The early part of the 6th century B.C. marks the begi nning of
a change in the world's view of the universe. Before this tine,
nost people viewed the universe and world as a creation of Deity.
However, in the 6th century B.C, greek philosophy cane into
exi st ence. The records we have indicate that G eek Philosophy
began in Mletus, which is on the coast of Southern 1onia.
Heraclitus, an early G eek philosopher from MIletus, was a good
exanpl e of soneone who taught this early G eek philosophy. He
gave us his view of the universe when he said, "This world-order
did none of the gods or nen nmake, but it always was and is and
shall be: an ever living fire, kindling in neasures and goi ng out

in nmeasures.(David C. Lindberg, The Beginnings of Wstern Sci-

ence, p. 29)." So Heraclitus seened to associate the origin of
things wwth fire.

These early Geek philosophers saw the old, archaic world
views as irregular and chaotic. These G eeks created an orderly,
predi ctable world in which things behaved according to their na-
tures. As Lindberg says, kosnos was being substituted for chaos
(Lindberg, p. 27). There are three concepts which distingui shed
these early G eek philosophers from their ancestors. Li ndberg

tells us about these three differences. He said,

“In the first place, the Ml esians asked a new sort of question:
what is the origin of things, or what is the sinple underlying
reality that can take on a variety of fornms to produce the diver-
sity of substances that we perceive? ...Second, the answers of-
fered by the Mlesians contain none of the personification of
deification of nature that we saw in Honer and Hesiod. The
Mlesians left the gods out. ...Third, the Mlesians seem to
have been aware of the need not sinply to state their theories,
but also to defend them against critics or conpetitors.(p.29)"



So people did not sinply believe the ideas of the G eek Phi-
| osophers as fact w thout questioning them These early G eek
Phi | osophers had to defend and prove their argunents. The views
of the archaic world, however, did not need to be defended
because the archaic people and ancient Geeks believed their
nmyths and accepted them as tradition. As we wll see, however,
there were many simlarities as well as many differences between
the G eek philosophical world views and the archaic world views.

First, there were many simlarities and differences between
the thoughts of Thales, Pythagoras, and other pre-Socratic phi-
| osophers. Thales seens to have taught that the earth is a flat
di sk which floats on water. As explained earlier, Heraclitus saw
the fundanental reality as being fire. The Pythagoreans took a
di fferent approach. They saw nunbers as the fundanental reality,
or at |east the Pythagoreans saw mathematics as a basic tool for
investigating this reality. Leuci ppus and Denocritus believed
that the universe consisted of atons which cane together to cre-
ate objects. One inportant thing connects all these views to-
gether. These phil osophies were all based on their observations
and, for the nost part, the phil osophers left divinity out of the
pi cture. The archaic world, however, attributes everything to
the gods or God and views everything as having been created by
t hem

There are, however, many simlarities anong the archaic world

views and the world views of the pre-Socratic philosophers.



Heraclitus, for exanple, saw fire as the fundanental reality.
The early Hebrew world view was nearly the same if we think of
fire as being another word for I|ight. In Genesis 1:3, we learn
of the first words CGod said in the Bible: "And God said, Let
there be light: and there was light." So light or fire was not
only inportant to Heraclitus, but also to the early Hebrews. In
addition, many archaic civilizations worshi pped sone form of sun
god.

Enpedocl es saw the earth, the air, fire, and water as four
fundanmental elenents which all other things were based on. If we
conpare this to the account of the creation of the world in Gene-
sis, we can see an interesting relationship between the el enents
of Enpedocles and the account of the Creation. First, God cre-
ated the light (fire) and divided this from the darkness. He
then created the firmanent (air). Finally, God created the seas
and land (water, earth). |In addition, Enpedocles wote that from
earth, air, fire, and water "sprang all things that were and are
and shall be, trees and nen and wonen, beasts and birds and wa-
ter-bred fishes, and the long-lived gods too.(Lindberg p.31)"
That really sounds |ike the Hebrew account of the creation. So
we know that while the purpose of the pre-Socratic phil osophers
was to explain the universe scientifically, many of their ideas
were simlar to the archaic world views.

In addition to the pre-Socratic phil osophers, Plato's phil oso-
phy was very simlar to many archaic world views. First of all,
Plato saw two distinct realms. Not only did he see the materia

worl d, but he also saw another world of forns or ideas, contain-



ing the perfect idea for everything in the universe (Lindberg,
p.36). As part of his material world, Plato used the earth, air,
fire, and water just as Enpedocles had. The archaic world, as
well as nmuch of the Christian world today, believed many of the
sanme types of things as Plato did |long ago. The archaic world as
well as us today are taught to be concerned less with materia
things and be concerned nore with the higher good (with God or
with the gods). Plato taught this when he conpared the materia
world to his world of forms or ideas. The forns were the nost
i nportant fundanental reality to Plato, but a person could not
gain access to these fornms w thout deep thought. Pl ato taught
that to gain access to these higher realities, a person nust
"“escape the bondage of sense experience and clinb out of the cave
(the material world) until we find ourselves able, finally, to
gaze on the eternal realities, thereby entering the real mof true
know edge. (Li ndberg, p.37)" So just as Plato saw his forns as
the highest reality, the archaic civilizations and even us today
see it as inportant to overcone the physical world and materia
objects and seek the higher reality. The second commandnent,
“"Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven inmage...(Exodus 20:4),"
is an exanple of archaic world views not to seek physical things,
but the hi gher good.

Not only were Plato's ideas about the fundanental realities
simlar to the ideas of the archaic civilizations, but he also
believed in a God and a pre-earth life and an post-earth life

In fact, in Plato's work, The Trial and Death of Socrates, he

proves through his logic that there nust be a pre-earth and a



post-earth life. Plato seens to assert that in the afterlife, we
will constantly contenplate to ourselves and with other intelli-
gences about the forms and especially about the highest good, or
God. This is especially simlar to the Christian view of heaven,
where we would go if we accept the Savior and praise God in the
eternities. So Plato had many simlarities to the archaic world
Vi ews.

After Plato cane Aristotle, who obtained many of his ideas
from Plato, but refused to accept Plato's forns as the fundanen-
tal reality. There were many differences between Aristotle's
phi |l osophy and the nyths of the archaic civilizations. As stated
before, Aristotle did not accept Plato's forns alone as the fun-
danmental reality, but instead, he argued that "we can never, in
actuality, separate form and matter; they are presented to us
only as a unified whole. If they were separable, we should be
able to put the properties in one pile, the matter in another-an
obvious inpossibility.(Lindberg, p.49)" So Aristotle placed
enphasis on the corporeal objects, while nuch of the archaic
world taught to neditate and ponder the will of the gods.

O the four causes of change proposed by Aristotle - formal,
material, efficient, and final cause - the archaic world tended
to concentrate on the final cause of changes. For exanple, if an
eart hquake happened in Geece before the rise of the philoso-
phers, the people would assune that it was a god who caused it
and they would question the purpose of him doing such a thing.
But if it happened in Aristotle's day, Aristotle mght wonder

what ki nd of physical phenonenon would cause the earth to shake



in such a way. Finally, Aristotle conpletely denied the possi-
bility of a beginning. He argued that if the universe cane into
being at a point in time, that would nean that sonething would
come from nothing, which was an inpossibility to him \Wer e
Aristotle did not believe in a beginning, nost archaic civiliza-

tions believed in a beginning and a creation.

W have seen that G eek phil osophy contains ideas very simlar
to the views of the archaic world as well as ideas very different
fromthose of the archaic world. First, the pre-Socratics tended
to | eave deity out of their phil osophies and often expl ained the
fundanmental reality in terns of material things, wth a few ex-
ceptions such as Enpedocles. Wth Plato, on the other hand, many
of the archaic world views were resurrected as he concentrated on
forms as the fundanental reality. Finally Aristotle argued that
the material object is the fundanental reality and that instead
of seeking the unseen, to |look at the world and | earn fromthese
mat eri al obj ects.



