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- Chapter I

INTRCDUCTION

It 18 an astounding fact that todsy, when humanity is
supposed to be enjoying the fruits of its hard-won emensipation from
all stultifying authority and debasing subjection, and about to enter
the millenium of the Good Life, even the most well-disposed abserver
1s confronted with the appalling sight of the most hideous bestiality
and mass slavery in history, and this particularly in those countries
whenoe have come the finishing toushes of the modern emsncipstien.
Itoulmuhhnhmuthwxungaof&mcomtorﬂn
modern philosophers, therse lihm. the horison of man's do;ltiny has
been narrowed domn to & dark and motionless oblivion that stifles all
his higher desires. | | '

The works of Plato and Aristotle were permsated with the
thoughts of man's nearness to the divinity and his title to & destiny
muﬂmm-ommwtnotomw,mm
the mnost recent coutribution on the subject by an eminent Earverd
professcr, sucosssor to William James, is o pitiful littls book of

,mmmtm-ma.uMMummwmwu

cerefully svoids any definite comnitments, speaks of the possible

usefulness of fmuortality for man so that he may continue his unfinished |
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business which consists principally in developing his owm personality
(The Hope for Immortality, Ralph Barton Perry, New York, 1945). Although

& recent Gallup poll came out with the opinion that the ma jority of
Americans still believe in immortality, it seems very questionable that
this dbelief is a very firm oms. The majority of those outside tha fow
remaining orthodox church-goers who betray an interest in life after
death seem to fall the pray of fantastic seots of dublous origin or

to resort to spiritualistic mediums whose "voioes" use bad grammar,

This latter characteristic of the "voices” fram the other world which
have intrigued and captiveted many an emancipated thinker prompted
Thomas Huxley to say 1+ "The only good that I can see in the demonstration
of the truth of 'spirituslism’ is to fuwrnish an additional argument
against suicide. Better live a crossing-sweeper than die and be made
tétglktn&dloby; ‘medium’ hired at a guinea & seanss 1* (Quoted by
Engels, Dislecties of Nature, Frederiek Engels, New York, 1540, p. 310).

 Howsver, if cne ocnsults the thinkers whose philosophy is
rigidly consequent with-the presuppositions of modern emanoipation,
that is, the spiritual and faithful descendants of the Banaisssuce,
Desosrtes, Eant, Hegel, Feusrbach and Engels, the limits of man's
emancipation are very clearly set down. Nan is now smencipated from
God and a1l that is spiritual, but at the cost of his own amnihilatiem.

Mr. Perry posits the need of immortality for smancipated

. Ve
.man to continue his autobiography, to continus telling the world about
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that interesting and complex person who is himself. "For whatever I

am interested in doing, I need time : time to ocme, tims not yet
expended. ..., To retain possession of the ensrgy, faculties and powers
which one's interests require, is to be alive; and the regretful sense
of their precariousness constitutes that general fear of death which is’
rooted in the very nature of vital interest.” (op. oit. p. §) Such
rogy dreams on the part of the American brand of German philosophy

80 ably represented by Hr.'Dmy is derided by the comiatonny 61‘ sush
gonuine élalectioians as Engels. "Already no physiology is held to be
scientific if it does not consider desth as an esseatial factor of life,
the negetion of 1ife as being esssutially ocntained in 1ife itself, so
that 1ife 1s alwmys thought of in relsticn to its necessary result,
desth, which is always contained in it in germ. The dislectical cone
ception of life is nothing more than this, But for anyone who has ouoe
wnderstood this all talk of W’cjotﬂn soul is done away with,
Here, therefore, by means of dialeotics, simply becoming ulur about
the nature of nrc and duth suffices to abolish an miont superstition,
Living means dying." (!npu, ops city p. 164) Fo matter how many
millioxnz of years sre required before animals with a drain capable of
thought rise from matter and for a short span of time find conditiens
suitable for 1ife, these thinking beings, pert of the ayols of the

_ oternal motdenm of metter, are “sxterminated without marey." (1b4d.

p. 28) “... Insteed of the bright, werm solar system with its hamim
Pl
srrangement of members, only a cold, dead aphere will still pursus its
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lonely path through universal space.” (ibid. p. 20) Man hag been

emancipated from God and this ig what he has been given., He is now

the slave of blind unfeeling matter., His only freedom is the freedom

of annihilation and nothingness. How has the emancipation of man led

to such tragic conclusions fully echoed in the practical aphere of

life ?

In searching for the cause of this paradox, this paradox

which is assuming tragio and commio proportions, since in the nams of

freedom and progress it places man on a par with i. grain of dust and
allows him to be treated worse than an animsl, one cannot but recall
what t0 many is at best a myth long ago dissipated by the advanee of
man, but which mevertheless, long before man set out to become the
master of the universe, accwrately predicted the pattern and eon-
sequences of this imanoipation, namely the seriptiural ascount of the
fall of the angels and the fall of the first man.

‘ "How art thou fallen from heaven, 0 Lucifer, who didst
ﬂuuwmth;vmmuhlhnht&nnrth.thdm
wound the mations ? Lndtlwunidwinﬂqm: I will asoend
into heaven, I will exalt my throne sbove the stars of God, I will
‘sit in the mountain of the covenant, im the sides of the morth, I
will ascend above the height of the elowds, I will be 1ike the most
High. Bub yet thou shalt be brought down to hell, imto the depth of

the pit." (Isaias 141 12-18) g
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Hero one is confronted with the apperently incomprehensible
occwronce of & great angel, and possibly the angel most like 0od,
veing cast doma into the depths of hell. Yet the cause of his fall
i also éxpliciﬁy nentioned ¢+ "I will exalt my throne above the
stars of God. I will be like the most High.™

How could such an angel, and othsr angels like him, with
their olear intelligences and Godelike perfacticn, ever revolt
against thelir Creator, the sowrce of all their beatitude ? St. 'rhom
Aquinas states that their sin could only be the sin of pride, a sin
based upon their very excellence, which was 80 great that 1t‘ led them
to refuse to:acknowledge uw swerior. (1, q. 68. ®: 2, 6) Thus ome
sees a suprems example of that terrifying and satastrophic perversiom
of which the intellectusl creatures of God ave capable, namely the
utilization of that very sxcellemos with whioch the Creator has endow-
od them in order that they may share to & lofty degreec inm his owa
divine beatitude, as a motive to throw off he ruls of. God entirely
and out themselves off from the very geod that is the sowrce of their
pride, Upom this sia follows the sim of envy, whereby the wicked
angels hate and are jained by the goodness of God which they ccnsider
&8 an affront to their own exvellenos. For the singular good of the

" angel, by whish he would sxoell all others, is swpessed by the fafinite

good of God. (ibid,) PFor no oreaturs can be outstanding in its

singularity, as long as there is ome. who possesses all his excellense .

in a greater degree.
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 Thus it may be truly said that the angels wished to be 1like
God. Buch great excellence had God showered upon them that they
desired as a ocrowning glory fo owe that oxpollozioc to no one but
themselves by their emancipation from dependence upon any other being.
Although they could not be God, nevertheless they desired to create
heaven and earth, inagmuch as they desired to hold their unique position
in the universe, second only to God, entirely by their own powers,
dependent upon no other being. They desired that suprems beatitude
for which God had created them solely by the foree of their own
natures, (dbid. a, 3, o.)

. But God created another creature, "a little less than the

angels, "yet made in his owmn image and endowed with intelligenss, men,

oamposed of body and soul, and set in e paradiss of joy. (Gem., 11 87
& 2: 8) There again the same tragie story is re-snscted 1 s creatire
of God using the very excsllence for which he should praiss and adore
meguu;;oﬁuuémamum-aummu-
Belf off from the source of all his goodness, +o annihilate himself,
The angel who had besn cast down from hesven comes o bempt the man

and his wife, saying 1 *Por God doth kuow that ix what day woerer you
shall eat thareof (of the tres of the knowledgs of geod and evil),

your syss shall be cpensd 1 and m%gg ,hod.a;;ooi

and ovil.® (___ l:i)

Thus ddam too, presuming upon the divine meroy, cinnodbf
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pride. That mordj.nato appetits for one's own excellence, by which
a man aspired to be equal to God inasmuch as he will not be subject
to Him, HNevertheless God, whose meroy outweighs his justioce, promig-
od them a Redeemer. Until the coming of that Redsemsr, only the
chogen people, the Jews, thanks to the Law and the Prophsts, retain-
ed a olear notion of the divine destiny of man, of his immortality
transcending his earthly death. Yet even smong the most backward of
peoples and the most corrupt the latent awerensss that man was s
creature made in the image and likeness of God, transcending the
animals and attaining to a participation of the immortelity of the
spiritual substances by his intelligence, seems never to have vanigh-
ed.

| This obsowre and more or less inmstinctive recognition of
man's immortality sssumes a far more distinct delineation in the hands
of the grestest of the pagan philogophars of the west, such as Plato
and Aristotle. It is a striking fast that these men, deprived of
mouému-umamuwm-ﬂw
that was Lmedistely knows to the ungels and the firwt men, groping

dn the xisefy of thw humen race for that which was best in man, should

have, bytuuuuarymo@iﬁuet their humbled state, besz led

uamMWﬂnuﬁim.atMMﬂthﬁt

recognition of man's _pouibh mﬁuu under God.

-

With the coming of Christ the shadows were trausformed




into light and man's immortal destiny, strengthened and elevated by
ar : the promises of a merciful God, became a clear reality. Kow man was

" pramised more than he could ever have espired to even in the state

\ J of original justioe 1 a partioipation in the very life of the divinity
by the boundless mercy of God and the merits of the Som of God.'

. Under the impetus of the strengthening grase of God and
| with faith elevating man's intelligence o & full recogaitien of

I ' man's God-given dignity, the world, by the divine toush of the
Gospel, began to arise from the sensualism and corruption in whish
it had lain. (ef. Rom. 1 1 23 sq.) The dignity of man was seen to
transcend this world, secrets of the divinity were opensd wp to him.
The uninown God was meds known to man. (Aots 17 1 23) God had nob
called him & servant; He had called him friend. (Johm 15: 15)

an,

——

But wherever there is excellence in an intellsetual
creaturs, there also is the groundwork for pride, the desire to have
me's excellense by cuesslf alans independeutly of God, the very
source of that excellsnce, s desive for that singularity whieh is
the privilege of God alone.

Thus, in keeping with that "mystery of iniquity” whish
was the sin of the angels, the ain of ihe first men, snd 1s all the
wins in the world, cue is oonfromted with another revelt against God,

oue that i all the more terrible, sinee it is the revolt of man -




elevated by God to a state infinitely above his natural ome. It is
all the more devastating since God's forbearance under the reign of
Christ is seized upon by man in revolt to pursue his folly to its

utter catastrophic conclusions.

In effect, whether ons believes in Christ or not, it is

& patent historical fact that the R@ilm. precwrsor of modern

times, fostered the revolt against the God of Christianity, a revolt
which endwres today and whose consequences are before our eyes. Nor
can anyone deny that it is man's excellence that 1s at the basze of

this revolt, an exvellence gradually murtured by that very Christiantty
which is now sttacked as the eusuy. The perfestion to whioh civilizstion
had attained in the fifteenth century was the frult of the preaching

of the Apostles and the blood of the martyrs, the toiling of the
doctors and saints of 4he Middle Ages. Yot that revolt ws oonceiv-
¢d in Averroism at the Very peak of medieval c&-xnuuw. Its far
rexching devastation ws foresesn and oebated by 5%, Thomas. Breaking
into open expressien in the Remaissance, i% becams the cormer stame of
the modern revelt, a fast fully recognized by its leaders today sush
as Engela. (of. oit. p. 15¢) |

What was the nature of this revels t IS is plain %o all
that it was & revolt of men against any authority other than himself,

and & revolt stemxing direotly from an excellense in man which was the

product of Christianity. It was and is, consequently, in its ultimate
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analysie; a revolt agalnst God, or, if ome does not believe in God,
against any superior other than one's self. Yet, &s the soriptural
accounts of the fall of the angels and the fall of the first man
foreshadow, it was @ revolt based on man's excellence that had been
made clear and assured to him in the name of God. Whenoe but from

the heritage of Christianity could the man of the Renaissance soquire
the assurance of the power of his intellect, the untrammelled freedcm
of his will, the dignity of his person and his domination over nature ?

Thus one is brought up once again with the catastrophie |
sight of man, raised %o exsellonve by God, stripping himgelf of all
his pnrogaeiun in order to possess that exoellense by himgelf ;lam:___
This is truly catastrophic sinee in his effort %o retain only that
which is his, omly that whioh is subject to 20 superier ocontrol, man
mtwrmmmmmmmm;m of all hig

being., Ho must, if he will be oompletely independent, eventually
soek refuge in ammikilation, in mothingness. %o be free of God, 'b

.mtuumummm.ummum‘mmu

dommmmummu.

One may seorn such & soriptuwal and theologieal previiion
dm‘amlﬁuuq&,wﬁhﬂnuﬁﬂv&u‘mﬁr&ud
ma's own nmature, but the historical fact remains that the independ-
ont seeking of man's exoellence, the attempt to establish a homo-
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contric -universe, which began with Averroism nnd the Renaissance ’

hag led step by step to the preg:essiva‘ denial of the very attributas -
upon which that eﬁ;oellence was founded., The striving of man to be

his own God is leading hinm steadily to debase Meu lower than
animals, lowor than planmts, lower than matter, to ebsolute nothing-

ness.

Thus, in the interests of holding his own excellenss for
himgelf, man in revolt ie led to deny the most sublime of izis natural
prerogatives, that which reises him above and beyond all the vast
material wniverse, namely, his spirituality and consequent Lzmortality.
In treoing the fortunes of the dootrine of immortality it will become
evidsnt how man in sesking to be gre#t by himself and through him-
self nscossarily abdicates from those very goods which comstitute

the greoatness whioch is his goal,




Chapter II

THE GREEKS

I. Homer and Hesiod

In the opening paragraphs of Erwin Rohde's valuable work
on the Greek belisf in immortality : Psyohe, Seelencult u. Unster-

blichkeitsglaube der Griechen, he. lays down as fundamental to all

mankind the acceptance of life as the natural lot of man, to which
desth comes only as an intruder. His first ssntensce is : "Nothing
in the Lmwdiate ocnsoiousness of man seems less in need of an
explanation or of proof, nothing seens s0 uu-émhnt. as the
phencmenon of 1life, as the fast of his own lifs. On the sontrary,
the ocessation of this so self-evident onlhm.‘m ensountered,
never oceases to sstound him. Thare are sertain pecples for whom
mhﬁwuuubﬁ&wmdf&m.dﬁum
to some visidle powsr, to some hidden magieal fores, Thus inocwpre-
hensidle does i% remain to him that this aetuality of 1ife and
oconsciousnsss could come $0 an end of itself.”

Ernst Gassiver, $he coutewporary German philoscpher,
recently deosased, sndeavoring +o give in his Easay cu Nan, &
funstional definition of man, 1.e. an idea of man derived from his
various activities @ religion, art, science, and so mﬁ. lays domm
83 & ccemon characteristic of mankind, the "deep comvietiom of &
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fundamental and indelible solidarity of life." KHe goes on to say 3

"The feeling of the indestructible unity of life is so strong and

N

unshakable as to deny and to defy the fact of death. In primitive

thought death is never regarded es a natwral phenocmenon that obeys

D ' goixeral laws. Its ococurrence is not ﬁooouary but accidental. It

_ aslways depends upon individual and fortuitous causes. It is the work
[_W ~ of withcheraft or magic or some other personal inimical influence.”
Whatever Cassirer's opinion, this pessage iz significant. Thus,
while material nature remains essentially corruptible in general,
corruption nevertheless sppears as violence in the particular nature
in which it ccours. -

Buoh & firm belief in the perpetuity of 1life leads to
scmething of & peradox in the examination of the belief in immortel-
ity as mirrored in the surviving witnesses of early Western thought,
suwh a5 the works of Hcmer. fh;thohnnttﬁcarthlywouth
supreme reality, of itself perpetual, but foreshortensd by the will
of the gods, r;hg;m the question of 1ifs after death, of the state
of the soul after it has hﬁﬁtb?dy.toamyuoonﬁuyplm.

A belief in the quasi-immortality of physical, material life, inter-
Tupted culy by scme external cause, tends to sliminate comsideratiom
of 1ife after desth, siuce this is a purely aceidental and wrmatural

state of man.

Thus it is not in Hamer, Rohde states, that one will find
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glimpulbf man's immortality, in the etrict sense of the survival
of the soul after death. Life and existence on this earth is so
assuredly a good to Homer's personages that it is necessery to the
attaimment of any other good. There is no danger tﬁat any of them
would wish to exchange life for death, "I prefer mot to speak to
Deatk, " says Achilles to Odysssus. No uncertain speculation of &
life after death oan outweigh the value of the certain life ome had
here in the sum, Thus, the "ahades" are represented as strengthless
and v_qiceleu. Odysseus'! owm Qothor does not recognixe him nor
speak till she has drumk the aa;arifioial tbod and acquired its “life"
nor does the prophet Tiresias. The shade of Achilles says t "Sesk
not to console me for death, glorious Odysseus., I would rather be
on esrth as the hired servant of another, .tnthohom of a landless
men with little to live on, than be king over the deed.” Howsver,
this does not imply s repugnanse towrds immortelity, but rather a
definite love of 1ife, The present 1ife ws scmething real and good.
In it & man could find the full expression of his being. But desth
and what lay beyond maturally appesred vague, wicertain; What was
most obvious in 1t was that it implisd the loss of sertain treasured
faculties of this life. Consequantly, it was death and the loss i%
entailed which were sbhorred, act immcrtality, Immortality, in the
sense of an indestrustible ecntimumtion of & plessing life was scme-
thing all the Greeks desired. Thus, if the Greels sbhor death, it is
not because they a.bhcr izmortality, dbut rather bomn death menaces ,
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the immortelity which they neturally desire. They were not lovers

of death, like the Merxists.

But besides the Homeric beliefs, beliefs no doubt represent-
ing the cultured thought of those times to which belong the Pirst
surviving witnesses of m-tgm civilization, are there no other
lo&on to which one may go in search of a belief in immortality,
an immortality transcending death ? There are sertainly no other
literary sources, of the same epoch. If one twrns to other monuments
such as graves, the problem ‘boomn even more onlhxfoudad. since here
one is confronted with certain expressions of belief, but whose
significance is not always imuediately evidemt, Howsver, in Homer
there uadueripﬁenota:mlrihﬂuohgius a ¢lue taot;n
mesning of such momuments and which also ssems to imply a strong
popular belisf in jmmortality more vigorous than that expressed by the
characters of Homer who presumably represent the more oultwred and
possibly aore soeptioal thought of the age, though nok necessarily
Hoxmer's own v:h-. since he was witing poetry, not phnoaophuiu.
suu 1% is to be remexbered that poetie :!.ntormtion. npoohny of
the Homeris type, is very useful, since, as Aristotle ﬂum. what posta
pressut must be believabls by the people o whom they sddress heme
selves. ‘ |

Rohds finds evidencs of sush a belief in the funeral rites




- 18 =

of Patroclus, killed by Hector vefore Troy. Whereas the Psyche,
that other self of men, which leaves the body after death, and which

. wanders, a feeble, colourless, thoughtless shade of the physical man
D | ~ agaiust the mournful, dreary lendscape of Hades, has forever lost all
Uli gresp upon life and occupuu no further place among the thoughts of
men living upon the earth a real sxutonoo, nevertiwiess, the t‘mrtl

CJ__

rites of Patroclus which Homer depicts in keeping with traditional

cugtoms Letray a4 belief in the substentiality of the departed soul
whioh is strouger than Homerie thought.

—

In effect, while the body of Patroclus is completely burn-
tdupontho tunoul pyre, & rite destined to accomplish decisively
the permanent relsgation of the psyche or shade from the realm of
ufo.onthe!'ringﬁ of which it still lingers as long as ths body,
the instrumnt of life, still remains intact, thers are certain
otrerinyndotovtbmorrebooluﬁichmm:éfn
entirely wn-Hemeric o.pproh.mion cancerning the mbstanth.lity ad
.ponruorth&omhdlm Bulls, sheep, goats and pigs are killed
and laid srowd the pyxe. The rext day shesp) and cown are killed,
Jars of honey and oil are plased around the corpse. Fimally fowr
horses, two of Patreclus' dogs and twelve young Trojan priscuers are
Xilled, All 4s then duroed. All night leng wine is poured eut wpem
the ground to placate the payohe of Patroclus. The next day the fire
is put out with wine, the bomes of Patroslus collsoted, placed in a

C
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golden jar and buried in the hill, Finally combats are instituted

to honor the soul of Patroclus.

It is not possible to explain such lavish funeral rites by
a mere feeling of piety towards the departed. As Cicero says : "Quae
pietas el debetur, & quo nihil acoeperis 1" Obviously these ceremcnies

sre not the beginnings of a new and more convinoed ocult of the departed
soul, bscause sush elaborate ccnsideration of a departed psyche are in
definite contyradiotion with the Homeric attitude according to whioch
all real life, all effective existentiality is only on this side of
dexth. The omly possible explanation is that Homer has heve cerried

over the remains of & previous belief in the definits powsr of the

_ departed soul, He does not atiributs suoh powr to the soul of

FPatroclus, but his depiction of the cersmoniass betrays the existence
of such & primitive belief as wll as its possidle nrri.nl among the.
people of his time although in a more latent form than the combemparary
attitude expressed by m.

It might be cbjected that the belisf 1x the existence of
the psyohe be it ever so vaporous, feeble and dim, is nevertheless

some sort of & belief in jmmortality, in survival after desth. However,

it must be understood that this psyohe was not & part of man, as the
soul is part of man in contrast with kis body and forming with 1t dhe
complete men. Thus S%. Thomas states that the separated soul sammod
say "I,” and that we pray not to St. Pater, but rather to the soul of




St. Peter. The payche is rather "another self, " an alter ego, a
tenuous imege of the whole man. Thus it is the psyche and the living
men which are in contrast, not the soul and the body, although such

a notion corresponds crudely to the incompleteness of the separated
soul.

Thus whereas the belief in the psyche is often retraced to
droams ard delirium, in which states, while a man may be lying motione
less upon his coﬁoh, with all his senses at rest, he often beholds an
image of himself going through all the processes of life and wandere-
ing into strange lands, this identification of the psyche with the
dﬁmcltwbc tbromnkotmaﬁhriwbcuof in the immortality
of the soul itself. Bmi-ie poeiry, however, is not concerned with a
Paychs thus temuously conceived., This is not a denial of the soul or
® refusal %o scoept immortality, but rather ths refusa) to identify the
natwre of man with sush a temucus conoept. This shying away from the
psyohs in Homeris posiry is mot the Marxist's thirst for an obliviea
m»m&mmmbuum;m:truunmnmﬁ
“hich will not surrendsr o & camosph that negates that eonvietiom.

In the shadowy payebs, the intelleet and will are virtially nom-
existant, Thus the very sentimest of the substextislity of the fxbel-
leot and will wowld militate againss their existing in a diminished

‘state in the payche after death. These are te be identified therefore

only with the living man. Thus if the real 1ife of Homer's herces .




appears to end with death, this is not the rejection of the concept

of immortality, but rather the disinterest of the poet to continuing
the histo:y of his personages in & state s0 bereft of reality and
substantiality as was the psyche thus conceived. The consistent trend
of the Greeks, on the other hand, towards a genuine doctrins of the

. inmortality of the soul is a plain indication of their implicit

convistion of something perpetual in man. The fact that the state of
the separated soul is, in a certain unn.o, wnatural for man, qmp?ud
of body and soul, necessarily implies umoertainty in such progress.
Consequently, the hard<headed sttitude of Humario postry, which
refused to precocupy itself with the existence of other shadow-selfs
different from man himgelf, may be considsred to have paved the way

to & oconoept of a substantisl spirituality belonging te.th. nature

of the real man rather than to some shade of himself. This may be
seen in the oooasicnal appearance in Homerie postry of the word psyshe
to demote "1ife" rather than the shadowy alter ego of maa.

m%wamwmw.m
belief in fmmertality snd a realistis attituds in keeping with the |
nature of man condwiive 40 an eventual clear-cut assertion of the ime
Mditye&thuuldtbtiud?htemw. Although
Eomer himsslf doss mot attrilarte imsortelity to man in the striot
sense, since even thoss few who are carried off to the Islands of
Blessedness do not live on after death, Lut are rather spared from

I JNIVERSITE LAVAL H
: FACULTE DE PHILOSCPHIE

PTE  al




\‘ death by the pleasurse of ths gods, neverthsless it becams customary
[ 5 to attribute immortality to the herces. This was usually done by

Ik | positing in them scme kind of relationship with the gods. Thus ime
{ mortality was recognized as a kind of possession of the divine.

Are these gods the mere projection of human personality ?
On the contrary, the greatest gods in Homer and Hesiod are impersonal.

They are rather the recognition of a power superior to man, transoend-
ing the contingencsy of the universe. Thus the attribution of im-
mortality to the heroes i; not the correction of an “alisnation” in
the sense of Feuarbach, whereby man eventually ocmes to attribute to
hinsel? whiat previously in his ignorance he attributed to the gods,
but rather the recogaiticn in man of some share in that Wanscendency
and inserruptidle power -hioh was detected in the universe. Although
Homer may not have seen his wey olear to attributing immortality to
man, he definitely did atiribute it to the gods. 7That this rnomﬁu
of imormitym objective udnntamproj«ﬁunct ths desires
otmumuntrrut&m#thstbumprmgmmmm
.pmmmw. hrnmlitydmnmtmtommam-
- oeived as a necessary attribute of divinity. Thus, personal Muw
for man will appesr in proportion as mmntyh peroeived az a
perfaction of the diviniwy.

 That personality in the divinity is not the result of the

Ve

projocﬁon of human wlmuty is ably demonstrated by M. R.K. Haok
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in God in Greek Philosophy. Thus he writes : "Modern thought automati~

cally associates the concept of personality with the oconcept of theism;
Greek thought did not necessarily associate tm two concepts. ... Even
the word @éos is often uged to refer to the action of some e.nonymoiu
‘and impersonal divine powsr; the instances sre cited in the Homerie
lexicons of Capelle snd Ebeling,” | |

Thus, in Homeriec poeiry, the divine power scmetimes
manifests itself in the person of a god such as Zeus, sometimes as an

‘imperscnsl power such as Destiny. "“But the solid nucleus and the com~

mon element exist; the very substance and the one elementary principle
of divinity is power.* -

‘The persomally exeroissd divine powsr and the imperscaal
divine powr are not merely two equivalent aspests of the sams divinity, -
The impersomal divine powsr of Destiny has the edge over the persomal
divize powr of Zeus. Zeus, Mke auy other perscn, has & will of his
owa, and, since he 18 & god, & divinely powerful ems, But when his
wili clashes with inexcesble Destiny, be mist ceds. When Zeus is
1wmuthn{mw.uuum'mmuwm1y
wnattainable eminence of the suprems powsr is also visible in the faot
that a hero sould not be the son of Moira or of Ouranos, but he could
be the son of Sews, As time wext eu, the psrscual gods were %o become
mundmhmnmtiltbyuriﬁdmﬁrﬁthnu‘mmnp- |
sorvice sddressed to them on esthetis grownds or to Jusbify otherwise




reprehensible practices with a semblance of religion. The impersonal
divine power on ths other hand was to become more and more impersonal
and assume its role, in the hands of the first philosophorl, as the
congtitusnt stuff of the universe endowsd with divine qualities. It

is perfectly possible to n.y‘tha:t: the personal gods of Homer were
anthropomorphiec 1 oria:bod by the addition of superhman powsr to hunan'.
traits and whose character and conduct is a precise and true protrayal
of the effect such power would have upon men and wemen. Haturally

such gods are bound to wans under the sceptical light of reason. The

impersonal supreme causal power, however, ruling both the gods and

“the universe, was destined to reoceive an ever clearer and purified

delineation. With this power ng08 life and immortality, sinoe death
and axmihilation are dus precisely to the intervention of suprems
power upon the fate of man, mwvumgm.mmomr
barnd, suffers from its assooiation with the less evidently immortal
mmmum'mwgmwmmphmumm. At 11
eventy, Homer definitely envisages immortality as a trait of the divime
powsr, Ee makes his perscusl gods immortal, Whether he believed in
these gods or nob, he has nevertheless presezbed the elements of
human immortality, namely, the sssoolation of Muman nature with wending
life, mnummmap«mumumyunmw
thy noo;nitioa of personality as & perfection. _

Hesiod, the poetic successor of Homer, is, to quote My, -
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‘ l _ Heck again, far less the artist ard far more the professional theologian
; than Homer, He is definitely engazed in giving en sccount of the

; 1 source of the universe and, as such, drings Greek thought one stap

: i [ closer to ths first definite pbiloéophers engaged in secking a more
wholly lratianefl explanation of the wmiverse. It is thus thet Nesiod

s draws & line of demrcati&n between the divine powers of nature and

[ ‘ the highly person-like gods such as Zeus, giving the supreme role to

the formsr. As long a8 personality was not considsred a perfectiom,

! i the transcendency of the divinity could be emphasized by distinguish

.ing the divinity from the perscn~like gods. In the Theogony these
supreze divino povers are astive substances which without the inter-
mtiw af tmy other agent can produce other beings, a notion whioh
was dntimd to have the most prcfound influsncs upon Greek thought.
Thnpercmlgodu,ontbn other hand, uthoughuimortalu-m.

3 bymminsmandmhmu,becmhumuqum, The
gap Letwoen then and the suprems and imperscnal divine powers which
were inccxtestable, meds them more and mere dependent solely upen the
belief of their worshippers. When their faith in them p.ﬁmd wider
the stress of reason, the gods perished with them. The belief {n fwme
mortality, therefore, which was destined to assume an inoreasing
substantiality, far from being an appendags to & superstitious

- beliaf in the gods of Qlympus, itself on the wane, is rather earried
along in the sver more rationalized comvietion that there is some
natural imperishable being which is the divine origin of 111 things,
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including “the subsequent gods.

II. Thales, Araximarder, Anaximines.

The notion that philosophy and rational science sud-
denly sprang into boingii‘t;h Theles in the sixth century $.C., that,
until his time, all explanations of the uﬁiveru ha.d‘boen purely
mythical a.né, therefore, wholly arbitrar& narratives with ths godsl
playing the important réles, is belied by what is known of Homer and
Haliod; his most cutstanding prédooouou. Veritate coacti, all the
ancients had some notion of order. Following the natural impulse of
the luman mind, they endesvored to begin with the order of being
rather than the order of learning, It is trus that doth of these
poets o:phimd much of the formation of the universe in terms of
antiropomorphie gods, but it is squally trus that both ressrved the

'uup_rm productive and governing power to an impersonal divine source,

& single omnipotent and eternal power, Thus their cosmogonies did not

stend or fall with the gods.

e Lxnovation of Thales was to concentrate upon s more

olear delinsation of the suprexs diving powsr which Greek thought had

inherited from Eousr and Hesicd, wmbsmpered by lengthy considerations
of the hosts of gods who had to a large sxtens sunken into obliviem.

~ In his choice of the living and diving substance within all things it

is noteworthy that Thales follows olossly in the footateps of Homer.
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hhereas Homer posits Okeancs as the genesis of all things, Thales

posiis water. This is certainly not a wholly revolutionary step, but
somewhat of an evolutiomary cne. Thus Aristotle ranks Homer and
hesiod emong the @o¢oi (Meta. IV). Homer's outlook had been primarily
& moral one, concerned with the human and the divine, Hesiod had added
to this the relation betwen nature and divinity, Whereas the

scientific mode was an innovation, its terminus wes not so different.

Thales was not trying to {ind an explanation of the
waiverse whioh would dispense with gods, the divinity, but rather was
trying to discover the mature of the divine source of all things. Just
as the supreme divine power of Homer and Buicd had philosophie
validity, so also the supreme substance of Thales was vested with
1ife and diviniw and was quite oompatible with the luprm divine
power of Hmr and Besiod,

Homer, while retaining the supreme divine power aloof and
imperscnal, had been impelled in his reference of anthropomorphic gods .
: by the politieal, iouhl and religious tradition concerning the herces.
"In cbedience to the prineiple that powsr i# divine, the Greeks of
every period atiributed a portion of divinity to men whose power was
above the normal lnman level. BSuch men ware called herces, & name
~which in Gresk is the regular Secknical desigmation of a status whieh
is intermsdiate between that of an ordinary man and that of a god.*

a

(R.K. Hack, God in Greek Philosophy, p« 16) The Mycenassn Greeks,
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whose history Homser was to relate, had raised the whole mass of their
ancestors to the status of herces. The most natural way of eatablish-
’ing such a status beyond question was by divine affiliatiomn. Since

the ancestors were in a sufficiently distapt paQt for their parents

to be unkmown, it was not difficult to atiribute to them appropriate

divine progenitors. Homer found himself both reugiousiy and poetical-

ly before this fait aocompli, and had necessarily to make the most of

it in hiz epie.

Besiod began to out the ties that bound the anthropomorphie -

gods to the divinity by distinguishing their type of divinity from
that of the inpcrloml. unchanging type of the supreme divins power.
The task of arriving at a purer type of divinity was fwrther
facilitated by the spread of democracy among the Greeks. "The Greeks
wore begiming %o be conscious that every human being possessed power,
sad in sccordance with their fim belief that powsr was "god” and was
divine, they affirmed that a portion of god was in every human being.”
(ope_oit. p. 35) The old ‘s.deu of man's kinghip with human gods
began t¢ ba replaced by the niwer and more sxplioit idea of men's
participation {n a divine substende. The mystery religlons, which
guarantesd & happy Lmmortality to all their sdherents, from the king
%0 the slave, swmpt Greece. The mature and essense of the prinsiple
of life, the psyche, which is shared by human beings and by every
other nvingthtngﬁththoimtaldiﬂmpmu, beccmas a center




4

of interest. Thus Thales quite natwrally finds himself exemining

the nature of the living divine universe.

What is known of the evolution of Greek thought shows
that the belief in immortality, far from being tied to a belief
in the anthropomorphic gods, owss its survival and gradusl ascendency
from wnrecordsd times rather to the wans of belief in immortality for
the few beloved by the gods and the growth of the belief that every
man shared in soné way in the divine power originating from a suprems
natural productive ‘forco, from a suprems divins substance, the exact
nature of which the first Creek philosophers set out to resolve.
Thus belisf in immortality, far from being dependent upen what todsy
would be oalled child-like supsrstition, was rather a definite com-
comitant of the esrly ratiomalising efforts of the Creek philosophers,
bailed as the dawning of modern seientifie thought.

In effect, the oldest doouments on the subject available,
those of Chosrilus of Ssmos and Plogenes lasrtius among cthers,

proclaim Thales as being the first to call the souls of men imsortel.

This statement of Thales however, is not an wmequivecal blessing for
the cause of hmsen lmmortality, sinee for Thales sverything that bhad
1ife shared in the divine wubstance and was ccnssquently immortal,
Thus men seems £0 share the immortality of his shars of the divine
gubstance with the animals, the plants, .nnd even magnetioc stones,
since they moved irem.
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. Immortality, from having been the lot of the few among
humans, now goes to the other extreme of being the common lot of
every living thing. Thales statement quoted by Aristotle that “every-
thing is full of God," is well known. This is a step further in the

universal extension of immortality beyond that of the mystery roligiom,'

since man now by his very mature, without any initiation and adoption,
is gifted with immortality., It will remain to the successors of |
Thales to graduslly narrow down the concept of the 1life which is
immortal by distinguishing the material and spiritual elements of

the wniverse. This gradual evolution of the notiom of immortality
keeps pace with the evolution of the meaning of payche. In Hemer and
mtuungmwamtm.mcwfwm other self
in man, that misty shade of himself liberated at death and of far less
consequence than the living man, Byagrﬁml;upﬁdiorthomd.
traces of which are to be found in Homer, the meaning of peyche had

buntrmpendtruumﬂnmhumumtomm

1mu,amrmewmwmam*-u~

Anaximander, the pupil of Thales, while substituting the
Indeterminate for the Water of Thales, nevertheless retains immortality
uunmunwtormmmmmmmohm-mmm.
Speaking of this Infinite and Indetersinate, Aristotle seys 1 "Further,

they identify it with the Divine, for 1t 1s 'deathless and imperishable'

a8 Anaximander says, snod governs and directs all things.® (I Fiys.) -




For Anaximander as for Thales, if one is to accept the

fragments and seleotions of his successors, there is no partioular

destiny reserved to the human soul. However, it is to be remembered

that what remains of a philoscpher's teaching is not necessarily the
full expression of his doctrine., The remaining fragment may not be
representative, or it may be a deliberate selection by a successor

to it in with his own plan. We have only so many lines from Thales.

Is that all he taught ? Ariztotle, in quoting Plato, cmits much of
his dootrins. Nevertheless, it is plausible to suppose that the

Pirst philosophers were too engrossed in grasping the vast unifying

and explanatory principle of all mature to give exhaustive comsideraticm
to a single kuman soul. The finite and determinate substence of maz,
therefore, is mortal and subject to decay, "aoccording to necessity all
things pass away into that from whioh they oame into being; for they
pay each other the just penalty for their wrongdoing mscording to their
ordar in tine." (F V, 2, 95 quoted by B. K Haok, ope oit. p. 45) But
this oontimious prooess of birth and death is 1ts01f & form of insoye
Tupbibility, since substentially nothing ever eutirely perishes, but
due to its divine origin, goes en omuy asswming rew forms. Evean
if persomal mmsortality is meglected, the idea of immortality remsins
something divine. It is not a matter of indiffarence.

It might be plausibly held that just as Ansximander had
set out to lmprove the commogony of his master Thales, by ohanging the




‘the gradual epuration of the ooncept of the divinity. In effsot Air

. resembling Fire, the subtlest form of Air) is defining the divinity

nature of the All from water to the indeterminate, sc Anaximines, the
pupil and ssgociate of Anaximander, changed the nature of the All from
the indeterminate to air. Araximander had found Water too definite

and consequently subject to deatruction by its 6pposi'be. Therefore he
substituted the Indeterminate. Anaximines found the Indeterminete

too vagus. Hence he introduced Air as being at once definite and yet,
by rarefaction and condensation, capeble of changing into everything
else while retaining its identity.

Mr. Haok aptly notes that this gradual transition in the
concept of the supreme substance is far from haphazard but denotes

is less material than the Apeiran, and the Apeiron is less mﬁri&l
than water. The auprm.daity is evolving towards the pure act and
the immaterial substance of Plato and Aristotle.

Farthernore, as M. Hack again notes, Anaximines in
identifying the suprems god with Air Pheuma (rerefied Air, olosely

in terms of the Psyohs, Thus, while the conoept of the immortal
divinity Becwmes more spirituslised, it also beocmes mors closely
related to that participation of the divinity in men which is the
Payohe, peving the wey towerds o dafinitely olear-ows spirituality
in man. In the specwlation of Heraolitus, the Pythagoreans and the
Stoios, the substantial cause of 1ife, now desiguated under the name
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of Fire or Pheuma, will eventually be designated the divine Spirit.

111 Pythagoras

The name of Pythagoras stands out as that ofamnu!;o
wielded a profound influence upon his tims and uhqu influence embrac-
" od both the philosophical and religious spheres. Pltto-, in excoriat~
ing Homer, takes pains to laud Pythagoras "who was so greatly beloved
for his wisdom, end whose followers are to this day quite bolobr:*bod
for the order which was named after hizn." (Rep. X, 600) Diogenes
Lasrtius proolaims him as the first to speak of "philosophy” and +to
call himself a “philosopher.® (proem. 12). Yot his philosophy wes
sined also at practiosl end, that of establishing & fruitful and
blessed way of life for men. This was #pwently a departurs from
the previous foous-points of the early Greek philosophars which sone
sisted in an effort to grasp the significance of the whols ccean of
the universs, in which man was Ju'ul tiw riypi,o;

-

What was the teaching of Pythagorss that created such a

~an1thIWMWWuMH

to be reversd as & god ! The soul is immortal, impriscned in the
body for some previous unearthly fault, a dootrine common to the

Orphio religicns and mentioned by Plato in the Fhasdo (62 B). Has
the soul a persomality ? At least, it has not & persomality dependent

vpen & body. Any soul could be olothed with amy body (De Anims 407 b).
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Whence its immortality ? Aristotle quotes Alcmason as saying that
it is immortal "because it resembles the immortals, and that this

immortelity belongs to it in virtus of its ceaseless movement; for

2ll the things divine, moon, sun, the planets, and the whole heavens
are in perpetual movement." (ibid. 405 &) Pythagoras was also
proba.hiy quite aware of our omn best argument, namely that if we can
participate in the knowledge of imperishable truths, our faculty

(as against the Avorroinﬁ) must be Wrich. The whole air is
full of souls leaving bodies, finding bodies for subsequent incare

nations, Pythagoras saw them in the moving particles of dust per-
ceived in sunbeams (ibid, 404 a).

. Pythagoras, as Plato after bin, while exalting the
divinensess of the soul, its immortality, seems to have done 80 bscause
of religious oconviction, a conviction which philuophii research serve
¢d %o strengthen rather than dissipate. To those intent upon demonstrate
ing that the notion of immortality is purely a superstition based on
ignorance and upheld for- the benefit of religion, it might be adduced
that Fythagoras held it for religious rather than rational motives.
Yet tli;l belief would appear to have inspired the philosophieal
ressarch of Pythagorss and his asthematical discoveries sesm cnly |
%0 have served to render him more oonvinoed than sver of the imsortal
nature of the soul. Although that aspect of the soul which is &
harzony of the various oomponsnt parts of man perishes with death -




(Phaedo 86), nevertheless the immortal soul lives on (ef. Philolaos).

IV  Heraclitus

Horaclitus, while quoted as saying that "Pythagoras, som.

P
. : of Mnesarchus, worked out his inguiry more elaborately than all other
U men," (D.L. V111, 6 in Heck, God in Creek Philosophy, p. 45), never-

theless had his own definite contribution to make. Retaining the

g close affinity of fire te all that is immortel as all his more recent
predecessors had done, including Pythagoras, and which, when as~
sociated with the soul, is indioative of the persistent tendency to
consider tho soul ax something iwmaterial, rose abm the harmony
oonstituted by the waity of the One in'ta-odmdbyl’ythagoru to
introduce his ow superior harmony based upon opposites. "The most
besutiful Harmonia is that of opposites” (ffa.;; 48). "Pastenings
are things whole and things mot whole, that which is drawn togother
end that whioch is drawn apart, the harmonicus and the discordant :
the One is made of all things, and ell things of the One." {freg. 59)

Did Eeraslitus adhere o a belief in immortality 1 He

certainly did, for to him as to his philosophical predecessars, the
divine, immortal/constituent of the universe pervaded man es it did

all things, The diffioulty remains, of cowrse, of securing a perscnal
imortality for man over against the eternal, changing permansnce of -
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the primary substance. Pythagoras seems to have done this but on
purely r;ligioul grounds, although immortality itself is attributable
to the activity of the One in all things and the motion which it
creates. MNeraclitus, while reclaiming the divinity from its causal
and immaterial relation with the world as pure unity wmixed with
earthly, material substantiality and re-identifying it with the
living world stuff under the fém of Fire undergoing successive
concretizations and successive pzn-ificafiom on the Way Down and

the Way Up, nevertheless endowed this Fire with reason, made reason,

psychs, becoming, synonymous with it.

‘Although Horaclitus elevates the potion of immortality
by ondcwing the divine Fire which men breathe in with reason, he
destroys whatever psrsonsl walus it might have by meking it oonsiast
in constant change., The Fire which is Soul and Reasom, through the
m shanges it undergoes, goss from life to death, from eold to hot,
from good to bad, frem adr to earth, eto, As the post says, it is
constant only in its imcenstanmcy, But this cemstant change is a
very definite unrti.cm of the pommey of that which constitutes
the un:lnru. . pommmy which transcends material evanescence,
since it is the very change which would ohange it: Thus, change

| seema to bo itself necessarily permanent, ol nce if change changed

to nonechange, the ohange by whieh 1% changed remains, Thus the
destruction of change is chayge; and this may go on ad infinitun.
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E J Change, therefore, may never be gotten awny from but persists

ﬂ throughout., Although the idea of personas immortality is not present,
the idea of a dynamlc being which no change can destroy, which

D remains throughout whatever evolutions it comprises, remains. The
fire of the soul is put out by death and the soul becomes water,

H the water becomes earth. But on the "Way Up™ the water rises from

” | the earth and the soul from water. (frag.68) Contraries are bound

together by the law which brings one from another, sickness from
health, md hunger from sufficiency, To have joy one must have sorrow,
to have peace ons must have strife, To have permanency one must

bave change. To cease to change is to cease to bo. To introduce
mchmgeab].n:nu in the nature of the soul would be to destroy the
very roots of its felicity. "Homer was wrong in saying: 'May strife

perish among gods and menl!' because all things would pass away”
(frag. 45), Therefors, if perscuslity molﬁg this unchange-
ablensss, it ;ould be possible only by ulf;-dou‘h'tmtion. Hegel
end Marx will sccept this cgn‘bradiction and uphold it as nn inescapab}e

faoct, -

Y Parmenides

'Muﬁu. proba¥ly a contemporary of Eeraolitus, and
poasidly a disciple of Pythagoras, bitterly opposed the dootrine of
Heraclitus om a supreme divinity which is oonsteatly in a state of -
flux,. Thanks to a revelation from a kindly goddﬁn he learnsd “the
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immobile heart of persuasive Truth" and " the opinions of mortals
in which there is mo trus belief." The notion that all is change
belongs to_these latter, For Parmenides, the external world is
becoming. A secondary reality but mot the reality that is: it does
not reveal being. On the other hand, "What is cennot be cut off
from Waat Isj it neither soatters itself in every direction and Wy
through the cosmos nor does it comes together" (FV, 18 B2). ™What
Is does not coms into being and is imperishable, entire, unique, ime
movable and without end; it was not and will mot be, since it is now
one continuous whole" (Ea.ok. ps 82),

: Ascording to &-ﬂnm. there is no purely phys ioal
troatunt of the loul in the doctrine of Parmenides. Whereas the
Ionians conceived of the soul as & part of nature, the Eleatiocs,
stgrtingtrmmu.pﬂeriﬂnpotntothtﬂa sum of all realtly
was, namely an imsovable whols, which neoessarily exoluded any pos-
sible atiribution of veracity to the appesrance of ehanging multiplisity
presented by the world, would slso have to base their dootrine of the
soul on suoh an & priori viewpoint. %o Rohde's nryri.li. the Kleatios
seam to have preferred to adopt merely the traditional viewpoint of
nature, possibly considering suoch explanations under the heading of
“opinions of mortals” and consequently of mo great importance, Man
1s consistent of Light and Night (Warm and Cold, Fire snd Barth).
Along as these remain, man remains and the soul is bound up with them,




Zeno, in producing his verious arguments, does not appear to be

| proposing phyticgl doctrines bui to be merely preventing the other

more fundamental doctrines of Parmeuides from attack. "The oPinionl

of mortals" implies the distinoticn in men of the human, and the ‘
divine by which he partiocipates in Being. Probdly in virtue of this,
man or something in man remsins over and sbove changing reality, and
probably because of this he could say, according to Simplicius :"God
now sends the soul from vigible worl‘d to the invisible one, now |
returns it" (Ad Aristot. Phys.). This is in keeping with Pythagoras'
and the Orphie dootrine, and presuming the physical dootrines to be
"opinions of mortals,” establishes Parmenides belief in the immortality
of the soul, mnthoughanlymmmotémimonnthrm

observation of mture.

VI Rapedooles

Whatever the dootrine of Bmpedocles on imaortality might
have been, it is certain that Bmpedooles himself was ocusidered as
an fmmcrtal and unblushingly acoepted this title, He claims power
over nature, the power to call wp the winds and still them, to bring
rain or drynsss, to oall up the dead from Hades. Tiw legends sure
rounding his death say that he wes emught uwp bodily to snjoy the
deathless 1ife of the gods, in keeping with the Homeris belief that
MQWw:almumemm. However Empedoales




own concept cf immortality would eeem to coulradict this.

At first appearance he would not seem to have one. All
being is composed of the four elements and even thinking and per-
ception are only modifications of them., Thus the existence of the
soul would seem to be bound up with the juxtaposition and proportione-
ing of the four elements by love and hate, and the soul would thus
perish once this proportion had been disrupted. On the other hand
Empedocles lpoah of demons being shut up in the body in expiation
of scme orime., Hs himgelf mentions that he had at different times
baen a fish, a bird and & young maiden. |

dan these two souls be reocnoiled, one a perishable ome
and the cther a godly one imprisoned in the body in atonement for
some puf orime and endeavoring by suocessive purifications to regain

© 1%s original happy and spiritual 1ife 1 Undoubbedly they mey if the

two souls are regarded as rationslly dilﬁnctinﬂp sense of Aris-
totls, ons being & virtual animal soul presiding over the life of

thoporuh:hhbodyudth’tm.thuMlpmw'mul.u'

izmortal spark of the divine "iuprisoned” in the body.

VII Demooritus

~ Whersas the predsoesscars of Democritus, sven though their
philoscphical doctrines might lead them to materialism, nevertheless
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O proclaimed some kind of immortality for the soul in virtue of their
U ; religious beliefs, Demooritus, according to Erwin Rohds (E_I., 192) was

‘the first to accept the logical consequences of his system and exclude

[

the immortality of the soul entirely. Significa.nfly. Marx wrote his
'doctore.l thesis on Demooritus. This understending of Demooritus is

!
e

Justified by the interpretation of his philosophy by Aristotle, who

makes all being consist for Demooritus in "bodies end magnitudes”

» (De_Caslo, 308 and Fhysics 251 a 18 ££). In effect, the spherical
} o.tom_l of Democritus which _oonn_n}micato life and mind to living things
and are his suproim being (FV, 56 A, 37 etc.) would eppear to be
material ginco -thoyAaot upon the other visible, sensible atoms to
maintain life and are soquired by breathing, Mr. Hack, howsver, in
his book, takes excepticn to this view, maintaining that Aristotle
misrepresented Demooritus in order to be rid of his philosophy and
that of Plato (p. 136) and that it is thanks %o him and his inter-
pretation that Demooritus has come down o us as an out and oub
naterialist, |

.

3

To this end he points out that Democritus speaks of these
sphorical atams as "escaping the ssuses” and being "observed only by
apeculative mncn"(p; 130) He very aptly explains the moroelling
of the One of Democritus! predecessor Parmenides by the necessity of

 maintelning a ceusal relationship betwesn the diversity and mobility
of the universs with the divinity, Aristotle pralses him for thus ~

o

N




perceiving the logical conclusicn of the nmegaticn of aeh and poltency.

In loseping with the accidental unity of being, however,
the immortality of the soul plays no part in the philosophy of
Democritus, since, by his om assertion, at death the spherical forms
thet composed the psyche are dispersed (Jemblioh. b. Stob. ecl. 384,
16£. W ; cf. Rohde II, 190). On the other hand, the elements of
perpetuity and indestructidility remain in his philogophy since these
spherical forms are the divinity itself, unchanging, eteinal, ine
corporating reason ard necessity (Beck, p. 140).

VII Arvaxsgoras

Avaxagoras is recognized, even by the severe and critical
Aristctle, as boing the first to set forth a divinity fully indepand-
ent of matter (De 1.2,4051»;1114.43»”:.3.9.193) He
is the first dualist to draw om purely philosophical grounds the clnr-
eut distinction between the formless material and the Lutornin;
spiritual, a definite step towards the dootrine of body and soul as
two specifioally different sorts of being, although united in cne,

The 8pirit (nous) penstrates everything that has & soul:
men, suimals, plants. (fr. 6 i. 198) The Spirit penstrates them but
is not sullied by them (Plato, Cratyl. 413 6). This dootrine of
Amaxagores, while purifying and elevating the notion of divinity, is
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still not a plea in favor of the immortality of the individual soul.
For him ti’;a death of the body is also “the death of the soul™ (Plut,
plac. phil, &, 25, 2). The nous, however, of which the soul was a
reflexion, remains in its umsmirched and eternal unity.

Thus, immediately before ths lofty doctrines of Plato and
his defense of ths imorf-ality of the individual soul, Greek philosophy
with Anaxagoras has ath & purified, though vague, concept of the
divinity, Personality as such is not yet attributed to it since it
may not have been considered a perfection. If this r.cﬁsoning is
valid it may be easily oonjeoctured that personal immortality for the
buman soul was not as yet & matter of great moment.

The speech of Perioles, a pupil of Anaxsgoras, oommenorat-
ing those who had died in the first year of the Peloponnesian War, has
mfamwmmmmnw. Their immortality lies
in the memory their oity has of them. “For the love of honmor alone
is ever young." (Moore, p. 116). . Such & Brn.eh..' howsver, between
the speculaticus of the philosophers and the beliefy of the pecpls,
can be wnderstood in the 1ight of the former's striving for a rationsl
explanation in contrast to the latter's demand for imediste practical-
1ty, '

VIII Plate

' S
Mr. Hack, in his ${1luminating book, God in Greek Fhilosophy,
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[t i ‘ speaks of the passionate religious and metaphysical systems of
L ]

certain Greek philosophers, who "ressemble a Saint Paul whose

[l curiosity about this world should not have been quenched! by hi;_
{} certainty of an immediate heaven." (p. 142) In assessing the

| marvelous contributions of the Greek thinkers one is perhaps too
[} prone to overlook that they were looking at the world in a scientific
} way for fha‘firlt time, at least as farAal occidental eivilization
[j. is concerned, whereas the modern thinker has inherited the accumulated
r?’ . progress of bcienoe.and, in some cases at least, the shatlering |
L

clarification of Christianity. It ii very hard for a man of the
%ntioth ocentury to see the world as & oitizen of Athens of the

£ifth century before Christ sew it.

But when one does make the effort to put aside inherited
concepts and endeavors to look upon the univt:io with & virgin
ouriosity, one is imnodiatoiy struck with the impression that the
universe lying immediately without 1is vvry.mnoh alive. 7IThis is
very evident in the eoizst’nt pulsating of earth yielding up the
fruits and flowers, beasts and men. The immediate source of 1ife
is indeed the universe of which man is sn integral part. As lang
as such & universe may be considered self-sufficient it is quite
normal to corsider it divine and endowed with supreme powsr. It
is also quite correct, consequently, to define the substance of
this divins universe in terms of its sensible constituents,




