixed routine. Nothing, for mstance, could
well be more alarming than a behef, sincerely enter-
tained, that the moon might at any moment quit her
orbit and fall upon the earth And such a belhef
would be no more than the logical consequence of
crediting her with free-will, or her component atoms
with the power of arbitrary deflection.

Those philosophers who appealed to the apparent
evidences of design in nature as a proof that it was
the work of a superhuman intelhgence argued that the
chances agamnst such beneficent adaptations having
resulted from a fortuitous concourse of atoms were
mfimte. Epicurus met them with the plea that the
mfinitely vaned collisions of nfinite atoms gomng on
through infimite time must chance to produce such a
frame of things as we sce, not once only, but infinitely
often And this contention mught presumably be
justified had he begun with such atoms as those
assumed by modern science, with attractions, re-
pulsions, polanties, and latent sensihihities forth-
coming to any required extent. But from such
simple substances as the Epicurean atoms, with no
dynamic properties but weight and deflexibility, 1t
were presumably impossible for the simplest form of
self-reproductive life to arise.
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The strength of Epicureanism did not lie in physics,
but in ethics, in its rehabilitation of pleasure, rightly
understood, as the sole ultimate good. But here also
the want of originality 1s apparent. For Democritus,
besides orgamsing the atomic theory, had formulated
a very similar doctrine, and, as we have seen, 1t had
been satisfactorily if rather summanly worked out by
Plato in his Protagoras, with an additional confirmation
i the Laws. With Plato and Epicurus alike the
system 1s what Henry Sidgwick has called Egoistic
Hedonism. We are to be wvirtuous from purely
prudential considerations, not in order to make
other people or the world in general happier, but
because by that method we shall best secure our own
good, which 1s defined as pleasure and the absence of
pain. Objections to hedomsm 1n modern times have
taken the form of denying that pleasure can be made
an intelhgible object of pursmit; what we want bemng
not a feeling, but a thing In antiquity the method
of attack was rather first to identify pleasure with
sensuality, on the ground that bodily pleasures best
exemplify what 1s meant by pleasure in general, and,
as against these, to invoke the discredit commonly
attached to such indulgence. This was good as
against Anstippus and the Cyrenaic school, who
actually found the supreme good in the extreme of
momentary gratification without regard to the chances
of subsequent pain, but not as against the guarded
view of Plato during his hedomstic period. And it
utterly broke down when confronted by the doubtless
sincere declaration of Epicurus that the pleasure
denived from the memory of pleasant conversations
with a philosophical friend made him perfectly happy
on the day that he was dying of a painful disease.
Nor was 1t only the founder of the sect whose greatest
happiness lay mn the pleasures of social intercourse.
Friendship always remained an object of special
culture among the Epicureans, and their mutual
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affection was remarked on by all observers. Perhaps
a certain want of intellectual energy may have had
something to do with the exceptional amiability of
these philosophers Their harmony remained un-
broken by any difference of opmnion, no disciple ever
daring or caring to imnnovate on the methods and
doctrines formulated once for all by the master
whom they adored as a god.



CHAPTER VIII
NEO-PLATONISM

THE destruction of political freedom and independence
in Greece by Macedon, and 1n the West by Imperial
Rome, led to a great rebigious revival, more or less
mixed up with a rank growth of the superstitious
practices and belicfs which the stricter organisation of
the small city-states had previously held in check.
The better sort sought for strength in the sanctuary
of the inner life. The ignorance engendered by
increasing barbarism, the result of foreign wars and
internal militansm, left the masses a helpless prey to
the deluding or self-deluded expert in miraculous arts.

Intensified religious feeling and rewviving super-
stition contributed also 1n varying proportions to that
belief in human immortality which the combined
evidence of literature and archaology shows to have
been continually spreading in the first centunes of the
Chnstian era, but quite apart from Christian influences.
Such a hope was intrinsically hostile both to the
materialism of the great dogmatic philosophies and
to the systematic doubt of the Sceptics It 1s true
that the Stoics accepted, to some limited extent, a
future and even an ante-natal life for the soul. But,
m the first place, the limitation of this existence
detracted considerably from its value; and, m the
second place, the survival of a maternal soul, in the
absence of the body that once contained and protected
it, must have seemed, on reflection, as mcredible as it
was gratuitous, In thus respect the Epicureans, who
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held that death ended all, were both more courageous
and more consistent than their rivals.

Spiritualism as a philosophy does not necessarily
carry with it the belief in man’s immortality, which, in
fact, has been denied by various spintualist phlo-
sophers. But it 1s certainly more favourable than
materialism can be to that belief. And for the same
reasons it 1s more favourable to Theism. A corporeal
God cannot easily be thought of as surviving for ever
through the ceaseless elemental transformations of
Heracleitus, or through the eternal dissolutions and
reconstructions of atomism. Thus, under the new
conditions created by the Empire, the spintualisms
of Plato and Aristotle found a readier reception than
at the time of their first promulgation. And, of the
two, Platonism, from its far more markedly religious
character, would have the preference.

Plato lumself had been half a Pythagorean; and a
Pythagorean revival very appropriately paved the way
for Neo-Platonism, contmnuing mndeed to co-exist with
it until all independent speculation came to an end.
Metempsychosis, numerical mysticism, and astrology
Inked on the popular superstitions to the mathematics
and astronomy where the positive science of the future
was to find its basis, as well as to the metaphysics
on which medizval thought was to be fed for a
thousand years.

Alexandria, the Greek capital of Egypt, was the
birthplace of the new philosophy, and to some extent
has served for 1ts god-mother as well. But to talk
about a School of Alexandna is worse than inaccurate,
it 1s misleading. The great Egyptian emporium was
a centre of trade between West and East, so the asso-
ciation of 1ts name with a system of thought gives the
1dea that 1t also served as a channel for the importa-
tion of Omental ideas into Europe. But there 1s
nothing Oriental about Neo-Platomism. All its
component elements may be traced back to purely
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Greek thought. At most a certain grandeur and
finality characterising the system as a whole were
possibly inspired by the genius of the place where it
was first written down, the genius of Imperial Rome.
A brief account of Neo-Platonism and its real founder,
as also its only great master, will make this clear.

Plotinus (about 205-270 A.n.) was a native of
Egypt; but, as he was ashamed of having a body,
nothing more particular about his birth and parentage
could ever be extracted from him. After trying
various schools of philosophy, he attended the lectures
of the Alexandrian Platonist, Ammonius Saccas, for
eleven years. On the death of that teacher, his first
intention was to follow an invading Roman army into
Persia with a view to studying the wisdom of the
East; but the failure of the expedition turned his
steps to Rome, where a numerous band of disciples,
including some great ladies, were attracted by his
lectures Nor was it only the intellect of Plotinus
that won their admiration. His personal character
stood so high that many of his friends submutted their
disputes to his arbitration, while others appointed
him guardian to their heirs D at sixty-six, his
last words were : “ I am trymng to bring the divimity
within me to the divinity in the AllL.”

The wnitings of Plotivs were edited after his death
bﬁ his favounte disciple, Porphyry, the famous ant1-
Christian controversialist, who arranged them accord-
ing to the rather childishly mystical 1deas of the school
in six books, each contamning nine essays, generally
known as the Enneads. Fortunately, Porphyry has
left on record the chronological order of their com-
position., It goes to prove that when Plotinus began
to write, at the age of fifty, lis philosophy was already
complete. It is, as Hegel has observed, as much
Neo-Aristotelian as Neo-Platonist, and some Stoic
elements are also included. Historically, the most
important part is the refutation of materialism; for
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1t was by this, and not, as has been supposed, by the
criticism of the Sceptics, that the great dogmatic
systems of Epicurus and Chrysippus, which had so
long held the field, were destroyed, and the ground
prepared for the restoration of the two spiritualst
masters whom for five long centunes they had prac-
tically superseded.

Our personality, according to Plotinus, cannot be a
property of the body, for this 1s composed of parts,
and is 1n a state of perpetual flux. A man’s self, then,
1s his soul; and the soul cannot be material, for the
ultimate elements of matter are inanimate, and 1t is
inconcewvable that amimation and reason should result
from the aggregation of particles which, taken singly,
are destitute of both, while, even were 1t possible,
their disposition m a certamn order would argue the
presence of an intelligence controlling them from
without. The Stoics themsclves admit the force of
these considerations when they attribute reason to the
fiery element or vital breath by which, according to
them, all things are shaped They do, indeed, talk
about a certain elementary disposition as the principle
of animation, but this disposition 1s either i1dentical
with the matter possessing it—in which case the
difficulties already mentioned recur—or is distinct
from 1t—n which case the animating principle still
remains to be accounted for.

Agam, to suppose that the soul shares in the
changes of the body 1s incompatible with the self-
identity that memory reveals. To suppose that it 13
an extended substance is irreconcilable with its
simultaneous presence as an indivisible whole at every
})oint to which its activity reaches, as well as with the
act that all our sensations, though received through
different organs, are referred to a common centre of
consciousness. If the sensorium is a fluid body, it
will have no more power of retaining impressions
than water has; if 1t is a solid, new impressions will
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not be received at all, or only after the old impressions
have been effaced.

Passing from sensation to thought, it is admitted
that abstract conceptions are incorporeal; how, then,
can they be recerved and entertained by a corporeal
substance? Or what possible connection can there
be between different arrangements of material
particles and such notions as temperance and justice?

So much for the Stoics. Turnming from them to the
Epicureans, Plotinus argues that to deduce mind from
atoms is even more absurd than to deduce it from the
elementary bodies Granting that the atoms have a
natural movement downwards, granting they suffer a
lateral deflection, and so impinge on one another, still
this could do no more than produce a disturbance m
the bodies against which they strike. But to what
atomic movement can psychic energies and affections
be attributed? What sort of collision in the vertical
lime of descent, or 1n the obhique line of deflection, or
in any direction you please, will account for the
appearance of a particular kind of reasoning or mental
mmpulse or thought, or how can it account for the
existence of such processes at all? Plotinus agrees
with Epicurus 1n upholding human free-will as against
Stoic fatalism, but, instead of using it as another

ent against materialism, he prefers to regard the
soul’s self-determination as a logical consequence of
her spiritual nature.

With the destruction of materialism, the ground
was cleared for the construction of a new meta-
physical system. Now, the general principle of Greek
systematisation was to choose two extreme opposites
—by preference the most widely separated that could
be found—and to fill up the interval between them
by a series of more or less gradual transitions. In
Aristotle’s philosophy the antithetical terms chosen,
or rather created, by him for the purpose had been
Actuahity and Possibility. The former had been
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identified with pure self-thinking Thought or Reason.
Although not the creator of the universe—for the
universe was eternal—it, or he, was the source of all
motion, while itself remaining for ever at rest. The
latter, Possibility, was identified with Matter. This, as
has been already explained, meant something far more
mdefimite than the extended and resisting substance
to which we give that name, being, in fact, the nearest
concervable approach to non-existence, a neutral
entity for ever osallating between the opposite
qualities of wet and dry, cold and hot. The interval
between this Matter and the Supreme Reason or sole
absolute reality was filled up by the four ancient
elements occupying the sublunary sphere or world of
mutability and corruption, and the quntessential
sphere, first imagined by Aristotle himself, of which the
celestial spheres are formed, carred round 1n perfect
circles by their love of the unmoved God.

Plotinus accepted the Arnstotehan Matter, 1n the
sense of pure, indeterminate Possibility, as his lowest
term, for the lghest place he demanded something
better still than the eternally self-thinking God of the
Metaphysics  For, mn his opinion, 1t still involved a
remnant of dualism Between the thought that
thinks 1tself and 1tself there remains, after all, a logical
distinction, an outstanding dualism Moreover, he
had read m Plato’s Republic of an Ideal Good that
transcends even Existence, that makes the existent
to be He had read in the Tumeus of an Idea of the
Same opposed to the Other, and giving rise, by union
with the Other, to Existence Fmally, he had read 1n
the Parmenides of a mysterious One logically mvolving
the Many, not conceivable as existent without the
Many, repeating 1tself wonderfully 1n each one of the
Many, yet somehow independent of, prior to, and
above them all. It seems as if Plato, after tracking
that wondrous unity through all the mazes of his
mcomparable dialectic, had given up the idea as
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hoipdessly self-contradictory and useless for his great
reforming purposes. Plotinus, who was not a
practical but a purely speculative genius, took up
the abandoned orphan and enthroned it at the very
summit of his system, which thereby became the first
Western philosophy of mysticism.

It would, however, be a serious mistake to think
of Plotinus as solely, or even chiefly, a mystic The
mystical portions of his writings occupy a very small
compass; nor does he ever employ mystical con-
siderations instead of rational arguments. Indeed,
from the very nature of the case, the One can enter
mto no creed, for a creed consists of propositions,
and every proposition mmplies duality, seemng that it
involves two or more terms ‘‘ It 15,” he tells us,
‘‘ neither substance, nor quality, nor reason, nor soul,.
neither moving nor at rest, not in place nor 1 time:;
but unique of its kind, or rather kindless, being before
all kind, before motion, and before rest-—for these
belong to being, and are that to which 1ts multiplicity
is due. Why, then, 1if 1t does not move, 1s 1t not at
rest? Because, while one or both of these must be
attributed to Being, the very act of attribution in-
volves a distinction betwecn subject and predicate
“_rhic? 1s impossible 1n the case of what 1s absolutely
simple

et even Plotinus cannot maintain himself at this.
height of abstraction Just before the words quoted
he has given as a reason why the One should not be
anything 1n particular that ‘ its nature is to generate
all things ”” The explanation of his inconsistency 1s
gsychologmal. With the vision of Imperial Rome
ver before his eyes, and made, if anything, more
precious by the anarchy of the third century ap,
our philosopher may well have taken umty, which is,
but a means to an end, as an end in itself, the final
cause, and therefore the only true cause of all that 1s.

The first product of this creative power, the first

X
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step downward in the descending scale of values, is
the self-thinking thought, the Nous or Reason, which
for Aristotle had counted as the sole perfectly realised
Being, love of which made the world go round. But
the Nous of the Enneads differs from the Nous of the
Metaphysics, n that 1t has a far richer content—no
less, indeed, than the whole universe of Platonic
1deas, the archetypes of all existence For, in de-
ference, no doubt, to Amstotle’s criticism of the
master’s theory, our Neo-Platonist had come to admit
that for an 1dea to exist without a mind that thinks
it 1s absurd; and as Arnstotle himself had defined
Nous as the power of 1deation, 1t seemed quite in
order that the absolute reason should be the subject of
the supreme 1deas But though a thinking subject,
and, of course, a purely spiritual substance, 1t 1s not
personal, and Colenidge, from early youth a student
of Plotinus, rightly refers to it as the * selfless mind
whose total beingisact ” The great critic of material-
1ism had no doubt convinced himself through his
familiarity with the post-Arnstotelian systems that a
bodily organism 1s the necessary condition of that
self-consciousness 1n man which nevertheless 1t cannot
create. Nor, agamn, must we think of Nous as a self-
distingmishung subject existing mdependently of the
Ideas; 1t exists entire 1n each one of them; and
each of them is a Nous 1n itself,

The One nerther moves nor rests, the Nous rests
unmoved, the last downward step in the realm of
purely spiritual essences 1s the World-Soul, herself for
ever moving and the source of all movement in nature,
whiuch also she connects as a mediating principle with
the archetypal sphere of pure reason. Here Plotinus
systematises the metaphysical mythology of Plato,
who in his Twmeus makes the cosmic soul a blend of
identity, difference, and existence. This World-Soul,
being a step further removed from the primordial One,
has not the concrete unity of Nous, In the first place,
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a higher, or what Emerson would call an Over-Soul, is
distinguished from a lower, and the latter again 1s
divided into a number of individuals—the informing
psychic principles of the material world and 1ts
mhabitants. Plotinus tells us, indeed, that all souls
are one; but this must be taken as meaning that they
are umted by the groundwork of a common spintual
nature, not that each exsts entire m cvery other, as
was true of the Ideas and the Nous.

If all souls are one and all ideas are one, 1t 1s because
the two derivative principles, the rational and the
psychic, are at unity not only with themselves and
with each other, but, above all, because they are held
together by the primordial One whence they spring.
In this connection historians of philosophy have talked
about a Neo-Platomic Trinity  But that 1s a mislead-
ing term The divine Triad of Plotinus consists of
three umts ranged m a descending series, not of three
co-equal persons The One and the Nous have no
claim to personality of any kind, nor has the cosmic
soul either, although 1t 1s credited with some vague
sort of consciousness, while this last alone stands on
those terms of intimate relationship with mankind
which are peculiar to the divine Son 1n the Chnistian
Trimty. At most we may conjecture that the
assoctation of power with the Father and of wisdom
with the Son in Catholic theology may have been
suggested by the analogous attributes of the One and
of the Nous 1n Plotinus

The lower soul, parted as i1t 1s into a plurahity of
animating principles, brings us into direct contact
with the sensible world. These are spoken of as fallen
spirits whose arrogant self-assertion 1s responsible for
their forfeiture of a place in the divane choir. And
their immersion in matter, which, according to
Plotinus, is the root of all evil, is the origin of the
vices by which man’s original kimship to God has been
obscured. It would be a mistake to say with some
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historians that Plotinus makes soul the creator of
matter—that is, taking matter in the sense of all Greek
philosophy as the residue left when an object either of
thought or of sense has been stripped of its attributes.
So understood, it is the extreme antithesis of the One
and co-eternal with it. Indeed, they are necessary
correlates, for it is on matter that the One exercises its
nfinitely unifying power, n the first instance directly
so as to constitute pure Bemg as a self-contained
noetic sphere where the Platonic Ideas are grouped,
and 1n the second 1nstance indirectly through the Nous,
drawing all souls into one over-soul. The matter into
which the multitude of lower souls, fallen through self-
will, descend to shape it into bodies with sensible
qualities is described by Plotinus as a mere reflex of
that higher matter which is the common substance of
the noetic Ideas. Indeed, he nearly hustles it out of
existence altogether, although 1t unfortunately remains
real enough to be the sole cause of all the evil in the
world. Extremes meet; for the One which is the
cause of all good was also declared to be non-existent.
We shall see hereafter that these two mysteries are the
remote parents of Herbert Spencer’s Unknowable.

From that lowest depth of degradation represented
by the unthinkable substance of sensible bodies Neo-
Platonism, as a practical doctrine, turns back, to
ascend step by step the ladder of visible and cogitable
existence, until, mounting higher even than the
intelligible Ideas of Reason, the soul, breathless and
fainting, loses all individuality in ecstatic identi-
fication with the One = What distingmshes the method
of Plotinus from all other mysticisms 1s that up to the
moment of that meflable consummation the lofty
spi:;t of Greek rationalty still survives to be his
gude.

Since what we seek 1s One, and since we are considering
the first principle of all things and the good, he who enters
on this quest must not place himself afar from the things
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that are first by descending to the things that are last,
but he must leave the objects of sense, and, freed from
all evil, ascend to the first principle of his own nature,
that by becoming one instead of many he may behold
the beginning and the One Therefore he must become
Reason, trusting his soul to Reason for gmdance and
support, that she may wakefully receive what 1t sees,
and with this he must behold the One, not admitting
any element of sense, but gazing on the purest with
pure Reason and with that which in Reason 1s first
Should he who addresses himself to this enterprise
mmagine that the object of his vision possesses magnmitude
or form, then Reason is not his guide, for such per-
ceptions do not belong to 1ts nature, but to sense and to
the opinion that follows on sense. No, we must only
pledge Reason to perform what 1t can do Reason sees
what precedes, or what contains, or what 1s denved from
itself Pure are the thingsin 1t, purer still those which
precede, or, rather, that which precedes it This 1s
neither Reason nor anything that 1s, for whatever 1s
has the form of existence, whereas this has none, not
even an 1deal form.

Plotinus limself reached the climax of absorption
in the One several times 1n his life, Porphyry, hus
favounte disciple, only once. The expenience of St.
Paul, when he found himself caught up to the third
heaven, was probably of the same description, as also
may be the ecstatics of the samnts. Modern science
would call it a hypnotic trance.

Neo-Platonism continued to be the reigning philo-
sophy of the Empire and thelast stronghold of Hellemc
religion for two and a half centuries after 1ts founder’s
death. Proclus {412-485 A.D.), the most eminent of
his successors, did much to elaborate and systematise
the doctrine, but left its essential features unaltered.
As a scholar, however, he contributed to the exaltation
of Plato’s authority at the expense of Arnstotle’s
during the earlier Christian Middle Ages. In 529 the
Emperor Justinian put an end to all independent
thought by closing the schools of Athens, which
Marcus Aurelius had made a State-foundation, con-
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fiscating their property, and silencing their professors.
Macaulay has assumed that these poor scholars
would have remained silent had Justinian asked them
what Plato’s philosophy had done for the world
during the last thousand years  In the hight of modern
knowledge, we may answer for them that Greek
thought had first purified the old rehigion, and then
contributed to what was best in the new Church;
that 1t had kept alive the mathematics and astronomy
on which all the posttive science of the future was to
be based; that 1t had preserved i atomism an in-
dispensable imstrument for modern physics and
chemistry, in the Stoic law of universal causation a
necessary prmciple of all thought, in the Anstotelian
encyclopedia a programme of all higher education.
And they might have added that to the Greek moral
philosophy, which Macaulay makes the special butt of
his satire, was mdirectly due whatever of equty
Justiman’s own legislation contained.

And so we may fitly conclude with the words of a
great junist, Sir Henry Mane. “ Except the blind
forces of Nature, nothing moves in this world which 1s
not Greek in 1ts ongin “"—remembering always that
philosophy, the love of wisdormn, 1s the power sent forth
from that Prime Mover by whose virtue the sun and
stars of the intellectual universe have ever been
drawn on.
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