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PREFACE 

r T has been my experience in conducting classes in the 

history of philosophy that students find it a very dif¬ 

ficult matter to procure pertinent source material. 

The importance of reading contributions made by phil¬ 

osophers not through the works of commentators, but 

in their original setting, is apparent. When, however, 

within the brief period of a term or year the student 

makes the effort to gain a glimpse of the whole field of 

philosophy, it is highly important that his readings be 

carefully selected. To read too widely at this time often 

begets not only a misunderstanding of the different 

phases of philosophic thought, but also at times even 

a dislike approaching contempt for philosophers and 

their works. 

It is with the thought of helpfulness in mind that 

this book has been compiled. The excerpts have been 

selected with extreme care and reflect the essentials of the 

contributions made at different periods in the develop¬ 

ment of philosophy by various men and various schools 

of thought. No one is more conscious of the fact that 

these selections do not give the student a satisfying view¬ 

point of the whole structure of philosophy than is the 

writer. It is hoped, however, that the one who studies 

the following selections, and they are not to be read 

casually, will find his philosophic path brightened by 

them and, in addition, will gain a desire to read more 

deeply in the authors quoted and in others, selections 

from whose works the space limitations of this volume 

deny us the right to include. We have, however, pro¬ 

vided through the many sources and references listed the 

[19] 



20 Preface 

direction for both extensive and intensive reading in 

philosophy. To guide the student through the excerpts 

included herein to a deeper knowledge of philosophy 

by means of source material and references is the hope of 

this volume. 
In order that we might enjoy a feeling that the stu¬ 

dent through his reading of source material would gain 

a knowledge of the genuine thought contained within 

the excerpts, we have in many instances made adapta¬ 

tions of older translations and in other instances arranged 

for special translations, particularly in the field of ancient 

and medieval documents. The thought in mind with 

reference to both adaptation and to translation was to 

express the ideas of the philosophers in the words and 

style of present English usage and at the same time adhere 

closely to the purposes and meanings of the original con¬ 

tent. While the passages in many instances are not lit¬ 

eral English editions of the word content of the phil¬ 

osophies consulted, they are in all instances exact dupli¬ 

cates of the philosophical thought. 

In the field of recent philosophy we have been per¬ 

mitted, through the courtesy extended to us by pub¬ 

lishers, to make selections from books of contemporary 

fame. Where such quotations have been made there is 

acknowledgment of the source from which the material 

has been drawn and of the permission which has been 

granted us to include it within this volume. We wish, 

however, at this point to express again our appreciation 

of the courtesy that has been extended to us by the pub¬ 
lishers concerned. 

I wish, too, to record here my appreciation of the 

services rendered to me in the preparation of the manu¬ 

script for the press by Miss Lillian E. Williams and Miss 

Mary Marino. I also wish to acknowledge the helpful 



Preface 21 

criticism and suggestions made on the manuscript copy 

by Mr. Joseph A. Spacey, Gonzaga University, and Mr. 

Joseph Noonan, Fordham University. May I, in addi¬ 

tion, make mention of the encouragement that has been 

given to me in the preparation of this book by Dr. 

Joseph C. Myer, of Brooklyn, New York. 

Milo F. McDonald. 

Brooklyn, N. Y. 

October 19, 1931. 





PART I 

ORIENTAL PHILOSOPHY 





ORIENTAL PHILOSOPHY 

PHILOSOPHY rightly understood means an attempt 

to see things clearly through the use of human rea¬ 

son. The conclusions reached by Oriental peoples in 

their attempts to explain the origin of the world, the 

ultimate destiny of man and the reconciliation of good 

and evil can not logically be grouped under that which 

the Western World regards as philosophical speculation. 

The thought of the Orient is so identified with religious 

principles and practices that in reality it belongs exclu¬ 

sively to the study of comparative religions rather than 

to an understanding of the historical progress and 

development of philosophies. 
A brief presentation of Oriental speculation is advis¬ 

able, however, before we pass to that development of 

Western thought, which traces its beginnings to the 

thinkers of ancient Greece. The thought of the Orient 

is foreign to the mental attitudes of Western peoples and 

this lack of relationship is shown in the implicit accept¬ 

ance by the East of many doctrines which we of the West 

insist stand forth in the light of reason. The Oriental 

would be shocked at any notion of the thought that the 

question of his immortality should rest upon human 

proof. That he will live forever is “known” to the 

Oriental. In no sense does he feel called upon to prove 

it to himself or to others. It is a matter of religious 

belief. 
It can be seen, therefore, at a glance how difficult 

it is to separate doctrines arrived at through the use of 

reason, in the writings of Oriental thinkers, from doc¬ 

trines posited upon a faith so identified with the believer 

[25] 



26 Oriental Philosophy 

that it never comes into the focus of consciousness as a 

question. The difficulty is helpful to us in our under¬ 

standing of philosophical inquiries since it enables us 

to understand and properly evaluate the mysticism which 

at times colors the thought of leaders in the field of phil¬ 

osophical speculation. It enables us, too, to understand 

the spirit of antagonism manifested by many people 

toward philosophy. They see in it an unnecessary 

addition to faith. Faith for them is sufficient, and in 

this attitude they reflect the Eastern viewpoint. How 

much of this is natively inherent in human nature and 

how much is a contribution to Western people by reason 

of the permeating influence of Eastern thought is diffi¬ 

cult to determine. 
We of the Western World see in philosophy nothing 

that is antagonistic to faith. We hold it as a valuable 

aid, since it enables us to understand through our God- 

given rational natures those matters which are compre¬ 

hensible through the light of human reason. This atti¬ 

tude is typically Western and in it Eastern peoples do 

not share. It is extremely difficult in presenting selec¬ 

tions from the speculations of Oriental thinkers to dis¬ 

tinguish their religious attitudes from their rational con¬ 

cepts. The selections which follow are typically Orien¬ 

tal and reflect a little of the rational attitude amid the 

predominantly mystic element in Oriental thought. 

The Talmud 
The Talmud is a collection of the unwritten or tra¬ 

ditionary laws of the Jewish religion. The word 

Talmud is derived from the Hebrew word Lamad which 

means to teach. The collection of lessons in the Talmud 

represents the applications made of Mosaic law by the 

authorized Rabbis of old. In reality there are two 
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Talmuds—that of Jerusalem and that of Babylon—and 

of the two the Babylonian Talmud is regarded as the 

better and purer. In the Talmud there is to be found 

not only religious teaching but many lessons of ex¬ 

tremely practical value. The following brief excerpt 

portrays some of the philosophy and some of the sophis¬ 

try presented by Talmudic thought. 

Talmudic Proverbs 
To the wasp men say, Neither thy honey nor thy sting. 

Never leave the door open to an honest man, much less to a 
thief. 

In the same pot in which you cook, you will yourself be 
cooked. 

If you speak in the night, speak softly; if in the daytime, 
look around you before you speak. 

A melon is known even in its blossom. 

Hypocrites steal leather, and make shoes for the poor. 

The camel aspired after horns, and the Lord took away his 
ears. 

Woe to him who builds a big door, and has no house be¬ 
hind it. 

One must stand as well with the public sentiment as with 
God himself. 

Of a field which is prematurely reaped, even the straw is good 

for nothing. 

The Koran 

The Koran is the sacred book of the Mohammedan 

people. It is not only the final authority in doctrine 

on matters of faith, but it supplies for all Islam what 

is regarded as the proper foundations of all truly civil 

and domestic life. According to the followers of Mo¬ 

hammed, the Koran is not only a model of literary com¬ 

position, but is indeed a direct revelation from God to 

his chosen prophet. According to tradition, the collec¬ 

tion of thoughts which constitute the Koran were made 

in the year 633 A.D., the year immediately following 
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the death of Mohammed. This original copy, it appears, 

was lost, and in the year 650 A.D. Caliph Othman 

ordered a new edition of the Koran prepared and the task 

was assigned to Zied, who had acted as secretary to 

Mohammed. Four copies were made and one was sent 

to each of the following cities where they have been pre¬ 

served: Medina, Cufa, Basra and Damascus. 

The Koran does not contain as much matter as the 

New Testament. It is divided into 114 different sec¬ 

tions called “Suras”. It is difficult to discover any prin¬ 

ciple governing the arrangement of the “Suras”. The 

following selection is taken from the 32nd Sura: 

Sura xxxii 

The revelation of this book—there is no doubt thereof—is 
from the Lord of all creatures. Will they say, “Mohammed hath 
forged it?” Nay, it is the truth from thy Lord, that thou mayest 
preach to a people unto whom no preacher hath come before thee; 
peradventure they will be directed. It is God who hath created 
the heavens and the earth, and whatever- is between them, in six 
days; and then ascended his throne. Ye have no Patron or Inter¬ 
cessor besides him. Will ye not therefore consider? He governetK 
all things from heaven even to the earth. Hereafter shalf they 
return unto him, on the day whose length shall be a thousand 
years of those which ye compute. 

This is He who knoweth the future and the present: the 
Mighty, the Merciful. It is He who made everything which He 
hath created exceeding good; and first created man of clay, and 
afterward made his posterity of an extract of despicable water; and 
formed him into proper shape, and breathed of His spirit into him; 
and hath given you the senses of hearing and seeing, and hearts to 
understand. How small thanks do ye return! 

And they say, “When we shall lie hidden in the earth, shall 
we be raised thence a new creature?” Yea, they deny the meeting 
of their Lord at the resurrection. Say: The Angel of Death, who 
is set over you, shall cause you to die: then shall ye be brought back 
unto your Lord. If thou couldest see, when the wicked shall bow 
down their heads before their Lord, saying, “O Lord, we have 
seen and heard: suffer us therefore to return into the world, and we 
will work that which is right, since we are now certain of the truth 
of what hath been preached unto us,” thou wouldest see an amaz¬ 
ing sight. If we had pleased, we had certainly given unto every 
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soul its direction; but the word which hath proceeded from Me 
must necessarily be fulfilled, when I said, “Newly I will fill hell 
with genii and men altogether. Taste, therefore, the torments 
prepared for you; because ye have forgotten the coming of this 
your day. We also have forgotten you. Taste therefore a punish¬ 
ment of eternal duration for that which ye have wrought.’’ 

Verily, they only believe in Our signs who, when they are 
warned thereby, fall down in adoration and celebrate the praises of 
their Lord, and are not elated with pride. Their sides are raised 
from their beds, calling on the Lord with fear and with hope, and 
they distribute alms out of what We have bestowed on them. No 
soul knoweth the complete satisfaction which is secretly prepared 
for them as reward for that which they have wrought. Shall he, 
therefore, who is a true believer be as he who is an impious trans¬ 
gressor? They shall not be held equal. 

As to those who believe and do what is right, they shall have 
gardens of perpetual abode, an ample recompense for that which 
they shall have wrought. But as for those who impiously trans¬ 
gress, their abode shall be hell-fire; so often as they shall endeavor 
to get thereout they shall be dragged back into the same, and it 
shall be said unto them, “Taste ye the torment of hell-fire, which 
ye rejected as a falsehood”. And We will cause them to taste the 
nearer punishment of this world, besides the more grievous punish¬ 
ment of the next. Peradventure they will repent. Who is more 
unjust than he who is warned by the signs of his Lord, and then 
turneth aside from the same? We will surely take vengeance upon 
the wicked. 

We heretofore delivered the Book of the Law unto Moses: 
wherefore be not thou in doubt as to the revelation thereof. And 
We ordained the same to be a direction unto the children of Israel: 
and We appointed teachers from among them, who should direct 
the people at Our command, when they had persevered with 
patience, and had firmly believed in Our signs. Verily the Lord 
will judge between them, on the day of the resurrection, concern¬ 
ing that wherein they have disagreed. Is it not known unto them 
how many generations We have destroyed before them, through 
whose dwellings they walk? Verily herein are signs: Will they 
not therefore hearken? Do they not see that We drive rain into 
a land bare of grass and parched up, and thereby produce corn, of 
which their cattle eat, and themselves also? Will they not there¬ 

fore regard? .... 
The infidels say to the true believers, “When will this decision 

be made between us, if ye speak the truth?” Answer: “On the 
day of that decision the faith of those who shall have disbelieved 
shall not avail them; neither shall they be respited any longer. 
Wherefore, avoid them, and expect the issue. Verily they expect 
to obtain some advantage over thee.” 
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The Vedas 

The Vedas are the sacred books of the earliest period 

of Brahmanism. This period, called the Vedic period, 

extended according to Max Muller, who gave long and 

serious study to this form of thought, from 1200 to 

200 B.C. The Vedas really constitute the sacred hymns 

and prayers of Brahmanism. There are four divisions 

of the Vedas and the following selection is taken from 

the Rig-Veda which is the first and most prized of all 

the sacred books of Brahmanism. 

Prayer from the Rig-Veda 

This new and excellent praise of thee, O splendid, playful sun, 
is offered by us to thee. Be gratified by this my speech. Approach 
this craving mind as a fond man seeks a woman. May that sun 
who contemplates and looks into all worlds be our protection. Let 
us meditate on the adorable light of the divine ruler; may it guide 
our intellects. Desirous of food, we solicit the gift of the splendid 
sun, who should be studiously worshipped. Venerable men, 
guided by understanding, salute the divine sun with oblations and 
praise. 

—Handbook of Sanskrit Literature. 

Zoroaster 

Zoroaster was a Persian philosopher. It is difficult 

to assign to him a definite place in history, and in fact 

many historians regard him simply as a myth. The 

time during which he is said to have lived varies from 

a period 5000 years before Christ to the sixth century 

B.C. 

The Zend-Avesta is the holy book of the Perso- 

Iranian religion, and the doctrines it advocates are attrib¬ 

uted by the members of the sect to Zoroaster. He taught 

them the world represents a conflict between the forces 

of good and the forces of evil. According to him both 

these forces possess creative power, but only the good 

force is eternal, and therefore this conflict will eventually 
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come to an end by the conquest of evil. The religion 

that Zoroaster is said to have founded has lost the ele¬ 

vation of thought ascribed to him and now consists 

wholly in the worship of the sun and fire as idols. The 

following selection is from the Zend-Avesta and sug¬ 

gests the conflict between good and evil to which we 

have made reference. 

Zend-Avesta—Ormuzd and Ahriman 

Both these Heavenly Beings, the Twins, gave first of themselves to 
understand 

Both the good and the evil in thoughts, words and works; 
Rightly do the wise distinguish between them, not so the impru¬ 

dent. 

When both these Heavenly Beings came together, in order to create 
at first 

Life and perishability, and as the world should be at last; 
The evil for the bad, the Best Spirit for the pure. 

Of these two Heavenly Beings, the bad chose the evil, acting there¬ 
after; 

The Holiest Spirit, which prepared the very firm heaven, chose the 
pure, 

And those who make Ahura contended with manifest actions, 

believing in Mazda. 
—From the Zend-Avesta, Thirtieth Section of the Yacna. 

Omar Khayyam 

Omar Khayyam was born at Nishapur in Khorosan, 

probably in the year 1050 A.D., and died there about 

1125. As a young man he was intensely interested in 

philosophy as well as in astronomy and poetry. The 

Rubaiyat conveys to us not only the personal thought 

but also the personal speculation of the “Tentmaker , 

as he called himself. The Rubaiyat was translated into 

English by Edward Fitzgerald in 1872 and the follow¬ 

ing selections are from Fitzgerald s translation: 
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Selections from the “Rubaiyat” 

I. 
Wake! for the Sun who scattered into flight 
The stars before him from the field of Night, 

Drives Night along with them from Heaven, and strikes 
The Sultan’s turret with a shaft of Light. 

II. 

Before the phantom of False-Morning died, 
We thought a Voice within the Tavern cried, 

“When all the Temple is prepared within. 
Why nods the drowsy Worshipper outside?” 

III. 

And as the cock crew, those who stood before 
The Tavern shouted, “Open, then, the door! 

You know how little time we have to stay, 
And once departed, may return no more.” 

Jjc >ic * * 

XLI. 
Perplexed no more with Human or Divine, 
To-morrow’s tangle to the winds resign, 

And lose your fingers in the kisses of 
The Cypress-slender minister of Wine. 

XLII. 

And if the Wine you drink, the Lip you press, 
Ends—in what all begins and ends—in “Yes!” 

Think, then, you are To-day what Yesterday 
You were—To-morrow you shall be not less. 

XLIII. 

So when the Angel of the darker Drink 
At last shall find you at the river-brink. 

And offering his cup invite your Soul 
Forth to your lip to quaff—you shall not shrink. 

XLIV. 

Why, if the Soul can fling the dust aside 
And naked on the air of Heaven ride, 

Were’t not a shame—were’t not a shame for him 
In the clay carcass crippled to abide? 

XLV. 

’Tis but a tent where takes his one-day’s rest 
A Sultan to the realm of death addrest, 

The Sultan rises, and the dark Ferbash 
Strikes, and prepares it for another guest. 
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XLVI. 

And fear not lest Existence, closing your 
Account and mine, should know the like no more. 

The Eternal Saki from that bowl has poured 
Millions of bubbles like us—and will pour. 

XLVII. 

When You and I behind the veil are past. 
Oh! but the long, long while the World shall last, 

Which of our coming and departure heeds 
As the Seven Seas should heed a pebble cast. 

XLVIII. 

A moment’s halt—a momentary taste 
Of Being from the well amid the waste— 

And lo! the phantom caravan has reached 
The Nothing it set out from. Oh, make haste! 

XLIX. 

Would you that spangle of Existence spend 
About the Secret—quick about it, friend! 

A Hair perhaps divides the False and True, 
And upon what, prithee, does Life depend? 

L. 

A Hair, perhaps, divides the False and True; 
Yes; and a single letter were the clew— 

Could you but find it—to the Treasure-house, 
And, peradventure, to the Master, too; 

LI. 

Whose secret Presence through Creation’s veins 
Running, quicksilver-like, eludes your pains, 

Taking all shapes from Fish to Moon, 
They change and perish all—but He remains, 

LII. 

A moment guessed; then back behind the fold. 
Immured of darkness, round the Drama rolled, 

Which, for the pastime of Eternity, 
He does Himself conclude, enact, behold. 

LIII. 

But if in vain down on the stubborn floor 
Of Earth, and up to Heaven’s unopening door 

You gaze To-day, while You are You, how then 
To-morrow You, when shall be You no more? 
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LIV. 

Waste not your hour, nor in the vain pursuit 
Of This and That endeavor and dispute; 

Better be jocund with the fruitful Grape 
Than sadden after none—or bitter fruit. 

LV. 

You know, my friends, with what a brave carouse 
I made a second marriage in my house; 

Divorced old barren Reason from my bed, 
And took the Daughter of the Vine to spouse. 

LVI. 

For Is and Isn’t with rule and line, 
And up-and-down by logic I define, 

Of all that one should care to fathom, I 
Was never deep in anything but Wine. 

LVII. 

Ah! but my computations, people say, 
Reduced the Year to better reckoning. Nay, 

’Twas only striking from the calendar 
Unborn To-morrow and dead Yesterday. 

LVIII. 

And lately by the Tavern-door agape 
Came shining through the dark an Angel-shape, 

Bearing a vessel on his shoulder; and 
He bade me taste of it; and ’twas the Grape! 

LIX. 

The Grape, that can with logic absolute 
The two-and-seventy jarring sects confute; 

The sovereign Alchemist that, in a truce, 
Life's leaden metal into gold transmutes. 

;jc :J; % >jt 

LXI1I. 

Oh, threats of Hell and hopes of Paradise! 
One thing at least is certain—this Life flies; 

One thing is certain, and the rest is Lies: 
The flower that once has blown forever dies. 

LXIV. 

Strange, is it not, that of the myriads who 
Before us passed the door of Darkness through, 

Not one returns to tell us of the road 
WTich to discover we must travel, too? 
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LXV. 
The revelations of devout and learned, 
Who rose before us and as prophets burned, 

All are but stories which, awoke from sleep, 
They told their fellows, and to sleep returned. 

LXVI. 
I Sent my Soul through the Invisible, 
Some letter of that After-life to spell; 

And by and by my soul returned to me, 
And answered, “I myself am Heaven and Hell”. 

LX VII. 

Heaven’s but the Vision of fulfilled Desire, 
And Hell the Shadow of a soul on fire, 

Cast on the darkness into which ourselves 
So late emerged from, shall so soon expire. 

LXVIII. 

We are no other than a moving row 
Of magic Shadow-shapes that come and go 

Round with this sun-illumined lantern, held 
In midnight by the Master of the Show; 

LXIX. 

Impotent Pieces of the game He plays. 
Upon His checker-board of Nights and Days, 

Hither and thither moves and checks and mates, 
And one by one back in the closet lays. 

LXX. 

The Ball no question makes of Ayes and Noes, 
But right or left, as strikes the Player, goes; 

And He that tossed you down into the field, 
He knows about it all—He knows, He knows. 

***** 

LXXX. 

The moving Finger writes—and having writ, 
Moves on; nor all your piety and wit 

Shall lure it back to cancel half a line 
Nor all your tears wash out a word of it. 

LXXXI. 

And that unveiled bowl they call the sky, 
Whereunder crawling, cooped, we live and die, 

Lift not your hands to it for help—for It 
As impotently rolls as you or I. 
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LXXXII. 

With the first clay they did the last man knead, 
And there of the last harvest sowed the seed; 

And the first morning of Creation wrote 
What the last dawn of Reckoning shall read. 

* * * * * 

XC. 

What! out of senseless Nothing to provoke 
A conscious Something to resent the yoke 

Of unpermitted Pleasure, under pain 
Of everlasting penalties if broke! 

XCI. 

O Thou, who didst with pitfall and with gin 
Beset the road I was to travel in. 

Thou wilt not with predestined evil round 
Enmesh, and then impute my fall to Sin! 

XCII. 

O Thou, who Man of baser earth didst make. 
And even with Paradise devise the Snake, 

For all the sin wherewith the face of Man 
Is blackened, Man’s forgiveness give—and take! 

Hindoo Thought and Practice 

Georg Wilhelm Hegel, who was born at Stuttgart 

in 1770 and therefore belongs to the post-Kantian 

period, displayed great interest in Hindoo thought. The 

following delineation of Oriental practices and philos¬ 

ophy is taken from his famous “Philosophy of History” 

which was published in 1827. 

The Hindoos recognize, in addition to Brahma who is supreme 
in religion, other divinities manifesting themselves under many 
different forms. Brahma, however, is the highest and represents 
the substantial unit of all. Sacrifices are made to Vishnu and to 
Siva, the sun, but to Brahma itself neither prayer nor sacrifice is 
offered. The Hindoo regards the highest religious position as that 
of being elevated to Brahma. 

The Hindoo who belongs to the Brahmin caste possesses this 
elevation as a birthright. All others must achieve it through pain¬ 
ful processes of labor. The Brahmin, therefore, himself exists in 
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India as a divinity. Other men must abase themselves before him 
and recognize him as God. The Brahmin’s elevation has nothing 
to do with his moral conduct. His spirituality is never reflected 
inward and to what we would regard as trivialities he grants a place 
of importance. The Brahmin is the only one who has a right to 
read the Vedas. Were a Sudra to attempt to read the Vedas or 
even to hear them read he would be punished by having burning 
oil poured into his ears. The Brahmin must put the same foot 
forward in rising; both hair and nails must be cut in curves; he 
must dress in white and in his ears must be rings made of gold. 
Strict rules govern the life of the Brahmin, but on the other hand 
that life is sacred and free from attack regardless of what crime its 
possessor may commit. The Brahmin is in many respects superior 
to the ruler and the only punishment a ruler is permitted to inflict 
upon him is that of banishment. 

5fc 5}c 5}c 3ft 

It is possible for us of the Western world to achieve wrong 
impressions of the Hindoos. Our judgment of them may be wrong 
in that we may be influenced by their apparent mildness, tender¬ 
ness and sentiment. The Brahmins, however, follow their im¬ 
pulses exclusively except in those instances which are directly for¬ 
bidden by the rules of their order. To cheat, steal, rob or even 
murder is to them nothing unusual. In public life they show 
themselves to be both avaricious and deceitful. The Brahmin 
would not think of walking upon an ant, but he can look uncon¬ 
cernedly upon the stranger dying of starvation. Even for his own 
people he has little regard. In India are to be found rich hospitals 
for old diseased monkeys, but there is not a single institution sup¬ 
ported by the Hindoos for the care of the sick or the old. Before 
those who exercise authority over them they cringe, but to their 
dependents they are cruel. Religion to them is a mere compliance 
with outward form. 



38 Questions for Discussion 

ORIENTAL PHILOSOPHY 

Questions for Discussion 

1. What significance is to be attached to the fact that the Koran emphasizes 

belief rather than reason? 
2. How do you interpret philosophically the enthusiasm of the spirit reflected 

in the prayer from the Rig-Veda? 
3. What interpretation of the problem of good and evil do you find in the 

Zend-Avesta of Zoroaster? 

4. How do you reconcile the mystic element in Oriental thought with the 
practical advice given in the proverbs quoted from the Talmud? 

5. Does the Rubaiyat present fatalism as a characteristic of Oriental thought? 

6. In the Rubaiyat what interpretation do we have of the doctrine of im¬ 

mortality? 

7. Does the Rubaiyat approve the study of philosophy? 

8. What is meant by the following sentence from Hegel’s Hindoo Thought 
and Practice: “The Hindoo regards the highest religious position as 
that of being elevated to Brahma”? 

9. Explain how the Hindoo reconciles his belief with his outward practices. 

10. Explain the relationship between Hindoo thought and modern mysticism, 
emphasizing points of agreement and disagreement. 
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SAUSSAYE—Manual of the Science of Religion 
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EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY 

THE following excerpts from existing fragments of 

the writings of the philosophers of the early Greek 

period, and the opinions set forth by later philosophers 

of the activities of the thinkers of early Greece serve to 

emphasize not only the nature of the speculation in pre- 

Socratic days, but also the changes such thinking under¬ 
went. 

The period roughly includes the times between the 

seventh century B.C. and that of the fifth century B.C. 

The speculation of these 200 years was characterized in 

the beginning by thoughts concerning the universe and 

its origin. Philosophy was in these ages a science which 

concerned itself with the cosmos as it revealed itself to 

man by its divisions, sub-divisions and the apparent laws 

governing its operations. The philosophers, while they 

show themselves to have been deeply interested in math¬ 

ematics, nature study and astronomy, show, too, through 

their writings and the opinions of others concerning them 

that they were by nature religious and lifted themselves 

through religious aspirations to the heights of sublimity. 

Their reasoning, therefore, was colored not always by 

a cold analysis of fact, but often by the ardent zeal of 

poetry. Throughout the period of these 200 years there 

is evidence, as will be gathered by the student through 

his reading of the excerpts that appear in this division, 

of a process of development. This development traces 

its path from the pure cosmology of Thales to the scep¬ 

ticism of Democritus. A superficial study of the period 

might lead us to consider that the path traveled by the 

thinkers of the period is one of retrogression. In reality, 

[41] 
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however, the pessimism and scepticism of Empedocles 
and Democritus represent an advance over the poetical 
approaches made by Thales and the philosophers of the 
early part of this period. The rank materialism resi¬ 
dent in the speculations of the philosophers of the latter 
part of the early Greek period left man dissatisfied and 
led him to attempt to rationalize his activities upon an 
ethical basis. The program outlined by those who 
would lead mankind from the quagmire of doubt in 
which he found himself in the fifty century B.C. was 
one which substituted for the study of the cosmos a 
study of man himself. The course that was chartered 
was one that proceeded from the work of the Sophists 
through the reasonings of Socrates and Plato to the 
clearly defined thought of the master mind of all pagan 
time—Aristotle. The progress accomplished through 
these leaders will be illustrated by the excerpts from their 
writings which appear under the later Pagan period. 

Of the lives of the philosophers of this early Pagan 
period we know very little. We gather here, however, 
the little we do know so that the student may gain a 
slight insight into the life of the man before attempting 
to analyse his thought through those portions of his 
writings, if any, which remain and through remarks 
made concerning him by his contemporaries or philos¬ 
ophers of a period not too remote from his own time 

of life. 

Thales 

Thales is the earliest Grecian philosopher of whom 
we have record. So far as we can ascertain he was of 
Phoenician descent. In all probability he was born 
about the year 620 B.C. at Miletus, and throughout life 
enjoyed the friendship of Croesus and Solon. In fact 
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Thales is reckoned among the Seven Wise Men of Greece. 

The year 546 is generally accepted as the year of his 
death. 

From the Metaphysics of Aristotle 

Nearly all of the early students of philosophy were of the 
opinion that first principles in the form of material elements, and 
only these, are the sources from which all things in the world 
have originated. Of the number of such first principles there is a 
wide difference of opinion; but it was the opinion of Thales, the 
founder of this kind of philosophy, that there is one principle 
which is antecedent to all other material objects and from which 
all things else have been derived. This first principle, he says, is 
water, and according to him the earth rests upon water. He gained 
this idea, I suppose, because he saw that the nourishment of every 
thing that grows is moist and that warmth itself, which is a condi¬ 
tion of growth, is generated from moisture and persists in it. He 
gathered this idea also from the fact that germs of all beings are 
of a moist character and water is an essential of that which is moist. 
There are those who think that people of the older times Had 
somewhat the same idea in regard to nature, for in the early poems, 
Okeanos and Tethys were the parents of life and the gods were 
also pictured as swearing by Styx, the oldest river of which there is 
record. It is impossible to prove, of course, that ancient peoples 
believed that water was the first principle; but Thales is said to 
have regarded it as the first cause. 

From the De Coelo of Aristotle 

Some say that the earth rests upon water. The oldest state¬ 
ment of this character is the one ascribed to Thales of Miletus to 
the effect that it rests upon water, floating in the liquid as a piece 
of wood or other object might so float. 

Passages Relating to Thales in the Doxographists 

From Theophrastos. Thales of Miletus seems to have lost 
faith in the gods. He says that the first principle is water and that 
he has been led to this conclusion by things that appear to sense: 
for warmth lives in that which is moist. Germs are moist; nutri¬ 
ments are moist; but dead things wither. Now it is natural that a 
thing should be nourished by that from which it has come, and 
so accordingly, he assumes that water is the first principle of all 
things and that the earth rests upon it. Thales is the first to have 
set on foot the investigation of nature by the Greeks. 
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From Hippolytos. It is said that Thales of Miletus was the 
first to undertake the study of physical philosophy. He believed 
that the beginning and the end of all things is water. To water 
are due earthquakes, whirlwinds and the movements of the stars. 
All things are movable when in the fluid state—that is, when they 
are in keeping with the character of the principle from which they 
have sprung. This principle is a first principle and has had neither 
beginning nor end. Thales was the first of the Greeks to devote 
himself to a study of the stars. On one occasion he was looking 
at the stars when he fell into a well, whereupon a maid servant- 
laughed at him and said “In his zeal to find that which is in the 
sky, he does not see what is at his feet’’. 

Anaximander 

Of Anaximander we know less than we do of Thales. 

Theophrastos informs us that he was a disciple of Thales 

and that he had been born at Miletus probably in the 

year 610 B.C. Beyond these meagre facts there is noth¬ 

ing that remains concerning Anaximander except two 

sentences from a poetical prose composition of his. 

These sentences are: 
1. Everything must in justice decline into that out of 

which it arose, for all things in their own order of 

time will be obliged to render satisfaction and sor¬ 

row for injustices committed. 

2. The infinite surrounds all things and orders all 

things. 

From the Physics of Aristotle 

Some there are who hold that the underlying substance—the 
first principle—is a unity which is denser than fire but more rare¬ 
fied than air. These teach that other material objects are generated 
by reason of condensation and rarefaction of this first principle. 
There are those, though, who believe that material objects which 
are in existence have been derived simply by reason of separation 
from the original unity, which is atmosphere. It is this which 
Anaximander says. 

There is no beginning of the infinite, for if it had had begin¬ 
ning it would have had end. It is without beginning and inde- 
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structiblc as being a sort of first principle. For it is required that 
whatever comes into existence should have an end. Wherefore we 
say there is no first principle of the infinite, but it itself is the first 
principle of all other things. It is immortal and indestructible as 
Anaximander and most of the physicists say. 

Passages Relating to Anaximander in the 
Doxographists 

t 

From Theophrastos. Anaximander of Miletus, son of Praxi- 
ades, pupil and successor of Thales, is among those who say that 
the first principle is infinite. This first principle, according to 
Anaximander, is neither water nor any other one of the things 
called elements, but something of a different nature from which 
come the heavens and the worlds in them. From the source out of 
which things arise, to that, of necessity, do they return when they 
are destroyed. Anaximander, when he sees the four elements 
changing to one another does not consider it right to make one of 
these the underlying substance. He does not think that material 
things come into being by changes in the nature of the element, but 
rather by a separation which the eternal motion causes. 

From Plutprch. Anaximander says that the infinite is the cause 
of all generation and destruction. From it the heavens were sepa¬ 
rated and all the worlds which are infinite in number. He says 
that the earth is a cylinder in form and its depth is one-third of its 
breadth. He says, further, that at the beginning of this world 
something productive of heat and cold was separated from the 
eternal being and a sort of sphere of this flame surrounded the air 
about the earth as bark surrounds a tree. This sphere was later 
broken into parts and thus arose the sun, the moon and the stars. 
Further, he says that at the beginning man was born from all sorts 
of animals, since all the rest can quickly get food for themselves, 
but man alone requires careful feeding for a long time. Such is the 
teaching of Anaximander. 

Anaximenes 

Anaximenes, if we may depend upon Theophrastos, 

who is our principal secondary source concerning 

Anaximenes, was a fellow student of Anaximander’s. 

We know nothing of his life and there remain simply 

the date of his death, 528 B.C., and one sentence from 

a treatise written by him, the title of which is unknown. 

The sentence that remains is: 
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Exactly as our soul which is air binds us 
together, so do breath and air surround the world. 

From Portion of Ancient Grecian Writing Accredited 
By Some Historians to Anaximenes 

Air bears closest relationship to an immaterial thing; since the 
human race is generated in the flow of air, it is necessary to think 
of such air as infinite and plentiful because it is never exhausted. 

From the Meteorology of Aristotle 

Anaximenes maintains that first the earth was wet and that as 
it dried it broke apart. The breaking up and falling of hills, he 
says, are responsible for earthquakes. Earthquakes occur in dry 
seasons and in rainy seasons, too. In dry seasons the earthquake is 
caused by the drying of the earth itself and its consequent breaking. 
In wet seasons the earth crumbles because of excessive moisture. 

From the Metaphysics of Aristotle 

Anaximenes considered air to be the first principle. 

Passages Relating to Anaximenes in the 
Doxographists 

From Plutarch—According to Anaximenes, we should regard 
heat and cold as incidental to changes in material things. He says 
that the condensed state of matter is cold, while its rarefied condi¬ 
tion is heat. It is to be expected, says Anaximenes, that men 
breathe both hot and cold out of their mouths. The breath is cool 
as it is condensed by the pressure of the lips, but rarefied and 
warmed owing to the relaxation of the mouth. 

From Hippolytos—Anaximenes said that infinite air is the 
first principle. From it have arisen all things that are and from 
it will be derived all things that will be. Air becomes evident as 
a result of cold or heat or motion. In and of itself it is imper¬ 
ceptible, but since it is always in motion it is always evident. Its 
appearance differs as it becomes more dense or thinner than it char¬ 
acteristically is. When expanded into a thin state it becomes fire. 
When compressed, it becomes first, cloud; then as compressed 
further, it changes into water; and finally, in turn, with greater 
and greater compression, it becomes earth and then stone. 

From Cicero—Anaximenes said that air is the first principle of 
god. It is boundless, infinite and always in motion. Now, if 
boundless and infinite it must be without definite form. It can 
not, therefore, be god, since it is necessary that god be not only of 
definite form but that he be of form of highest possible beauty. 
Otherwise he would not be god. Air, therefore, can not be the 
first principle, or god. 
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Xenophanes 

Xenophanes was born about 570 B.C. at Colophon 

in Asia Minor. As with many other of the followers 

of this early Greek period, we are dependent upon Theo- 

phrastos for information. It appears that Xenophanes 

wandered throughout Greece as a minstrel, finally 

settling at Elea in southern Italy. It is from this city 

that the Eleatic school which Xenophanes founded took 

its name. Nothing is known with reference to the time 

or place of this philosopher's death. 

From Fragments of Poetry Ascribed to Xenophanes 

1. God is one, supreme among gods and man, and unlike mortals 
in body or in mind. 

2. Mortals suppose that the gods are born (as they themselves 
are) and that they have human bodies and human voices. 

3. If cattle or lions had hands and could paint with their hands 
and produce works of art as men do, they would paint their 
gods and give them bodies like their own. The gods of horses 
would be like horses and the gods of cattle would be like 

cattle. 
4. Homer attributed to the gods all things which are disreputable 

and worthy of blame when done by man. 

5. All things that come into being and grow are earth and water. 
We are all sprung from earth and water and the sea is the 

source of water. 

From the Metaphysics of Plato 

There are those who have expressed the opinion about the All 
_that it is one in its essential nature,—but they have not expressed 
this opinion in an orderly manner. Xenophanes, who first taught 
the unity of all things, did not make anything clear, but looking 
up into the heavens, he said: “The unity of all things is god”. 

Passages Relating to Xenophanes in the Doxographists 

From Theophrastos. Xenophanes ascertained that the first 
principle is one and that being is all embracing. It is neither lim¬ 
ited nor infinite: it does not move, neither does it remain at rest. 
This all embracing unity Xenophanes called god. If there were a 
multiplicity of things, according to Xenophanes, power wou d 
have to exist in them all in equal degree, but this condition could 
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not be as there must necessarily be one all embracing unity which is 
the most powerful and most excellent of all things. The all em¬ 
bracing unity or god existed from all eternity. If we think of it as 
having been born from that which preceded it and was like it, then 
we are merely saying that it was born from itself. If we think of 
it as having been born from that which was unlike it, then God 
would have sprung from that which was not being or in other 
words from nothing. God, therefore, is without beginning and 
eternal. 

From Plutarch. Xenophanes, going his own way and differ¬ 
ing from all those who had gone before, did not admit either the 
birth or destruction of being, but held that the All is everlastingly 
the same. With regard to the gods, he maintained that there was 
no rule of one god over another. The gods have need of nothing 
at all. 

From Galen. Xenophanes holds this one doctrine—that all 
things are one which is God; that this God is unchangeable, im¬ 
movable and able to reason. 

Parmenides 

Parmenides was born at Elea in all probability in 

the year 540 B.C. Aristotle informs us that he was a 

student under Xenophanes but that he was far more 

brilliant than his master and carried to its logical con¬ 

clusions the idealism of the Eleatic School. Parmenides 

was a poet of no mean ability and he is generally re¬ 

garded as the greatest of all the pre-Socratic philosophers. 

From Fragments of Parmenides Collected by Peron, 

Leipsig, 1810 

1. It is necessary not only to say, but also to think that being 
is, for it is possible that being is and it is impossible that 
not-being is. This I urge you to ponder. Those who do 
not think wander aimlessly and they are borne on deaf and 
likewise blind, for they consider being and not-being as 
the same and not the same. 

2. Being is without beginning and indestructible; it is uni¬ 
versal, immovable and endless. From what did it grow 
and how? I will not permit thee to say or to think that 
it came from not-being for it is impossible to think or to 
say that not-being is. Being is absolutely or it is not. It 
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could not have been derived from not-being; it could have 
been derived only from being. Therefore, justice holds 
firm. 

3. Behold steadfastly absent things as present to thy mind; 
for thou canst not separate being in one place from con¬ 
tact with being in another place. It is not scattered here 
and there throughout the universe, nor is it made up of 
different parts. Thinking, and that by reason of which 
thought exists, are one and the same thing, for thou wilt 
not find thinking without the being from which it re¬ 
ceives its name. Apart from being there is no existence; 
for thought has linked all being together so that it is a 
whole and immovable. Mortals think that objects arise 
and perish; that they are and in a little while are not; 
that they change their positions and vary in color. All 
this is error. There is no change. All seeming changes 
are but names. 

From the Thecetetus of Plato 

Parmenides seems to me, in the words of Homer, a man to be 
reverenced and at the same time feared. When I was a mere youth 
and he a very old man I conversed with him and he seemed to me 
to have a very wonderful depth of mind. I fear lest we may not 
understand what he said, and what is more important, I fear lest 
the questions he raised should fail to receive due consideration. 

From the Metaphysics of Aristotle 

There is nothing different from being, so that it is necessary 
to agree with the reasoning of Parmenides that all things are one 
and that this is being. 

Passages Relating to Parmenides in the Doxographists 

From Theophrastos. Parmenides, though a pupil of Xeno¬ 
phanes, did not accept his doctrines. He was the first to maintain 
that the earth is shaped like a sphere and that it is situated in the 
center of the universe. He said that there are two elements—fire 
and earth. The one performs the functions of demiurge; the other 
that of matter. Parmenides held that men were derived from mud 
and that the two components parts of which all material things 
are composed are heat and cold. To Parmenides intelligence and 
life were the same. He said that philosophy has a double function. 
It tries to arrive at truth and also at what men actually believe. 
Therefore, he urges us to learn all things, both the abiding elements 
of convincing truth and men’s opinions, in which truth does not 
exist. 
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From Hippolytos. Parmenides maintains that the All is one 
and eternal. Yet he is not free of the opinions of men for he 
speaks of fire and earth as essential principles of the All. Birth.Ue 
regards as matter, and fire as an immaterial cause of that which 
exists. The earth will come to an end, but the All is eternal. 

From Plutarch. Parmenides, the Eleatic, not only set forth 
his own opinion, but revealed opposite viewpoints. > He declared 
the All to be eternal and immovable. It is z false opinion to think 
of things as coming into existence and passing away. If anything 
were to exist different from being it would have to be not-being, 
but not-being does not exist. There is nothing but being which 
had no beginning. The earth took on form by reason of the 

precipitation of dense air. 

Melissus 

Of Melissus we know little with certainty except 

that he was a native of Samos and in all probability a 

pupil of Parmenides. Plutarch informs us that he was 

the commander of the Samian fleet which repulsed the 

Athenians in a battle off the coast of Samos in the year 

442 B.C. Simplicius in his Physics has preserved frag¬ 

ments of the writings of Melissus. 

From Fragments of Melissus Found in the Physics of 
Simplicius 

If nothing is how can it be spoken of as if it were something? 
If anything exists it either came into being at some time or else it 
always has been in existence. If it came from something else that 
which it came from must have been different from being, and there¬ 
fore must have been not-being. It could not, however, have come 
from not-being, for that which is can not possibly be derived from 
that which is not. Being, therefore, was not generated; it always 
has been and it always will be. It has had no beginning; it will 
not be destroyed and it is infinite. Being, moreover, does not move, 
for there is nothing else but being and so there is no void through 
which it can move. All things are one; all things are being. 

If being exists it exists as a homogeneous entity. It is one. It 
is not a body with different parts because the difference of the parts 
would destroy the unity. It has no thickness, length nor breadth 
and is bounded by nothing but itself. 

Many things seem to become different and change their appear¬ 
ance each time they are seen. It must be that we can not see cor- 
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rectly for the appearance of their being many different things is 
incorrect. Things that are real can not change their characters. If 
appearances are correct then being, which is homogeneous and like 
nothing but itself, must have perished and non-being taken iTs 
place. This, we have said, could not be, so that if a multiplicity 
of things seems to exist in the world the explanation is that we can 
not know the truth, for nothing can exist except it be being, which 
is always the same. 

From the Physics of Aristotle 

Melissus is wearisome. He sets no problem, but from one 
strange thing he grants, everything else follows. The error in the 
logic of Melissus is evident. It is strange that he should think that 
simple being never had beginning, but was always the same and 
that variations only seem to come into existence as though being 
could not change as a whole and in part without altering its char¬ 
acter. If we grant that everything is in unity, why can not that 
unity move or change? A body of water is a unity, yet it can 
change in whole or in part and yet remain water. It is necessary 
that being be considered one as to source but it may appear under 
different forms. 

Passages Relating to Melissus in the Doxographists 

From Aetios. Melissus says that the One is universal and that 
it exists alone, eternal and without limits. 

Melissus denies generation and destruction because he thinks 
that the All is immovable. 

Melissus says that our sensations deceive us. 

From Epiphanius. Melissus of Samos, son of Ithagenes, 
claimed that the All is one in kind but that nothing seems to be 
fixed in nature. 

Zeno 

Zeno was born at Elea in all probability about 490 

B.C. Plato represents him as having been the favorite 

pupil of Parmenides. He is usually presented as the 

initiator of dialectics and sophistry. We know nothing 

further concerning him except the fragments that remain 

to us of his work “Parmenides” from which we have 

quoted. 

Fragments from “Parmenides,” A Prose Work by Zeno 

1. If there be a multiplicity of things it is necessary that these 
should be equivalent in number to things which actually 
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exist. They can not be more nor fewer. If there are just 
as many as exist then the number of existing things is 
finite. We know, though, that if there be a multiplicity 
at all the number must be infinite for between any two 
things there are always other things, not simply spaces. 
So the number of things must be infinite. __ 

2. If there is such a thing as space it will have to be in some¬ 
thing if it is being at all. All being is something and that 
which is something must necessarily occupy space since 
it must be in a space. So space to exist would have to be 
in space and this space in another space and so on indefin¬ 
itely. Accordingly, there is no such thing as space. 

3. Everything is either in motion or at rest. A moving 
body, though, at any one moment, if we think of space 
as existing, must be in a space equal to itself. The arrow 
which is apparently moving forward is in a space equal 
to itself at any one time. If, however, it occupies a space 
equal to itself at any one time it must be at rest in order 
to occupy it for that moment. All time is, however, but 
a succession of moments. Therefore, that which is appar¬ 
ently moving forward is at rest every moment of its appar¬ 

ent motion. 

From the Physics of Simplicius 

Zeno, for the sake of exercise, argued both sides of cases. For 
this reason he is often called “the double tongucd”. 

From the Physics of Aristotle 

It is not difficult to solve Zeno’s problem, that if place is any¬ 
thing it will have to be in some other place. There is no reason 
why the first place should not be in something else, not however, 
as in that place. Health exists in beings that are warm as a condi¬ 
tion; but warmth exists in and of itself as a property of the thing 

itself. 
Zeno’s reasoning is fallacious. He says everything is at rest 

when it is in a space equal to itself, and that a moving body is 
always at the present moment in a space equal to itself. There¬ 
fore a moving body in reality does not move. This reasoning is 
false. Time is not composed of present moments that are them¬ 
selves indivisible, nor indeed is anything else so composed. The 
fallacy of the argument lies in the fact that while he postulates 
that bodies move forward he thinks of space and time as at rest. 

Passages Relating to Zeno in the Doxographists 

From Plutarch. Zeno, the Eleatic, brought out nothing pecu¬ 
liar to himself, but he started further difficulties concerning the 
things he mentioned. 
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From Galen. Zeno is said to have introduced dialectic philos¬ 
ophy. 

From Aetios. Zeno says that the One is universal and that it 
exists alone eternal and unlimited. He says that the elements are 
gods and that the mixture of them is the world. He denied genera¬ 
tion and destruction because he thought that the All is forever 
unmoved. 

Heraclitus 

Heraclitus was born at Ephesus about the year 530 

B.C. He is usually called the “Obscure” by reason of 

his fashion of speaking as if he were an oracle of wisdom. 

We know nothing further of his life and must rely upon 

those fragments of his work that remain and upon Plato 

and Aristotle, who give us an account of his philosophi¬ 

cal teachings. 

Fragments of Heraclitus 

1. Not on my authority, but on that of truth it is the part 
of wisdom to accept as evident the fact that all things 
are one. 

2. Eyes and ears are bad witnesses, since men themselves in 
their souls lack understanding. 

3. Most men do not really understand those things which 
they confront every day. Moreover, through schooling 
they do not learn them, though they think they do. Men 
know not how to listen nor how to speak. 

4. All things are steered through all things by intelligence. 
This regulation always was, is and ever shall be. It was 
made by neither gods nor man, but by an ever-living fire 
kindled according to fixed measure and extinguished ac¬ 
cording to fixed measure. 
All things are exchanged for fire and fire for all things, 
just as wares are exchanged for gold and gold received for 
wares. 
Fire lives in the death of earth and air lives in the death of 
fire; water lives in the death of air and earth in the death 
of water. 

5. God is day and night, winter and summer, war and peace. 
He assumes different forms at different times and each one 
gives to him the name he pleases. 



54 Heraclitus 

6. War is father of all and king of all. Some men he makes 
gods, others free men, and still others slaves. 

7. Opposition unites; harmony results from differences. All 
things take place by reason of strife. 

8. The sea is at the same time the purest and the foulest 
water. For fishes it is drinkable and healthful, for men 
it is hurtful and thoroughly unfit. 

9. Good and bad are one. Physicians who cut, burn and 
otherwise torment the sick, complain that they never re¬ 
ceive adequate compensation. From that which tends to 
unite and that which tends to separate, from the harmoni 
ous and the discordant, arises the One and from the One all 
things arise. 

10. Life and death, waking and sleeping, youth and old age, 
are the same. The former in each case changes to the lat¬ 
ter and the latter changes to the former. 

11. Men, being born, wish to live, and living, wish to find 
rest, or die and they leave children behind them who will 
live and die. 

12. Dogs bark at those they do not know, and as a result of 
men’s incredulity divine things remain unknown. 

From the Thecetetus of Plato 

Heraclitus and his whole company would say that everything 
is in motion and that all is in a state of flux. 

From the Metaphysics of Aristotle 

According to Heraclitus, all things perceived by the senses are 
always in a state of flux, and so his supporters maintain that if 
there is to be a science and a knowledge of anything, it is necessary 
to assume the existence of other objects in nature in addition to 
those that are perceived by the senses. For of things in a state of 
flux there can be no science. 

From the Physics of Aristotle 

If we argue that all things that exist are one, then we are 
restating the position of Heraclitus, for he held that the good and 
the bad, the good and the not-good, and even man and horse are 
the same. In reality, therefore, they are not arguing that all things 
are one, but rather that they are nothing. 

Passages Relating to Heraclitus in the Doxographists 

From Theophvastos. The followers of Heraclitus say that men 
learn truth by the presence in themselves of the opposite quality. 
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From Diet’s Doxographists of Greece. Heraclitus was always 
charging men with ignorance, but still he pitied them their lives. 
He was fond of saying that other men knew nothing, but that he 
himself knew all things and that god is intelligent fire and that all 
things enter into a common motion and do not stand still. 

Heraclitus says that the first principle of all things is fire. Ac¬ 
cording to him all things arise from fire and end by becoming fire. 
As fire is quenched all things come into the order of the universe. 
For first the dense part of it, contracting into itself, becomes earth, 
then the earth becoming relaxed by fire is rendered water in its 
nature; then it is sublimated and becomes air, and again the uni¬ 
verse and all bodies are consumed by fire in the conflagration. Fire 
then, is the first principle because all things arise from it, and the 
final principle because all things are resolved into it. 

Pythagoras 

Of Pythagoras we know simply that he lived and 

in all probability was the founder of the brotherhood 

known as the Pythagoreans. This community is said 

to have been founded by Pythagoras in Crotona, Italy, 

where he went from Samos, his native home, in 530 

B.C. Of his life we know nothing more. 

PASSAGES IN PLATO AND ARISTOTLE REFERRING TO 
PYTHAGORAS AND THE PYTHAGOREANS 

From the Phoedrus of Plato 

The saying that we men are in a sort of prison and that one 
ought not to loose himself from it nor yet to run away, seems to 
me something not easy to understand. But this I think at least 
is well said: that it is the gods who care for us and that we men 
are one of the possessions of the gods. 

From the Georgias of Plato 

The wise men say that one community includes heaven and 
earth, gods and men, friendship and order, and temperance and 
righteousness. Therefore, they call this whole a universe for it is 
not without order nor yet is there excess. It seems to me that you 
do not pay attention to these things, though you are wise in regard 
to them. It has, however, escaped your notice that geometrical 
equality prevails widely among both gods and men. 
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From the Physics of Aristotle 

The Pythagoreans consider the first principle as existing by 
itself and being in itself the infinite in essence. This infinite they 
found in things perceived by sense, and therefore they held that it, 
number, is not an abstraction, but the infinite outside the heavens. 

From the De Coele of Aristotle 

The Pythagoreans say that all things are defined by threes; for 
end, middle and beginning constitute the number of the All and 
also the number of the triad. 

Some think that noise should arise when great bodies are in 
motion, since sound does arise from bodies which are not so large 
and do not move so swiftly. It would seem, therefore, that from 
the sun, moon and stars in so great number and of so great size, 
moving so swiftly, there must of necessity arise a sound incon¬ 
ceivably great. Assuming these things to be so and that the swift¬ 
ness of movement has the principle of harmony, they say that the 
sound of the stars moving on at intervals in a circle becomes 
musical. 

From the Metaphysics of Aristotle 

The Pythagoreans believed that many things of which the 
forms appear different have, in reality, but one form, and thus all 
things are in reality one. 

The Pythagoreans say that there is but one number, the mathe¬ 
matical, but things of sense are not separated from this for they are 
composed of it. They construct the whole heavens out of num¬ 
bers, for they assume that the unities have quantity, but how the 
first unity was so constituted as to have quantity they seem at a 
loss to say. 

The Pythagoreans, because they see many qualities of num¬ 
bers in bodies perceived by sense, regard objects as numbers; not as 
separate numbers, but as derived from numbers. 

Passages Relating to Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans 

IN THE DOXOGRAPHISTS 

From Diel’s Doxographists of Greece. Pythagoras held that 
one of the first principles, the monad, is the good which is the 
origin of the One and is itself intelligence. But the undefined dyad 
is a divinity and the bad, surrounding which is a mass of matter. 
Divine spirits are psychical beings. Pythagoras further asserted 
that the so-called forms and ideas exist in numbers and their har¬ 
monies and in what are called geometrical objects apart from bodies. 
He asserted that the first causes are immaterial, but that other 
causes involve a union or contact with material substance. 



57 Brief Readings in Philosophy 

Pythagoras holds that number moves itself, and he considers 
number to be the equivalent of intelligence. According to him it 
appears on superficial examination that the soul consists of two 
parts, one possessing, the other lacking, reason. According to 
closer examination, however, we see that it is composed of three 
parts, for the unreasoning part should be divided into the emotions 
and the desires. 

The successors of Pythagoras say that the body is a mixture 
of five elements, and they hold that the powers of the soul are of 
the same number as these. These elements they call intelligence, 
wisdom, understanding, opinion and sense perception. 

The Pythagoreans mingled, in their studies of nature, gas¬ 
tronomy, geometry, music and arithmetic. They asserted that god 
is a monad. In examining the nature of number with especial care, 
they said that the universe produces melody and is put together 
with harmony. 

The first principle of numbers is in substance the first monad, 
which is a male monad, begetting as a father all other numbers. 
Secondly, the dyad is a female number and the same is called by the 
arithmeticians, even. Thirdly, the triad is a male number. This, 
the arithmeticians are accustomed to call odd. The tetrad is a 
female number and the same is called even. All numbers, then, 
taken by classes are fours, of which is composed the perfect number, 
the decad. The series 1, 2, 3, 4 becomes 10 if its own name is 
kept in its essence by each of the numbers. The 11, the 12 and 
all other numbers derive from the 10 the first principle of their 
being. The four parts of the decad, the perfect number, are called 
number, monad, power and cube. In addition to these parts we 
can have power of a power, power of a cube and cube of a cube. 
Thus all numbers from which arise all other beginnings, are in 
reality 7. 

Leukippos and Democritus 

Leukippos and Democritus are usually associated in 

all considerations of the philosophers of the early Pagan 

period. In reality we know so little of Leukippos that 

many believe no such individual ever existed but that 

the name simply represents a means perhaps adopted by 

Democritus, the real leader of Atomistic philosophy, to 

place the opinions of this school before his disciples. 

Of Democritus we know that he was born, accord¬ 

ing to most reliable account, in the year 460 B.C. We 
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are almost totally dependent upon Aristotle for an 

understanding of the teachings of Democritus, and from 

this same source we gather that the leader of the Atom- 

ists received instruction from Oriental teachers and that 

he was regarded by many as a sorcerer. 

From the Opinions of Theophrastos 

Leukippos assumed innumerable and ever moving elements 
which he called atoms. He made their forms infinite in number 
since there was no reason why they should be of one kind rather 
than another and because he saw there was unceasing becoming 
and change in things. He held, further, that what is is no 
more real than "what is not” and that both are like causes of the 
things that come into being. He maintained that the substance of 
the atoms was compact and full and he called them what is, 
while they moved in the void that he called what is not, but 
affirmed to be just as real as "what is.” 

From the De Generatione et Corruptions of Aristotle 

Leukippos and Democritus have decided about all things practi¬ 
cally by the same method and on the same theory, taking as their 
starting point what naturally comes first. Some of the ancients had 
held that the real must necessarily be one and immovable. For, 
said they, empty space is not real and motion would be impossible 
without empty space supported from matter; nor, further, could 
reality consist of many things if there were nothing to support 
things. 

Leukippos, however, had a theory which was in harmony with 
sense perception and yet did not do away with coming into being 
and passing away, nor motion nor the multiplicity of things. He 
made this concession to experience while he conceded, on the other 
hand, to those who invented the One that motion was impossible 
without the void; that the void was not real and that nothing of 
what was real was not real. For, said he, that which is strictly 
speaking real is an absolute plenum, but the plenum is not one. 
On the contrary, there are an infinite number of them and they 
are invisible, owing to the smallness of their bulk. They move in 
the void (for there is a void) ; and by their coming together they 
accomplish coming into being, by their separation, passing away. 

Note:—It would be a hopeless task to try to dis¬ 

tinguish the thought of Democritus from that of Leu¬ 

kippos, with which it is generally identified. 
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Empedocles 

Empedocles was born at Agrigentum, in Sicily, about 

490 B.C. According to Aristotle, he died in 430 B.C. 

Empedocles was a poet as well as a philosopher, and 

there remain to us about 450 verses of his poetry. His 

own poems tell of his travels throughout southern Italy 

and the many honors that were heaped upon him by 

the people who regarded him as of divine origin. 

From Fragments of the Orphic Verses of 

Empedocles 

1. Scant means of securing knowledge are scattered among 
'the members of the body. Many are the evils that enter 
.to blunt the edge of studious inquiry. Those things are 
neither seen nor heard distinctly by men, nor are they 
comprehended by the mind. 

2. Hear first the four roots of all things: Bright Zeus, life- 
giving Hera (air), and Aidoneus (earth) and Nestis who 
moistens the activities of men with her tears. 

3. A second thing I will tell thee: There is no beginning 
for anything that is mortal, nor yet any end in death. 
Men call origination what in reality is but mixture and 
separation. 

4. When light is mingled with air in human form or in 
form like the races of wild beasts, plants or birds, then 
men say that these things have come into being. When 
they have separated, then men say that the evil fate has 
overtaken them. This is established practice which, in 
accordance with custom, I myself follow. 

5. It is impossible that anything should have come into being 
from something else which did not exist. Neither is it 
possible nor comprehensible that men should perish com¬ 
pletely. 

6. A man of wise mind could not possibly discover that so 
long as men are in what is called life they share in that 
which is excellent and in that which is bad. But before 
they have been formed and after they have been dissolved 
they are really nothing at all. 

7. The elements never cease changing place continually. At 
one time they are united by Love and at another time thev 
are scattered by the hatred born of Strife. This continues 
until they are brought together in the unity of the All and 
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become subject to it. As the one often arises out of the 
many, and again with the separation of the one the many 
arises from it, so things are continually coming into being 
and there is no fixed age for them. 

From the Georgias of Plato 

Perhaps we really now are dead as at one time I heard one of 
the wise men say. Perhaps the body is our tomb and that that 
part of the soul in which desires are is open to persuasion and moves 
upward and downward. 

From the Physics of Aristotle 

Empedocles says that things are in motion part of the time and 
at other times are at rest. They are in motion when Love tends to 
make one out of many or when Strife tends to make many out of 
one. In the intervening time they are at rest. 

From the de Coelo of Aristotle 

Some there are who say that at one time there is a coming into 
being and at another time there is a perishing. This, they main¬ 
tain, always continues to be the case. Among those who take this 
stand is Empedocles of Agrigentum. 

Empedocles seems both to contradict things as they appear and 
likewise to contradict himself. At one time he says that no one 
of the elements arises from another and at another time he brings 
all of nature except Strife together into one and says that each 
separate thing arises from this one. 

Passages Relating to Empedocles in the Doxographists 

From Diel’s Doxographists of Greece. Empedocles, son of 
Meton, says that there are four elements: fire, air, water and earth. 
In addition, he says there are two dynamic first principles—Love 
and Strife. The former tends to unite; the latter to separate. 
Hear, says Empedocles, the four roots of all things; bright Zeus, 
life bearing Hera, Aidoneus and Nestis, who moistens the springs 
of men with her tears. By Zeus he means the seething of the ether; 
by life-bearing Hera, moist air; by Aidoneus, earth; and by Nestis, 
he means moist sea and water. The universe, he holds, is one and 
says its matter consists of the four elements, but that its forms are 
Strife and Love. The elements he considers gods and their mix¬ 
ture constitutes the universe. 

From Theophrastos. Empedocles of Agrigentum tells of four 
material elements: fire, air, water and earth. All are eternal and 
all increase and decrease by composition and separation. The four 
elements are set in motion and moved in turn by Love and Strife. 
At one time they may be brought together by Love and at another 
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time they may be separated by Strife. So that in the view of 
Empedocles there are really six first principles, for he gives active 
power to Love and Strife. He ranks Love and Strife among the 
elements for he says “it (the universe) separated so that there were 
many out of one; fire, water, earth and air, with frightful strife set 
apart from them and yet balancing them and with Love also among 
them and their equal in both length and breadth. 

Anaxagoras 

Anaxagoras was born at Clazomenae about 500 

B.C. The greater part of his life he spent at Athens, 

where he enjoyed the friendship of Pericles and Euripides. 

Because of his friendship for Pericles he was charged 

with the crime of disrespect for the gods, immediately 

before the beginning of the Peloponnesian War. He, 

however, fled to Ionia and settled at Lampsacus, where 

he died in 430 B.C. 

Lrom Lragments of a Book by Anaxagoras 

1. When all things were together not even a color was clear 
and distinct, for the mixture of all things prevented dis¬ 
tinctness. The mixture was one of moisture and dry, of 
the warm and the cold, and of the bright and the dark, 
and of germs infinite in number. 

2. Mind is infinite and self powerful. It is mixed with 
nothing, but it exists alone of itself by itself. If it were 
not by itself, but were mixed with anything else it would 
include parts of all things because each thing includes a 
portion of everything. Mind is the most rarefied of all 
things and the purest. It has all knowledge in regard to 
everything and it also has the greatest power. Mind rules 
over everything that has life. Mind ruled the rotation of 
the whole so that it set it in rotation in the beginning. 
Lirst it began the rotation from a small beginning, then 
more and more were included in the motion and yet still 
more will be included. Whatever things were to be and 
whatever things were, as many as are now, and whatever 
things should be, all these mind arranged in order. It ar¬ 
ranged that order according to which now rotate stars and 
sun and moon and air and ether. Rotation itself caused 
the separation and the'dense is separated from the rare, the 
warm from the cold, the bright from the dark and the dry 
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from the moist and there are many portions of . many 
things, yet nothing is absolutely separated nor distinct, 
one thing from another, except mind. 

3. When mind began to set things in motion there was 
separation from everything that was in motion, and how¬ 
ever much mind set in motion was made distinct. The 
rotation of the things that were moved and so made dis 
tinct caused them to be yet more distinct. 

4. Earth is condensed from those things that are separated. 
Water is separated from the clouds and earth from the 
water; but mind, as it has always been, is where all other 
things are. It is in the surrounding mass, in the things 
that are separated and in the things that are being sep¬ 
arated. 

5. The Greeks do not rightly use the terms “coming into 
being,” and “perishing.” Nothing comes into being, nor 
yet does anything perish. There is but mixture and sep¬ 
aration of things that are. So they (the Greeks) would 
do right if they were to call the coming into being “mix¬ 
ture” and the perishing “separation”. 

From the Phoedo of Plato 

If things were not separated quickly would the statement of 
Anaxagoras come true: “All things were together.” 

I heard a man reading from a book of one Anaxagoras to the 
effect that it is mind which arranges all things and is the cause of 
all things. Reading the book I see that the man does not make any 
use of mind nor does he assign any causes for the arrangement of 
things, but he treats air and ether and water and other strange 
things as causes. 

From the Kratylos of Plato 

Anaxagoras says that mind exercises absolute power and 
though mingled with nothing, disposes all things and runs through 
all. 

From the Physics of Aristotle 

Anaxagoras speaks strangely about the permanence of the in¬ 
finite. He says that the infinite itself establishes itself. According 
to him nothing else surrounds it so that wherever anything may be 
it is there in virtue of its origin. 

From the de Coelo of Aristotle 

Anaxagoras says that flesh and bone are elements. Air and 
fire he calls mixtures of these. For each, he believes, is made up of 
invisible flesh and bone. As there is a peculiar motion of every 
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material body, and as some motions are simple and some complex, 
and as the complex motions are those of complex bodies and simple 
motions those of simple bodies, it is evident that there are simple 
bodies since there are simple motions. So it is evident what ele¬ 
ments are. 

From the de.Coelo of Aristotle 

Anaxagoras ignores his own word for he says that he has 
shown genesis and destruction to be the same as change, but like 
the others he says there are many elements. In fact, Anaxagoras 
claims that there is an infinite number of elements, for he regards 
as elements, bone, fiesh, marrow and other things of which the part 
has the same name as the whole. 

From the de Anima of Aristotle 

Anaxagoras seems to say that soul and mind are different, but 
he treats both as one in nature except that he regards mind especi¬ 
ally as the first principle of all things, for he says that mind alone 
of all things is simple and unmixed and pure. 

From the Metaphysics of Aristotle 

Anaxagoras, who preceded Empedocles in point of age but fol¬ 
lowed him in his works, says that the first principles are infinite in 
number. All things that are made of like parts, such as fire and 
water, he says, arise and perish only by composition and separation. 
They abide eternally. 

Passages Relating to Anaxagoras in the Doxographists 

From Theophrastos. Anaxagoras says that in the separation of 
the infinite some things come together. Whatever gold there is in 
the All becomes gold; whatever earth there is becomes earth; and 
in like manner everything else, so nothing in reality comes into 
being, but that something exists simply proves that it existed be¬ 
fore. Anaxagoras held that intelligence is the cause of motion and 
of coming into being. When intelligence caused separation, objects 
were produced. The mixture of all things is, therefore, but one 
nature undefined in form and in mind. From this thought of 
Anaxagoras it seems to follow that he is thinking of two first 
principles; the nature of the infinite and intelligence. 

From Hippolytos. Anaxagoras said that the first principle of 
All is mind and matter. Mind he regarded as the active first prin¬ 
ciple, and matter as passive. When all things were together mind 
entered and scattered them. All things partake of motion when 
they are moved by mind and things of similar nature come together. 
Circular motion governs the objects in the air. Heavy things and 
those that are dense, moist, dark and cold come together and as they 
solidify form the earth. The opposite of these things, however, 
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the warm, the bright, the dry and the light, move out beyond the 
ether. The earth itself is flat in form and keeps its place because of 
its size and because there is no void. The sea arose from the moist¬ 
ure of the earth and the rivers obtained their substance from the 
clouds and from water that is in the earth, for the earth is hodow 
and in all its hollow places there is water. 
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QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 

1. What is meant by the expression that “the philosophers of early Greece 
were cosmologists” ? 

2. How did Thales explain his belief that all things come from water? 

3. In what way did the thought of Anaximander differ from that of Thales? 

4. Why does Anaximenes believe that air is a better explanation of the 
origin of life than is water? 

5. Explain what Xenophanes meant by being. 

6. Discuss the differences which Parmenides emphasized between being and 
non-being. 

7. Why does Melissus deny the generation and destruction of things? 

8. Why is Zeno called “the double tongued”? What school of later phil¬ 
osophy does he seem to anticipate? 

9. What is Zeno's argument for the non-existence of space? 

10. What is your understanding of the thought of Heraclitus that truth is 
to be found in change and yet all things are one? 

11. How is the thought of Oneness of prior philosophies related to the num¬ 
ber theories of the Pythagoreans? 

12. Explain the scepticism apparent in the thought of Democritus. 

13. In what way does Empedocles suggest the mystic element present in 
Oriental philosophy? 

14. Show how the thought of Anaxagoras seems to transcend that of the 
earlier cosmologists. 

15. Trace briefly the course of early Greek philosophy from Thales to 
Anaxagoras. 

SOURCES 

Plato 
Thecetetus 
Phoedo 
Georgias 
Kratylos 
Phoedrus 

Aristotle 
Physics 
Metaphysics 
De Anima 
De Coelo 

Simplicius 
The Physics 

Doxographists 
Theophrastos 
Hippolytos 
Aetios 
Epiphanius 
Plutarch 
Galen 
Cicero 



66 Sources and References 

Anaximander 
Fragment of Philosophical Treatise 

Anaximenes 
Fragment of Olympiodoros 

Heraclitus 
Fragment of book divided into three parts and discussing: 

The All 
Politics 
Theology 

Xenophanes 
Fragments of poetry 

Parmenides 
Fragments of poem “On Nature’’ 

Zeno 
Fragments of book written by Zeno and incorporated by Simplicius 
in his own work on “The Physics” 

Melissus 
Fragments of book written by Melissus and incorporated by Sim¬ 
plicius in his own work on “The Physics” 

Empedocles 
Fragments of Orphic verses 

Anaxagoras 
Fragments of book mentioned by Diogenes 

REFERENCES 

BEARE—Greek Theories of Elementary Cognition. 

John I. Beare, Oxford, 1906. 

Diels—Doxographi Graeci. Hermanus Diels, Berlin, 1879. 

DIELS—Die Fragmente der Vorsorratiker. 

Herman Diels, Zweite Auslage, Berlin, 1906. 

GOMPER 2—Greek Thinkers. Theodor Gomper 2. 
Authorized English Edition, Vol. 1. London, 1901. 

JACOBY—Apollodors Chronik. Felix Jacoby, Berlin, 1902. 

RITTER ET PRELLER—Historia Philosophiae Graecae. 

H. Ritter et L. Preller, Gotha, 1898. 

ZELLER—Die Philosophie der Griechen. Edward Zeller, Leipzig, 1892. 
English translation by Sarah Alleyne. 

MULLACH—Fragmenta Philosophica ante Socratem. 

BURNET—Early Greek Philosophy. 

PATRICK—Heraclitus on Nature 

BOHN—Classical Library 

FAIRBANKS—The First Philosophers of Greece 



PART III 

LATER GREEK AND GRECO-ROMAN 

PHILOSOPHY 





LATER GREEK AND GRECO-ROMAN 

PHILOSOPHY 

EARLY Grecian philosophy had, as we have said, 

culminated in scepticism. Man’s thought, however, 

did not remain on this plane. The early philosophy 

had emphasized the physical universe, but man as a 

relief from scepticism became introspective and-examined 

more closely into the operation of his own mind. It 

is this characteristic note of self-analysis which supplies 

the line of demarcation between what we have called 

early Greek philosophy and the thought of those phil¬ 

osophers who lived in Greece between the fifth century 

and the first century of the pagan period. As a matter 

of fact, this note, in somewhat weaker form, proceeded 

as a distinctly pagan thought well into the period suc¬ 

ceeding the birth of Christ. 

The foremost exponent of the personal note in phil¬ 

osophy, the note which emphasized man’s individual 

existence and the power of the human mind, was struck 

by Protagoras, who was born about the year 485 B.C. 

He and his followers, called the Sophists, whose school 

flourished until about 400 B.C., stressed the thought 

that the individual man was the measure of all things. 

Confused with the Sophists, but actually entirely 

distinct from them in his philosophical views, was 

Socrates, who was born at Athens in the year 469 B.C. 

Socrates disputed the claim of the Sophists as to the 

power of the individual human being to determine eth¬ 

ical standards, and for their criterion substituted the 

worth of the judgments made by mankind. 

[69] 
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Plato, a pupil of Socrates, and one of the most 

famous philosophers of all times, was born probably in 

the year 427 B.C. This philosopher maintained that 

truth was not dependent upon the judgment of the indi¬ 

vidual man nor upon the judgment of mankind, but 

that it was a gift to man by the omniscient God. 

It is, however, to a pupil of Plato’s, Aristotle, that 

the world of thought has given the title “The Master 

of Those Who Know’’. Aristotle was born at Stagira, 

near Mount Athos, in 384 or 385 B.C. He was a deep 

student in many fields. His thought processes were 

profound and the results of his speculations, corrected 

as they have been by revelation, by the close thinking 

of the Schoolmen and by modern additions to the field 

of scientific knowledge, still stand today as the best 

exposition of true philosophical reasoning. Aristotle 

maintained that man discovered truth through the activ¬ 

ity of his intellect. God did not give to man truth, 

thought Aristotle, but gave to him rather the power of 

discovering it. With this philosopher philosophical 

thought reached a pinnacle. Neither the average mind, 

however, nor the average philosopher could maintain the 

pace that had been set by the great Stagirite. 

Following Aristotle’s death philosophy suffered a 

decline, gradual but none the less certain. This decline 

revealed itself in Stoicism, Epicureanism and Eclecticism. 

All of these philosophies basically were materialistic and 

sceptical. Man in reality had abandoned the search for 

truth and had reverted in conduct to the standards 

approved by the Sophists. It was Christianity which 

forced man to look up again toward eternal truth. 

The progress which philosophy made in the Chris¬ 

tian period we shall chart, through excerpts of Christian 

authors, in another section. The section which follows 
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includes excerpts from the writings of Plato, Aristotle, 

Aristophanes, Plutarch, Cicero, Musonius and Lucretius. 

It will be noted that these excerpts carry the progress 

of philosophy from pagan approach well toward what 

chronologically is the Christian period. It must be 

remembered, however, that pagan thought proceeded 

after the time of Christ and that the early Christian 

leaders were concerned with living the life of Christian¬ 

ity rather than with formulating its philosophy. In 

time the Church Fathers were compelled to formulate 

philosophy from the Christian point of view in order 

to combat the heretical thought that was the outcome 

of pagan principles. With that development we are not 

at this time concerned. The excerpts that follow empha¬ 

size the development of pagan philosophy in Greece and 

Rome from the individualistic viewpoint of the Sophists 

through the sublime reasoning of Plato and Aristotle to 

the flippant eclectic individualistic trend of thought 

emphasized by those who lived in the declining days of 

pagan splendor. 

Protagoras and the Sophists 

Protagoras was born in Abdera, in all probability 

in the year 485 B.C. About 445 B.C. he came to the 

city of Athens and there became famous as a teacher and 

philosopher. The fame of Protagoras was largely 

among the cultured and wealthy people of Athens. By 

the poor and those who held steadfast to the religion of 

ancient Greece he was despised and looked upon as one 

who was trying to undermine belief in the gods of 

Greece. As a result of the attitude of the masses toward 

him he was charged with impiety and forced into exile 

in the year 411 B.C. 
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Protagoras is of great importance in the history of 

philosophy because it is to him that we can definitely 

trace the teachings of the Sophists. He not only is 

responsible for the inauguration of sophistry as a phase 

of philosophic thought, but he is likewise responsible 

for the practice of accepting payment in return for his 

teaching. It is reported that Protagoras received from 

a single pupil 100 minae, the equivalent of $1800 in 

our money. The teaching of Protagoras can be summed 

up in the famous line attributed to him that: “Man 
is the measure of all things." 

The chief works of this philosopher are “Truth" 

and “On the Gods". We do not know definitely the 

year of his death, but so far as we can learn it corres¬ 

ponded with the year of his exile. 

From the Metaphysics of Aristotle 
If all contradictions are true at the same time concerning the 

same thing, it is manifest that all things will be one. For the same 
thing can be not only a trireme but also both a wall and a man, 
if it be possible to affirm or deny anything of everthing, as there is 
a necessity for those to do who follow the opinion of Protagoras. 
For if also to any one a man seems not to be a trireme it is evident 
that he will not be a trireme: wherefore also he is if the contra¬ 
diction be true. They (the Sophists) seem to speak of the indefi¬ 
nite and thinking that they mention entity they talk about non¬ 
entity, for an entity in capacity and not in actuality constitutes the 
indefinite. We must say to the authors of this hypothesis that of 
everything either an affirmation or a negation must be credited; for 
it would be absurd if in each thing there will be inherent the nega¬ 
tion of itself, but that the negation of what is different and which 
is not inherent therein will have no existence. 

Does one who supposes that in a manner a thing either is so 
and so or that it is not so, labor under a misapprehension? He 
who thinks that it can be both does he speak truth or can he verify 
his assertion? If he affirm truth what is the assertion other than 
that such is the nature of entities. If he does not affirm the truth, 
but rather speaks a supposition as truth, then would the entities in 
such a case be disposed of somewhat after this manner: That a 
thing is true and not true at the same time and yet in reality not 
true at all. If, in like manner, it is possible to speak falsehood and 
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truth at the same time, then it is not possible to utter anything at 
all; for at the time he speaks he says the same thing and yet he is 
not saying the same thing. If a man makes no supposition but 
after the same manner thinks and yet does not think, how is he to 
be disposed of differently from a plant? 

From the Protagoras of Plato 

i (Part of dialogue between Socrates and Hippocrates, who 
wishes Socrates to accompany him to the home of Protagoras. 
Socrates is represented as telling to a friend the substance of the 
conversation that had taken place at a prior time between Hippo¬ 
crates and himself.) 

Socrates: Last night Hippocrates, the son of Appollondorus, 
and a brother of Phason, made a tremendous racket upon my door 
with his staff. When the door had been opened for him he rushed 
in and at the top of his voice called out to me that Protagoras had 
come. He urged me very strongly to arise at once and go with him 
to the house of Protagoras. 

“But why,” I said, “is the necessity for all this uproar? Has 
Protagoras stolen something that was yours?” 

“No,” said Hippocrates, “he has not stolen anything, but yet 
he is in a sense robbing me, as he holds wisdom which I should like 
to have.” 

“Well, then, why not make friends with him,” said I. “I 
am sure if you will but give him money he will make you as wise 
as he is himself.” 

“Well, I wish that were the case,” said Hippocrates. “He could 
take everything that I possess and all that my friends own if he 
wished them and if in return for them I could be made as wise as 
he is. As a matter of fact, I came to you now to ask you to go 
with me and speak to him on my behalf. He is said, Socrates, to 
be a most brilliant speaker. Let us start at once. _ He Jives, as I 
have been told, with Callias, whose father is Hipponicus.”_ 

I told Hippocrates that it would be better if we waited until 
daybreak as I understood there was never any great trouble in 
locating Protagoras, who was nearly always to be found at home. 
So we took a little walk in the courtyard and while walking I 
thought I would examine Hippocrates as to just what he expected 
to derive from his visit to Protagoras. If, I said, you had 
thought of going to your namesake, the physician Hippocrates of 
Ceos, asking him to instruct you and you gave him money for the 
instruction, what would you expect him to make you? 

“Why,” said Hippocrates, “I would expect him to make me a 

physician, of course.” , 
“But,” I said, “suppose that you were resolved to go for in¬ 

struction to Polycleitus, the Argive, or to Pheidias of Athens, and 
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for the instruction you were going to pay, and then some one 
should say to you ‘Why are you paying this money? Who is 
Polycleitus?’ How would you answer?” 

“I should say that both Polycleitus and Pheidias are sculptors.” 
“And what do you hope to be by reason of their instruction?” 
‘‘A sculptor, of course.” 

‘‘Well, now,” I said, ‘‘we are ready to go to Protagoras, and 
you are willing, so you say, to pay him money for instruction. You 
are willing not only to exhaust your own funds but even to bor¬ 
row from your friends for the purpose. Let us suppose that while 
you are engaged so eagerly in this work of preparation some one 
should say ‘Hippocrates, what is Protagoras, and what will you 
learn to be through his teaching? I know that Pheidias is a sculptor 
and that he could teach you his art, but what is Protagoras?' ” 

Then Hippocrates said to me, “They call him a Sophist, 
Socrates.” 

“And what will he make of you,” said I. 

He replied. “I suppose that he will make a Sophist of me.” 
‘‘By the gods,” I said, ‘‘will you not be ashamed to appear be¬ 

fore your fellow Greeks as a champion of sophistry?” 
‘‘Yes, I should,” he said. 

‘‘May it not be, Hippocrates, that you might learn sophistry 
in the same way that you learn the art of grammar or of music? 
You did not intend to be a grammarian or a musician, but you 
learned them just because it was felt that a free Grecian should 
know them.” 

‘‘Socrates,” said Hippocrates, ‘‘I think perhaps that is a better 
explanation than the first thought you had about sophistry.” 

Then I said to him, ‘‘Hippocrates, I do not think you know 
what you are doing.” 

‘‘Why not,” he said. 
‘‘You are ready to put yourself under the care of a man whom 

you call a Sophist and yet you do not know what a Sophist is or 
even that sophistry itself be a good or evil influence.” 

‘‘I most certainly do know,” said Hippocrates. 

I asked him then to tell me what a Sophist is and he said he 
considered a Sophist to be a man who knew things of wisdom. 

But, I said, the carpenter and the painter are wise about 
their arts, but what is the art over which the Sophist presides? 
What does he manufacture?” 

Then Hippocrates answered by saying, ‘‘He makes man talk 
eloquently.” 

But, I said, that is hardly enough. A man must talk elo¬ 
quently about something. What is it that the Sophist makes a 
man talk eloquently about? It is conceivable that if you were to 
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take lessons in the playing of the lyre that you could talk eloquently 
about that of which you know something—the playing of the 
lyre. Is not that so?” 

‘‘Of course.” 

‘‘Well, then, what is it that the Sophist makes you talk elo¬ 
quently about?” 

' ‘‘Indeed,” said Hippocrates, ‘‘I am sure I do not know.” 

‘‘Well, then,” I said, "do not you see the danger that you are 
running? If you were going to entrust your body to the care of a 
physician who might do it good or harm, would you not deliberate 
many days about the matter? But here where your soul is con¬ 
cerned, which is of far more importance than your body and upon 
the good or evil condition of which depends in the last analysis 
everything that you have or are, you arc exceedingly careless. You 
do not take any counsel from your relatives or friends, but as soon 
as this foreigner Protagoras appears you wish to rush off and com¬ 
mit yourself to him. You do not know him; you have never 
heard him talk; you call him a Sophist, but yet you do not know 
what a Sophist is. Still you are ready to commit yourself to his 
keeping. Is that wise?” 

Hippocrates admitted that it was not. 

“Then,” I said, ‘‘to me knowledge is nutriment by reason of 
which the soul lives and grows. Now a Sophist must be watched 
with care when he praises what he sells just as we watch with care 
the dealers who sell us the food for our body. The Sophist is a 
dealer. Some are wholesale and some are retail dealers in food for 
the soul. What they sell may be the means of harming us just as 
food for the body might harm us if we were not to examine it care¬ 
fully before eating it. In this case, however, we do not accept the 
word of the dealers. We know that they will praise indiscrim¬ 
inately everything they have to sell because they wish to sell. As 
a matter of fact, food for the body we carry home in baskets or 
other vessels, and before we receive that into our body we not only 
examine it but we call in others who are experienced in goods fit 
to be eaten or drunk and we take their advice. You can not do 
that, however, with the wares that the Sophist has to sell. When 
you have paid for them you must receive them into your soul and 
proceed on your way either greatly hurt or greatly benefitted by 
what you have done. Therefore, before taking so important a 
step we should deliberate long, and if we are young and inexperi¬ 
enced, take the counsel of wiser people. But let us go to hear Pro¬ 
tagoras. After having heard him we may ask the advice of others 
about what he has had to say. At the house of Callias we should 
meet not only Protagoras but other Sophists among whom I be¬ 
lieve are Hippias of Elis, and Prodicus of Ceos. Let us go. 
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Socrates 

Socrates was born in the year 469 B.C. His father, 

Sophroniscus, was a sculptor and in his early years 

Socrates was trained in and followed the craft of his 

father. The Sophists, however, attracted him by their 

teachings and he familiarized himself with their art, par¬ 

ticularly in the fields of rhetoric and dialectics. In the 

year 406 he was selected a member of the Athenian Sen¬ 

ate and here he distinguished himself by refusing to con¬ 

sent to condemnation to death of the generals who had 

been unable to effect the rescue of the wounded after the 

naval engagement at Arginusa. 

Practically all of his adult life was spent in the mar¬ 

ket place and public resorts of his native city. Here 

through conversation he endeavored to teach what he 

regarded as true philosophy to his fellow citizens. For 

his services he, in contrast to the Sophists, would accept 

no remuneration. Though Socrates in the minds of 

many Greeks of his own time was simply another Soph¬ 

ist, he disagreed with Protagoras and his followers as 

to what “constitutes the measure of all things”. The 

Sophists held that it was the individual man who really 

determined the worth of action and decided whether it 

were moral or immoral. Socrates, on the other hand, 

held that not the individual man, but mankind in gen¬ 

eral in reality “constituted the measure of all things”. 

The distinction, though clear to us, was not so clear to 

the contemporaries of Socrates, and as a result of his 

teachings he was accused of corrupting the youth of 

Athens. He stood trial on charges presented against him 

and was condemned to death in 399 B.C. 

The main contention of Socrates was the principle 

that no man is willingly bad. When he chooses evil 
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he does so in ignorance and filled with the confidence 

that what he chooses is in reality good. This thought, 

analyzed so well by Plato in his “Apology”, “Crito”, 

“Georgias”, and “Phoedo”, became for many in later 

times the criterion of all action. Socrates himself left 

no written record of his philosophy and we are depen¬ 

dent largely upon Plato for our understanding of his 

work. 
We have included in the readings an excerpt from 

“The Clouds” by Aristophanes. This famous play¬ 

wright of ancient Greece depicts Socrates as a Sophist 

in the worst sense of the word. It is illustrative of the 

opinion held commonly concerning Socrates by the mass 

of the people of his own time. Aristophanes, however, 

was too brilliant a man to believe with the crowd. The 

Socrates that he presents is the result either of malice or 

of an effort to pander to the desires of the multitude. 

Socrates was calm and undisturbed by the many crit¬ 

icisms hurled against him. Even the sentence of death 

pronounced against him did not weaken his poise, but 

the unjust criticism of Aristophanes and his deliberate 

misunderstanding seemed, if we can rely upon Plato’s 

portrayal, to hurt the quiet soul of Socrates more than 

anything else that had ever occurred to him in life. 

From the Apologia of Plato 

The following is taken from Plato’s Apologia. It constitutes 
Socrates’ defense at his trial in Athens on the charge that he was a 
corrupter of youth. It presents the best picture obtainable of 
Socrates, who himself wrote nothing. Plato has, however, in all 
probability, in this instance adhered closely to the actual speech 
made by Socrates. In his other works Plato, though he presents 
Socrates as a character, in reality uses Socrates as a mouthpiece for 
his own doctrines. Here, however, we have every reason to believe 
we have presented to us the real Socrates, ps he spoke in court. 

At the very start, therefore, may I ask what the charge is that 
has led to my accusation? What do my slanderers say? To an- 
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swer my own question I shall turn to the words of the bill against 
me which reads: “Socrates is a strange character who makes an 
effort to investigate not the things upon earth, but those things 
which are under the earth and in heaven. His main effort is to 
make the worse cause appear to be the better cause. He is an evil 
doer in that he is teaching these doctrines to others.” This is the 
nature of the charge. It is exactly the picture presented in a comedy 
by; Aristophanes. He wrote of a man he called Socrates, a man who 
said that he was able to walk upon air. The man that Aristo¬ 
phanes presented spoke an infinite deal of nonsense. This man, he 
said, was I and the charge against me is but a repetition of the 
slander. 

There is no more basis in fact for the charge that I take money 
for teaching. If a man were able to instruct mankind he would be 
entitled, it seems to me, to money that might be paid to him for 
the instruction. Nothing has been paid to me. But there is Geor¬ 
gias of Leontium, Prodicus of Ceos, and Hippias of Elis. These 
men make the round of the cities. They are able to convince young 
men to leave their fellow citizens who would teach them for noth¬ 
ing and come to them, whom they not only pay for the instruc¬ 
tion, but deem it an honor to have the privilege of being permitted 
to pay them. 

* * * ^ * 

Some of the young men of the richer classes who have a great 
deal of leisure at their disposal have come to me. It is my custom, 
as you know, to examine pretenders by asking searching questions. 
They take great pleasure in hearing pretenders to knowledge exam ¬ 
ined and confused. Often have they proceeded to imitate me and 
they have examined others. They quickly find that a great many 
people who pretend to know, after all know very little. But the 
quee thing is that the pretenders who are revealed in their ignor¬ 
ance by the youths who are imitating me do not grow angry with 
the youths, but they are inflamed against me. ‘This villain 
Socrates is corrupting the youth of Athens'. When somebody, 
however, asks them what I teach that is doing all the harm they 
simply repeat charges that they have heard made against philoso¬ 
phers: that they are evil doers and that their whole effort is to 
make the worse cause appear to be the better one. The truth is 
that their ignorance has been revealed and they do not like it. 

Men of Athens, I have great respect for you, but at the same 
time I shall not give up the practice of philosophy while T have life 
and strength to continue it. For I do nothing in my teaching 
except to try to persuade all—young and old alike—not to pay so 
much attention to bodily appearances and worldly possessions, but 
to seek chiefly an improvement of the soul. I tell you frankly 
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that money will never produce virtue, but that from virtue will 
come not only money but everything else that is of value to man 
either in his public or in his private life. This is the whole sub¬ 
stance of my teaching, and if that kind of teaching serves to cor¬ 
rupt the Athenian youth, then I indeed am an unworthy man and 
fit for punishment. 

v 

From the Clouds of Aristophanes 

In this play Aristophanes aims to hold Socrates up to ridicule. 
While the criticism of the playwright is specifically directed against 
Socrates, "actually the point of view portrayed is one that was 
assumed by the Sophists of the period rather than by Socrates him¬ 
self. His own times confused the teachings of the Sophists with 
Socrates' teachings. As a matter of fact he went to death by rea¬ 
son of this confusion. At his trial he mentioned specifically the 
wrong position he had been made to assume before the eyes of the 
public by reason of the witticisms of Aristophanes. 

In the scene that is represented by the following dialogue the 
Sophists are shown in a garden before the house of Socrates. The 
following characters are represented. 

Strepsiades, Ian old farmer. 

Socrates. 

A disciple of Socrates. 

(A knocking is heard upon the gate and the following dialogue 
ensues:) 

Disciple. Who knocks there? 
Str. Strepsiades of Kikynna. 
Dis. You simpleton, why bang at this gate as if some animal 

had cast itself against it? 
Str. Open at once and let me see Socrates. You must open 

for I want to be a pupil. Open the door, I say. 

(The gate is opened and Strepsiades is admitted.) 

Str. What marvelously strange creatures are these? 
Dis. What do they look like? 
Str. They look like the Spartans whom we took prisoners at 

Pylos. Why are they looking at the ground so 
intently? 

Dts. They are looking for objects which are below. 
Str. Perhaps they are trying to find onions. They should 

not worry so much about the matter for I can tell 
them where to find the very biggest. Why do they 
keep their heads so near the ground? 

Dis. They are searching intently every part of the regions of 
Tartarus. 
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Str. Why do some others keep their heads raised toward the 
skies? 

Dis. They are intent upon a study of the heavens. (Aside 
to the Disciples) Go into the house, friends. The 
master might come outside and find you. 

Str. Do not send them in yet. I wish to ask some questions 
about an important matter of business. 

Dis. No, they have been out in the open air too long. Every¬ 
one must go indoors at once. 

(They all go through the door into the house. In this house 
there is much scientific material, and suspended in the middle of the 
room is a large basket in which sits Socrates.) 

Str. What are all these things for? 
Dis. This one is used in astronomy and this in geometry. 
Str. What use is it any way? 
Dis. To measure land. 
Str. What is this? 
Dis. This is a map of all the earth. Here, for instance on 

this map is Athens. 
Str. Do not tell me anything of that kind. I do not see 

either court or jurymen such as we have at Athens. 
Dis. The worse for you if you do not understand. 
Str. Oh look! Who is that in the basket? 
Dis. That is the master. 
Str. What master? 
Dis. Socrates. 
Str. (Calls out loudly) Socrates! (Then turning to the 

disciple says) You call him. He does not hear me. 
Dis. Call him yourself. I can not waste all my time on you. 

(Exit Disciple.) 

Str. Socrates! Hi Socrates! 
Soc. (Looking over edge of basket) What do you want? 
Str. Tell me what you are doing. 
Soc. I walk through the air to make a study of the sun. 
Str. Are you able to look down on the gardens from your 

basket? 
Soc. Why, of course. If I were to try to look down from the 

earth I should not be able to see anything at all. 
It is only getting above the earth and so suspending 
the intellect that we can think at all, for the earth 
always draws toward itself the vigor of the mind. 

Str. Oh Socrates! Please come to earth and teach me so that 
I may learn. 

(Socrates descends from the basket and steps out upon the 

ground.) 
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Tell me, now, what is it you wish to learn? 
I am anxious to learn to speak glibly. My creditors 

have no pity upon me. They rob me and for the 
money I owe they would hold my goods in bond¬ 
age. 

What puts you in such debt? 
Horse racing did it. The horses have left me bankrupt. 

Teach me, Oh Socrates, Cause No. 2 which is, I 
understand, the unjust plea which one uses to escape 
his debts. If you will only make me skillful in this 
cause I shall pay you whatever you ask. I swear 
by the gods 'tis so. 

Do not bother about the gods. That kind of coin is 
not worth anything here. 

Well, what do you swear by? 
Do you wish to procure genuine knowledge concerning 

the gods? 
I do indeed. 

And do you desire to talk with the clouds whom, as 
gods, We honor? 

I do. 
Then sit down and put this wreath upon your head. 
What do I get by wearing this? 
Why, you will grow to become a veritable blossom of 

oratory. You will be able to talk upon any sub¬ 
ject. You will become a genuine bag of wind. Give 
heed now as we make supplication to the clouds. 

this point the chorus enters singing a Hymn to the 

How holy and magnificent does this singing sound. How- 
majestic it is. 

It is, since it is directed to those who are divine alone. 
Surely, Socrates, the clouds are not the only divine enti¬ 

ties. Is not Zeus god? 
Zeus indeed! Do not talk like a child. There is 

Zeus. 
No Zeus? Who sends the rain? 
The clouds themselves send the 

seen it rain without clouds? 
he would not need clouds to 

rain. Have you 
If Zeus sent the 

help him. 

no 

ever 
rain 

But who sends the thun- That is certainly good reason 
der? 

The ethereal whirl. 

So Zeus is no more. King Whirl is in his place and thus 
we get thunder and confusion. 
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Soc. So you reject all other beliefs and accept only the gods 
that we acknowledge, namely: confusion, tongue 

and clouds: These three and no more? 
Str. These three. Not a word shall I ever speak to any other 

god. 

(Chorus of clouds enters, and turning to Strepsiades, says:) 

Cho. Name the favor that you would receive. You shall not 
fail, but by admiration and reverence for us you will 
become clever. 

Sir. Oh! pure divinity of the clouds; it is but a small favor 
1 ask, namely, that I shall be able to outdistance in 
argument by ten miles any Greek who may turn his 
tongue against me. 

Cho. This favor is granted. Moreover, whenever you speak 
in council of state the motions you make will prevail, 
while those of others are lost. 

Str. I have no desire to sit in wisdom's halls nor to talk about 
matters so important as those of state. I simply 
wish to be able to twist and confuse right and 
wrong as I please so I may always be able to slip 
out of the clutches of my creditors. 

Cho. Your desire is granted. 

Another Portion of the Play 

SCENE: Before the house of Strepsiades. Strepsiades runs 
from the house pursued by his son Phidippides. They stop and 
the following conversation tpkes place: 

Str. My neighbors, protect me by all means, for I am being 
beaten by my son! Ah me! Unhappy man am i. 
(�Turning to his son) Wretch, would you beat me? 

Phid. I would. 
Str. (Turning to others who have followed from the house) 

You hear him acknowledge that he would beat me? 

Phid. Why, of course. 
Str. Wretch and parasite that you are! 
Phid. Say that over again. I like that kind of abuse. 
Str. You ingrate! 
Phid. Overwhelm me with roses of that character. 
Str. Would you beat your father? 
Phid. I will not only beat you but I will prove to you that 

it is just that I should do so. 
Str. You rascal! How can it ever be just to beat your 

father? 
Phid. I will demonstrate it and overpower any argument you 

may advance. 
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You will overcome me in argument? 
Easily. Name which of the two causes you prefer. 

What do you mean, two causes? 
The Just or the Unjust. 

Your education has certainly been an unjust one if you 
are able to persuade me that it is an honorable thing 
for a son to beat his father. 

I shall so persuade you that you yourself will agree 
with me thoroughly. 

Let us hear what you can say. 

When I was a boy did you not beat me? 
I most certainly did, for I had grave concern about 

you and I was inclined to do good to you. 
Is it not reasonable that I should feel well disposed 

toward you? Do you think it fair that my body 
should receive blows and your body be exempt? 
We both are freemen. If a boy weeps is it not just 
that his father should weep? It seems to me more 
reasonable that the old should weep in greater de¬ 
gree than the young, for it is less reasonable to ex¬ 
pect error among the old than it is among the young. 

There is no law which says that a father should be made 
to suffer through his son. 

The law that we have on the subject, though, I think 
you will agree was proposed by a man like you or 
me, who persuaded the older men to enact the law. 
What is there wrong, therefore, in my proposing a 
new law, namely that the sons should have the priv¬ 
ilege of beating their fathers? You, of course, have 
observed that barnyard fowls and animals punish 
their fathers. What is the difference between these 
creatures and us except that we write decrees? 

If you imitate barnyard fowls in all things, my son, 
why do you not sleep on a perch? 

It is not the same thing, father. 
Neither is it the same thing for you to beat me. Some 

day you will be extremely sorry for having done so. 
Why should that be? 

For this reason. That I am entitled to punish you 
and you in turn are entitled to punish your son if 
you have one. 

But that is just the point. I may not have one. In 
that case I shall have wept to no purpose and you 
can stand off and laugh at me. 
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Str. Well, now, that seems to be just. I shall concede that 
argument. We should be made to weep if we do 
not act justly. 

Phid. Since you have admitted the strength of my argument 
in this case, suppose we consider another maxim. 

Str. No, indeed, for I shall be lost altogether if I do. 
Phid. I take it, then, that you are not annoyed at suffering, 

as you now are, owing to my beating you. 
Str. Well, what good do you do men by beating me? 
Phid. I will gain the right to beat my mother just as I have 

beaten you. 
Str. That, indeed, would be far greater wickedness than this 

present case. 
Phid. But, suppose that taking the Unjust cause I shall con¬ 

quer you in argument and thereby prove to you that 
1 have the right. Would that not justify a beating 
that I might give my mother? 

Str. If you do this you are lost altogether and nothing should 
stand in the way of your casting yourself and your 
Unjust cause into the pit together with your teacher 
Socrates. 

* * * * * 

Plato 

Plato was born in 427 B.C. on the Island Aegina, 

on which island his father owned a large estate. We 

know relatively little concerning his life. As he was 

of noble birth, his father claiming to be a descendant of 

Codrus, his early education in all probability followed 

the line of music and gymnastics. He was said to have 

been especially brilliant in the field of poetry, but at the 

age of twenty his contact with Socrates led him to burn 

all his writings and to enter upon a life devoted to the 

study of philosophy. The trial and conviction of 
Socrates embittered him and developed in him a strong 

antagonism to existing government. He finally believed 

that there was no hope for society unless by some happy 

change the rulers could be drawn from among the phil¬ 

osophers. 
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Subsequent to the death of Socrates, Plato left 

Athens and traveled throughout Greece, Italy, Sicily and 

Egypt. He returned to Athens about 389 B.C. and 

two years later established The Academy. The name 

was taken because the small estate which was used for 

, the purposes of the school adjoined the gymnasium of 

Academus. At the Academy for 40 years Plato taught 

and wrote, until his death in 347 B.C. 

This philosopher represents a type of lofty thinking 

resulting from the combination of a poetical mind inter¬ 

ested in speculative wisdom. The central point of Pla¬ 

tonic philosophy is that of the reality of ideas. Plato 

believed that individual things were but copies of that 

changeless reality which was identical with the ideas to 

which the individual copies but feebly corresponded. 

All philosophy, therefore, is a search for reality, for true 

ideas, and according to Plato, truth in the highest form 

will be realized not through the active search of the intel¬ 

lect, but rather through communion of the spirit with 

the highest and most conclusive of all ideas, namely God. 

It will be seen that in Plato’s thought there is a note of 

mysticism and it is remarkable that in several of the 

philosophies advanced in this twentieth century there is 

evidence of Plato’s influence. The thinking of this phil¬ 

osopher has influenced the world throughout the ages. 

His influence contributed directly to the thought of Aris¬ 

totle, the Stoics, the early Christian Fathers, and some 

of the early phases of scholastic philosophy. 
Among the writings of Plato are the following: 

The Phoedrus 

The Protagoras 

The Georgias 

The Thecetetus 

The Symposium 
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The Republic 

The Timoeus 

The Phoedo 

The Laws 

PLATO—THE REPUBLIC 

(The scene is laid in the house of Cephalus. He, Timaeus, 
Hermocrates and others are represented as discussing a conversa¬ 
tion which had been held with Socrates the preceding day.) 

Most assuredly God and the things of God are perfect. 
Yes, indeed. 
It is not possible that he would represent himself to us under 

different forms? 
No. 
But for the sake of the argument let us suppose that he doles 

transform himself. 
Then, indeed, God must have changed. 
Do you think then, that the change would be for the better 

or would it be for the worse? 
If God were to change, the change necessarily must be for 

the worse. If he were to acquire additional virtue or beauty 
by reason of the change, then it would necessarily have to be 
assumed that he was deficient in virtue and in beauty in his orig¬ 
inal form. This, however, could not possibly be as God in his 
original form is perfect. 

That, indeed, is very true. Would anyone, though, either 
God or man, be willing to change from a perfect form to a less 
perfect form? 

It does not seem to me that any one would. 
Then the poets are wrong when they tell us that “the gods 

disguise themselves after various manners and live unrecognized 
among men.” Neither should mothers, affected by what the 
poets have said, teach their children that the gods wander about at 
night disguised as men. Such teaching is but blasphemy. 

Still, though the gods themselves may be unchangeable, may 
it not be assumed that through a kind of witchcraft they deceive 
human beings and make them believe they have appeared to them 
under various forms? 

Of that I can not say, but it seems to me that such a practice 
would be but admitting falsehood into that which is the highest 
and best. I think that kind of deception would be hated not 
only by the gods themselves, but even by men. 

In that contention I believe you are perfectly right. 
Do you think that a lie is ever justified? 
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Oh, yes! One may lie when dealing with his enemies, or 
to prevent the madness of a friend, or in telling myths the truth 
of which no one knows. But none of these reasons applies to 
the misrepresentation of God. 

Lying poets should not attempt to give to us ideas of God, 
for the divine is absolutely incapable of deceit. 

According to your thought, then, God is simple and stead- 
i fast in every word and deed. He never changes and he never 

deceives. 
That is what I believe. 
Then, though we may be very fond of the poet Homer, we 

can not sympathize with him in making Zeus send a lying dream 
to Agamemnon. That kind of sentiment about the gods arouses 
my anger. 

With you I thoroughly agree. 

(In this dialogue the persons represented as speaking are Soc- 
mtes, Glaucon, Adeimantus and Polemarchus In addition to those 
who take part in the conversation, which Socrates is directing, there 
are a number of mute listeners supposedly present.) 

Are we to admit that there is such a thing as opinion? 
Why, of course. 
Would you call it the same as knowledge, or would you classify 

it as another faculty entirely? 
Another faculty. 
Then opinion and knowledge have to do with distinctly dif¬ 

ferent kinds of matter? 
Yes, indeed. 
Before we go on I think we should make a division. 
What kind of division do you mean? 
Why, I think we should set the faculties off by themselves as 

powers in us by reason of which we are able to accomplish things. 
1 would call sight such a power and hearing another. Do you 
understand what I mean? 

Yes, I understand. 
Is it not fair to say that we can not distinguish faculties in the 

way in which we distinguish other things? We can not separate 
them by reason of their figures or their colors, but we can think 
only of the ends which they accomplish. For instance, that activ¬ 
ity which has one end and one manner of operation I call a given 
faculty; but another activity which has another end and another 
way of acting I call a different faculty. Don’t you think that is a 
fair basis of classification? 

Yes, indeed. 
Well, to return to what we were talking about, would you 

place knowledge among the faculties or would you make it corre¬ 
spond to something else? 
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It seems to me that knowledge is a faculty—a very strong 
faculty. 

Well, then, what about opinion? Is that also a faculty? 
Why, certainly, for without the power of forming opinions 

we could never have opinions. 
But only a short while ago you said that knowledge was not 

the same thing as opinion. 
I still believe that. Knowledge is that which is true under all 

conditions, but opinion is often subject to error. 
We both realize, then, that there is a clear distinction between 

these two? 
Yes, indeed. 
So knowledge and opinion are not only different powers, but 

they deal with different ends or subject matters? 
That is true. 
Would you say that knowledge is a knowledge of being? 
Yes. 
And opinion—is that to have an opinion? 
Yes. 
And is the subject matter of knowledge the same as the subject 

matter of opinion? 
No. We have just said that the subject matter differs. 
Well, then, if being is considered to be the subject matter of 

knowledge, what do you claim the subject matter of opinion to be? 
Well, it must be something different from being. 
And yet something that is different from being is not being. Is 

not-being, therefore, the subject matter of opinion? Think care¬ 
fully now. When you say that a man has an opinion do you 
mean that it is an opinion about something or an opinion about 
nothing? 

It is impossible that his opinion should be about nothing. 
But not being is nothing. 
That is true. 
As knowledge goes with being, it would follow that its oppos¬ 

ite, ignorance, should go with not-being. 
That is true. 
But opinion is not concerned with ignorance, is it? 
No. 
And it is not concerned with knowledge? 
That seems to be so. 
Then since opinion is not concerned with either ignorance nor 

knowledge, its subject matter must be set outside of both of them. 
Do you think that opinion deals with that which is more clear 
than knowledge or that which is more obscure than ignorance? 

Neither. 
Do you think that opinion, then, is a shade darker than knowl¬ 

edge, but a shade lighter than ignorance? 
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Yes, that is what I think. 
Then opinion occupies an intermediate position? 
There is not any question about it. 
Opinion, therefore, because it is intermediate, partakes both of 

the nature of being and of not-being. 
That is so. 
It follows, therefore, does it not, that the subject matter of 

, opinion is neither pure nor simple? 
True. 
If, however, we were to ask those whose opinion of beauty is 

that it is neither absolute nor unchangeable but differs under dif¬ 
ferent conditions, whether it would not be possible to find the ugly 
in the beautiful, the unjust in the just, the unholy in the holy, 
what do you suppose they would say? 

They would undoubtedly reply that from one point of view 
the beautiful might be considered ugly and that the same would be 
true of the other cases you have mentioned 

Well, of course things which from one consideration are dou¬ 
bles may from another consideration be but halves; that is, they 
may be doubles of one thing and halves of another. 

That is, of course, true. 
And it is true, too, that the words large and small, heavy and 

light, may be applied to the same object under different considera¬ 
tions. 

Why, yes. 
But since particular names do not definitely describe things nor 

place them, does it not follow that many of the things that are 
called beautiful or good or just by the multitude are only relatively 
so? That is, they are in a half way position between being and 
not-being. 

That is, of course, so and that condition is exactly what we 
have meant when we have used the word opinion. 

Then those who see many beautiful things, but who have no 
concept of absolute beauty, those who see many just acts but who 
have no thought of justice as pure being, have ascended no farther 
in their thought than opinion. 

That is, of course, true. 
But on the other hand, those who think in terms of the abso¬ 

lute, the eternal, and the unchangeable, may be said to know and 
not merely to have an opinion. 

That is true. 
Those, therefore, who can listen to sweet music or gaze upon 

beautiful colors and yet who can not ascend beyond a consideration 
of the individual to the thought of the absolute in music and art 
can be held to be mere people of opinion, and they should not be 
angry with those who would so describe them. 

They most assuredly should not. 
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But those who love the fundamental truth, which is in each 
individual thing, are to be called not lovers of opinion, but lovers 

of wisdom. 
That is indeed so. They are the true philosophers. 

{The following conversation takes place between Socrates and 
a pupil, Glaucon.) 

And so, Glaucon, when a person starts on a study of the Abso¬ 
lute, through reason only and discarding the use of his senses, but 
persevering in the use of intelligence alone, he will be rewarded by 
arriving finally at the end of the intellectual world just as by a 
proper use of his senses we have shown that he could arrive at 

the end of the physical world. 
And what name is given to this intellectual progress? 
The intellectual progress of which we speak is called dialectic. 
What, I should like to know, is the nature of dialectic, and 

what are its different divisions? 
Dear Glaucon, I shall try to tell you, although I am not sure 

that I can convey to you the exact truth. I do think, though, that 
you will arrive at an approximation to the truth. 

Doubtless. 
No one can have power in dialectic unless he has a command 

over the lesser sciences. 
I see. 

The arts and lesser sciences are concerned in part with opinion. 
In mathematics, for instance, many conclusions are arrived at as a 
result of hypotheses, but the mathematician is unable to explain 
adequately his own hypotheses. They are but his opinions. Now 
when a man is not thoroughly familiar with the fundamental prin¬ 
ciples of his own so-called science, and yet arrives at intermediate 
steps and even conclusions from a basis of which he is not sure, do 
you think it fair to call such intellectual progress, science? 

No, I do not. 
Dialectic, on the other hand, goes directly to first principles 

and is the only science which does away with hypotheses. It is 
true that dialectic uses the other so-called sciences in the work of 
teaching, but she uses them in the field of opinion only. 

I understand. 

Within the problems of dialectic we can recognize four divi¬ 
sions.. The first and highest division is science; the second is under¬ 
standing; the third is belief; and the fourth is knowledge of shad¬ 
ows of opinion. 

I am not sure that I understand, but in so far as I am clear I 
agree with what you have said. 

Well, would you also agree that the dialectician is one who has 
a grasp upon the essentials of each individual thing? 

Yes, I would agree with that, 
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Does it also seem reasonable to say that he can give power in 
dialectic to others? 

It would seem so. 
Now the question arises—when has a person this power? He 

has it when he can draw from the individual thing the good and 
define it. He has it when he can meet all objections and disprove 
them not by appeals to opinion, but rather by appeals to the Abso¬ 
lute. Unless he can do this he apprehends only shadows which 
ordinary men have and which we call opinions. If he can do it 
he has knowledge. 

In that I agree with you. 

FROM THE PHOEDO 

(The following dialogue relates a conversation between 
Socrates and a pupil, Simmias by name.) 

Does it seem to you, I ask, that equal portions of wood, 
stone or some other material are themselves equal, or do they fall 
short of perfect equality? 

They seem not only to fall short, but to fall short in very 
great measure. 

Does it not, then, follow that when a person observes some¬ 
thing that he realizes is aiming to be superior, but in actuality is 
falling short of what it is trying to be, there must have been in his 
mind a copy of the better object? He must have had previous 
knowledge of the true object to which the one he observes is both 
similar, but inferior. 

That would seem to be true. 
And is not that the whole case when we talk of apparent equals 

and of absolute equality? 
Exactly. 

Then, when we see material objects which we say are trying to 
achieve equality, but do not so achieve it, we by our words indicate 
that we have in our minds a notion of absolute equality and that 
we have had a prior idea of what constitutes absolute equality. 
That would seem to be true, would it not? 

Yes, indeed. 

Does it not follow, too, that we can attain to the notion of 
equality through the medium of our senses? 

Yes, it seems to me, insofar as the argument is concerned, that 
that is so. 

Well, from the senses we gather knowledge of sensible things 
which we realize are aiming at an absolute which they do not attain. 

That is true. 
It follows from this, though, that if we say a sensible object 

is aiming at a pattern which it does not attain, there must have 
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been in our minds a standard of the Absolute which the object 
would attain if it were perfect. 

According to my thinking, that inference is a necessary one. 
It is true, though, is it not, that we see, hear, and in general 

have the use of our senses immediately upon birth? 
That is true. 
Yet we have said that from the senses we gather knowledge of 

sensible things by measuring them against a prior pattern we have 
in our minds. Therefore, the fundamentals of this knowledge of 
equality or inequality must have been given to us at a previous 
time. 

You mean before we were born? 
I do mean that. I assert that at the instant of birth we have 

within us those ideas by reason of which we could judge and 
against which we could measure the equality or the inequality of 
everything with which we come in contact. I am speaking not 
only of sensible objects, but of those abstract notions, too, such 
as beauty, goodness, justice, holiness and of everything else to 
which in the process of dialectic we give the name, essence. Do you 
not think that we can hold that such knowledge was acquired be¬ 
fore our birth? 

I think we may. 
Now, if we did so acquire knowledge of this character, and we 

Lave not lost it, then throughout life we shall retain the knowledge 
we acquired prior to the beginning of our lives. But if we have 
forgotten it would you not say, Simmias, that we have simplv 
lost knowledge that we once had? 

That is most true, Socrates. 
If, however, later by the use of our senses, we learn do we not 

simply regain, by the process of learning, a knowledge which we 
once had before ever having used our senses? 

That is true. 
Then it would seem to be clear that when we see anything, 

hear it, or learn of its existence through some other sense we are 
simply checking the information the senses give us against a stand¬ 
ard which is in our minds; or we are simply reinstating in our 
minds a knowledge which was formerly there but has been for¬ 
gotten. 

All of which is true, Socrates. 
Yes, Simmias. But which of the two alternatives do you 

prefer? Do we all retain knowledge given to us at birth, or do 
we forget some of it but by the use of our senses afterwards 
recall it? 

I am not ready to decide at this moment, Socrates. 
But could our souls have attained a standard of absolute jus¬ 

tice, let us say, by reason of our contact as individuals, through our 
senses, with the actions of men? 



Brief Readings in Philosophy 95 

Most certainly not. 

Then would it not follow that if we had knowledge of the 
standards of equality before birth and we had no knowledge of 
them at the time our senses began to function, which they do at 
the moment of birth, that we must have lost our knowledge of 
standard even before we were born, or, the only possibility that is 
left, that we lost it simultaneously with our birth. Neither one 
-of these possibilities seems sensible, does it? 

No, indeed. 

Then you find that any man in his common language speaks 
of Absolutes. We always speak of absolute justice, absolute beauty, 
absolute goodness. Does not this seem to give confidence that 
there are within us standards acquired prior to life, even though we 
may seem to have forgotten them? 

I am convinced that you are right, Socrates. 

If I am and absolute ideas are our inborn possessions and we 
are born as individuals with them, where, we may ask, did they 
have their prior existence? 

This time I shall answer my question for you Simmias, and 
say that the only adequate explanation we have is that our individ¬ 
ual souls existed as our souls prior to our individual existences as 
human beings. Unless that be so there is no force in the argu¬ 
ment at all. If our ideas existed prior to life, then our souls existed 
prior to what we call life. 

I am convinced, Socrates, that there is the same validity of 
argument for the one as for the other. 

From the Life of Lycurgus by Plutarch 

Lycurgus did not believe that our city should govern other 
cities, but he considered that it would achieve happiness as a pri¬ 
vate citizen achieves it—that is through virtue and self-consistency. 
He so regulated the affairs of the city that by the presence of free¬ 
dom and lack of license among the inhabitants, its continuance 
would be guaranteed. Plato, Diogenes, Zeno and other writers 
upon political subjects have held up Lycurgus as a pure example of 
the power of government, and organization. Their writings are held 
in high repute, but after all, they have but given us a word picture 
of good government. Lycurgus gave to us not words, but facts. 
He achieved in actuality a perfect form of government. He demon¬ 
strated how it was possible to organize a whole city of philoso¬ 
phers and so he refuted in practice the arguments of those who held 
that a life patterned after philosophy can not be lived. For the 
work that he accomplished Lycurgus holds a pre-eminent place 
among the founders of Grecian states. 
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Aristotle 

Aristotle was born at Stagira, a city that was located 

on the Strymonic Gulf on the site of the present city 

of Stavro, in 384 or 385 B.C. Aristotle’s father was 

a physician to the Macedonian king, Amyntas. When 

but seventeen years of age, Aristotle went to the city of 

Athens for purposes of study and took up his residence 

at the Academy. Here he was taught, in the absence 

of Plato who was at that time in Syracuse, by Isocrates. 

Under Isocrates he studied rhetoric, but upon the return 

of Plato he applied himself to philosophy. For the fol¬ 

lowing twenty years Aristotle enjoyed the benefits of 

Plato’s teaching and remained loyal to the Academy 

though he differed along fundamental lines with respect 

to some of its teachings. On the death of Plato in 347 

B.C., Aristotle, who was now in his thirty-eighth year, 

felt that in view of the differences of opinion between 

himself and the followers of Plato, it would be only 

fair to separate himself from the Academy. This he 

did and with Xenocrates of Chalcedon, who also had 

separated himself from the school, he took up his res¬ 

idence in Mysia. In 342 B.C. he was invited by Philip 

of Macedon, with whose court he had always been on 

friendly terms, to supervise the education of Philip’s son, 

Alexander. Aristotle accepted the invitation, went to 

Pella, the Capitol of Macedonia, and directed the educa¬ 

tion of Alexander, who was then fourteen years of age, 

until his seventeenth year. When Alexander succeeded 

to the throne of his father, Aristotle, who seems not 

to have been in sympathy with the plan for the conquest 

of the East, left Pella and returned to Athens. It was 

at this time, in his fiftieth year, that Aristotle founded 

his famous Lyceum. Here he taught for twelve years, 



98 Aristotle 

but upon the death of Alexander in 323 B.C. he felt 

that his position was dangerous because of the strong 

reaction that had set in against Macedonia and as 

a result he fled to Chalcis. Here he died the following 

year. 
Aristotle's influence in the field of philosophy is 

immeasurable. From his own day until this twentieth 

century the paths of thought which he traveled as a 

pioneer have been constantly used by all who are diligent 

in their search for truth. Modern thought is in its last 

analysis a combat between the principles championed by 

Plato and those advocated by his famous pupil Aristotle. 

Aristotle’s writings teach not only the philosophical 

aspects of study, but also give evidence of his contribu¬ 

tions in the fields of pure science and politics. Among 

the titles of his carefully prepared addresses at the 

Lyceum that have come down to us are the following: 

On the Immortality of the Soul 

On Philosophy 

On the Good 

On Justice 

On Friendship 

Probably his most famous complete works, of the 

total number of forty-six which are now extant, are his 

“Nicomachean Ethics”, a work of ten volumes, and his 

“Physics” which is in eight volumes and which discusses 

the general principles and relationships underlying nat¬ 

ural phenonema. The Metaphysics, as we now have it, 
was not completed by Aristotle. 

FROM THE METAPHYSICS 

Let us inquire at the very outset whether speculation concern- 
mg all kinds of causes lies within the province of one science or 
really belongs to many sciences. If there are many sciences of 
causes and different sciences concerning different first principles, 
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which of these should we consider as properly and scientifically 
informed, particularly in the subject matter of our investigation? 
For in any one subject of inquiry it is possible that there may be 
different types of causes. For instance, in the building of a house 
the initiation of the motion came from the artist. The final cause 
is the work of the builder, but the matter forming the house, which 
is a fundamental cause of its being a house, is the earth and stones 
which constitute it. Wherefore, it would seem to belong to the 
province of different sciences to investigate these different causes. 
If, therefore, there is not just one science but many, what kind of 
substance shall we consider to be the particular province of the 
science of ontology. 

With reference to the same genus, it is the province of a parti¬ 
cular science to investigate accidental qualities. An examination 
of the reason for existence belongs to one science, and to another the 
investigation of those elements by reason of which a thing is what 
it is. We may examine a speculation so as to discover whether the 
thought is confined only to substances, or in addition, has to do 
with accidental qualities that appear in these substances. I may 
think in mathematics of a solid being made up of different sub¬ 
stances—lines and surfaces—and then I may ask whether it be the 
province of one science to make note of these things, study them, 
and also study the accidents of each genus about which mathemati¬ 
cal science concerns itself. Or I may ask whether it may not be 
that we have here provinces of more than one science. May it not 
be that there is evident a certain demonstrative science and also a 
science of essence or formal cause. Thus, indeed, do we consider 
that the assertion we have heretofore made is true, namely, that 
forms are causes and that substances subsist absolutely independent 
of pure form. 

If it should happen that all things which seem to be true are 
true and the apparent is true just because it is apparently true, then 
it must necessarily follow that all things at the same time are both 
true and false. Many people hold contrary opinions and regard 
those who do not think along the same lines as they do, as victims 
of error. In this case different people maintain that opposite things 
are true. If the only criterion is to be the individual and if things 
that are true are true simply because they seem to me to be true, 
then all that is necessary is to claim that all things that seem so, are 
so. From this reasoning it may be said that everybody always 
speaks the truth. But in speaking the truth they will be giving 
expression to contradictory thoughts, so we arrive at the illogical 
conclusion that contradictory sentiments are at the same time true. 

In dealing with philosophers who take this stand the contro¬ 
versy must be governed according to the origin of the notions 
themselves. Many, indeed, have formed their opinions by reason 
of a doubt in their own minds. Their situation is really one of 
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ignorance and the proper refutation is not to direct an argument 
against their theories, but rather to elevate their understanding. 
There are others who speak simply for argument’s sake and refuta¬ 
tion of the kind described will be a corrective not only of the 
arguments they voice, but of the terminology they use. There are 
other thoughtful people, however, who labor under scepticism 
because the opinions which they cherish have originated from the 
sensible world. They see in nature opposites arising from the 
same thing. Is it not necessary therefore, they think, that con¬ 
traries should have existed within the same thing? It was this 
belief that Anaxagoras and Democritus held, for they maintained 
that in everything, everything was mingled. The latter philos¬ 
opher held that emptiness and fullness are both resident at the same 
time in any one part of any object, although one of these is non¬ 
entity and the other entity. 

FROM THE POLITICS 

The city has the power to be virtuous when the citizens of the 
city are themselves virtuous. This is notably true in the case of 
cities whose citizens participate in the government after the man¬ 
ner in which our citizens participate. It is proper, therefore, for 
us to make inquiry concerning the manner in which a man becomes 
virtuous. In the last analysis there are three things which make 
for goodness and virtue. These things are nature, habit and reason. 
It is essential that one who would aspire to virtue must be a man. 
If, by chance, he had been born some other animal, virtue would be 
of no concern to him. There are now definite characteristics of 
manhood. There are qualities of both body and soul. There are 
some qualities acquired at birth, however, which are changed in the 
course of life and habit. Many original activities of nature are 
changed at times by man through habit from good to bad, or from 
bad to good. Animals, for the most part, are influenced in their 
actions by nature, but to some extent habit prevails among them. 
Man, however, and man alone, in addition to both nature and 
habit, possesses rationality. Therefore, the problem which man 
confronts is to bring these three—nature, habit and reason—which 
often antagonize one another, into harmony. This he will be 
able to accomplish through the overpowering influence of reason. 

Lucretius 

Titus Lucretius Carus was born about 99 B.C. As 

in the case of many other important men of the pagan 

period, we know relatively little of his life. In a 

chronicle by St. Jerome written in the year394 men- 
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tion is made of the birth of a poet by name Lucretius. 

The account of St. Jerome informs us further that this 

poet wrote several poems which were subsequently edited 
by Cicero. 

The most celebrated poem written by Lucretius is 

De Rerum Natura (On the Nature of Things). Lucre¬ 

tius, through his poetry, and particularly through De 

Rerum Natura, made an effort to set forth the worth 

of independence of thought and action. He believed 

thoroughly in the Epicurean philosophy, and held that 

man had within himself the power to control his own 

life. He set forth a proof of his thesis based upon the 

atomic theory of Democritus. 

Tradition tells us that Lucretius committed suicide 

during a fit of insanity in the year 55 B.C. 

ON THE NATURE OF THINGS 

It is pleasant to look out at sea at the time of a great storm and 
to watch from our safe position on land someone else in deep dis¬ 
tress. Our pleasure is due, not to the fact that we like to see someone 
else in difficulty, but we rejoice in the fact that we ourselves are in 
this instance exempt. In like manner, it is an occasion of delight 
to us to watch from a vantage point on high a mighty struggle of 
war in which others are engaged in the plains below us. Neither 
of these opportunities, however, is to be compared with that given 
to the man fortified by the learning of the ages. From the lofty 
peak of his knowledge he may watch other men wandering all 
abroad and going astray in their search for the proper conduct of 
life. He may see them striving ever with great effort to secure 
power and to become masters of their little worlds. Foolish men! 
If they had but the wisdom of the one who really knows they 
would see that nature desires nothing further than that pain remain 
distinct from the body and that the mind enjoy a feeling of pleasure 
exempt from both care and fear. For the body’s nurture few 
things are needed, and these things are the conquerors of pain. 

Cicero 

Marcus Tullius Cicero was born at Arpinum, Italy, 

in 106 B.C. He occupied many political offices in Rome 
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and distinguished himself for his oratorical ability. 

Many of his works survive and from them we learn of 

his interest in philosophical disputations. As a philos¬ 

opher he did not pretend to originality, but called him¬ 

self an Eclectic selecting from past philosophies those 

opinions which appealed most strongly to him. In this 

practice he represented the Roman attitude toward pure 

speculation. Cicero was assassinated as the result of a 

proscription issued against him by the Second Trium¬ 

virate, on December 7, 43 B.C. 

ON ORATORY 

An orator, if he has true power, should be able to excite the 
minds of men at will to anger, hate or grief. To do this he must 
have studied human nature and gained a thorough knowledge of 
the passions of mankind and of the causes which influence think¬ 
ing. These considerations, however, are, properly speaking, the 
subject matter of philosophy. 

Philosophy may be considered as making three major inquiries. 
It inquires into the physical world; it inquires into the laws of 
mind; and it inquires most fundamentally into the lives and man¬ 
ners of man. The orator can not succeed unless he has a thorough 
grasp upon this third division, and therefore that part of philos¬ 
ophy, at least, should be carefully pursued by him who would 
aspire to oratory. 
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LATER PAGAN PHILOSOPHY 

Questions for Discussion 

1. How did Protagoras attempt to prove his contention that sensations are 
as diversified as the number of individuals in existence? 

2. What did Protagoras mean by his assertion that reality is a variable, 
individual matter; not a constant, eternal truth? 

3. What did the Sophists mean by their contention that it is more important 
to be able to express an idea eloquently than it is to spend time trying 
to ascertain its validity? 

4. Discuss briefly the attitude of Sophistry toward philosophy defined as 
“the effort to see things clearly”, 

5. Contrast the Sophists with the philosophers of early Greece. 
6. Why did the Greeks condemn the practice of accepting money in return 

for teaching? 
7. Is it unethical to refuse to impart knowledge until compensation is paid? 

Justify your answer. 
8. What is Sophistry? Is it identical with casuistry? Is it ever defensible? 
9. In what ways did the teaching of Socrates differ from that of the Sophists? 

Yty. What is Socratic questioning? 
11. What is Socratic irony? 
12. Did Socrates contend that there was an unchanging moral law? Explain. 
13. Why was Socrates condemned to death? 
14. Why do you believe Aristophanes painted Socrates as he did? 
15. What do we learn of “mob psychology” from the appeal made to the 

crowd by Aristophanes in "The Clouds”? 
16. What did Plato mean by the "Reality of the Idea”? 
17. Plato manifested what attitude toward the traditional gods of Greece? 
18. What was the Grecian attitude toward truth as a virtue? 
19. Explain the relationship which Plato contended existed between material 

things and ideas. 
20. Discuss Plato’s concept of nature. 
21. Discuss Plato's concept of the Good as the ultimate goal of all the man¬ 

ifestations of nature. 
(Tl. Explain the manner by which Plato contended man achieved ideas. 
T3. Discuss the distinctions which Plato made between opinions and truth. 
24. What remedy did Plato suggest for the ills of society? Do you think 

his suggested remedy a feasible one? Why or why not? 
25. Explain Aristotle’s concept of the functions of philosophy. 
26. What did Aristotle mean by the “active intellect”? 
27. Explain Aristotle's theory of universal ideas. 
28. Outline the proof advanced by Aristotle for the existence of God. 
29. Why did Aristotle reject the doctrine of individual immortality? 
30. Explain the Epicurean philosophy. 
31. Explain what the pagans, in the declining days of Grecian splendor, under¬ 

stood to be the province of philosophy. 
32. What was the Roman attitude toward philosophy? 
33. Define Stoicism. 
34. Define Scepticism. 
35. What was meant by Eclecticism? 
36. What did Cicero conceive to be the proper province of philosophy? 
37. Contrast the philosophical thought of the early pagan period with pagan 

thought immediately prior to the advent of Christianity. 
38. Contrast the thought of Aristotle with that of Plato. 
39. Do you find any evidence of the survival of pagan thought in the world 

of today? 
40. Contrast pagan Occidental philosophy with Oriental speculation. 
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FINAL PHASES OF PAGAN THOUGHT 

AND 

THE RISE AND PERFECTION OF CHRISTIAN 

PHILOSOPHY 

AFTER the lapse of so many years we may be in¬ 

clined to think that there was a sharp break, at 

the time of the introduction of Christianity, between the 

former years which had been characterized by the prac¬ 

tical philosophers of the later paganism and the newer 

age which emphasized the thought of a world to come 

in which the human being would share, by reason of 

his conduct while upon earth. Actually there was no 

such line of demarcation evident to many of those liv¬ 

ing through the period. Pagan philosophy extended 

into the Christian era. Christianity was viewed in the 

beginning, except by the leaders of thought and those 

who were following the teachings of Christ, as a minor 

heretical Jewish sect. Several leaders in philosophical 

thought, such as the pagan Emperor Marcus Aurelius 

Antoninus, saw in Christianity a mode of thinking and 

of acting which, if it were permitted to exist and to 

develop, would in time destroy all of those realities to 

which they subscribed so heartily and which were to 

them great contributions made by antiquity to the civ¬ 

ilized life of the pagan world. Therefore Marcus 
Aurelius and those who thought as he did persecuted 

the Christians throughout the Roman world and entered 

upon a war of extermination. 
In the meantime Christianity had in reality devel¬ 

oped no philosophy. Church leaders were interested in 

spreading the Gospel of Christ, in gaining converts to 

Christianity, and in emphasizing a system of life rather 

'[107] 
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than a system of thought. The early Christian life was 

a life based upon a creed. Pagan life was a life based 

upon a mode of rational thinking. The only philos¬ 

ophy, therefore, of the early Christian period is a pagan 

philosophy. Among its prominent representatives were 

Plutarch, Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, Epictetus, 

Musonius, Seneca, and Plotinus. Paganism, therefore, 

was in a better position to make onslaughts, through the 

use of reason, upon Christianity than was early Chris¬ 

tianity, through the use of the pagan weapon of reason, 

to defend itself. 
In time the early Fathers of the Church were com¬ 

pelled, because they were desirous of preventing the 

spread of heretical systems of thought made possible 

through false reasoning, to use the same weapon the 

pagans used—that of reason. Through reason the early 

Church Fathers fought against the shafts of pagan 

thought that were directed against Christianity, and 

endeavored to show not only the desirability of Chris¬ 

tian practices over pagan practices, but also the more 

complete reasonableness of Christian thought over pagan 

thought. Among these early Church Fathers were 

Cyprian and St. Augustine. The early Church Fathers, 

as represented by these two outstanding leaders, in using 

methods of reasoning peculiar to pagan philosophy, 

turned to Plato as their guide. They found in Plato a 

most sublime expression of that thought which had been 

emphasized throughout the first centuries by the prac¬ 

tices of the early Christians and their leaders. It was 

logical, therefore, that Plato, by his emphasis upon a 

life of contemplation, should make an appeal to the 

Fathers of the early Church that could not possibly have 

been made by the worldly spirit so evident in the prev¬ 

alent divisions of the pagan thought of the times, namely, 
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Stoicism, Epicureanism, and Eclecticism. Through Plato, 

too, by virtue of his emphasis upon meditation and 

ascetic practices, the Fathers of the early Christian 

Church were able through the use of reason, to instill 

into the more intelligent followers of Christ the benefits 

to be derived from that mode of living advocated by 

the Founder of Christianity and accepted by the out¬ 

standingly pious, though not the exceptionally brilliant 

from an intellectual standpoint, of his disciples and their 

successors. During the early centuries Christianity won 

to its side the forceful leaders of the barbaric hordes that 

swept over the civilized world. In this work of con¬ 

version the Church Fathers and their followers, par¬ 

ticularly those of the Roman world, strongly fortified 

the Christian faith by the use of reason as exemplified 
in the writings of Plato. 

In the later centuries of the early Christian era, 

through contacts made with the East by reason of the 

crusades, there came to light the writings of that other 

great pagan philosopher, Aristotle. Through the Ara¬ 

bians a misinterpretation of Aristotle was popularized. 

The Aristotle of the Arabians and of long tradition in 

the Moorish schools of thought was a pantheistic 

thinker. The most notable representative of this school 

of so-called Aristotelian thought was the philosopher 

Averroes, who lived during the twelfth century. All 

Islamites, to which creed Averroes subscribed, were fun¬ 

damentally opposed to every form of philosophy since 

they believed that one could not philosophize and still 

be true to the principles of life advocated by the Koran. 

It was, therefore, with the desire of showing the inade¬ 

quacy of Christian thought that Averroes introduced the 

speculation of Aristotle. In his Aristotle not only is 

there, as we have said, pantheism prevalent; but a note 
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of mysticism likewise appears which we know was far 

removed from Aristotle who was above all things a 

rationalist, not a mystic. Moreover, the Aristotle of 

Averroes had to do with the great Stagirite’s study of 

physics and metaphysics and neglected entirely his logic. 

It was only by direct contact with original Greek edi¬ 

tions of Aristotle that Christian Europe came to a gen¬ 

uine appreciation of the inductive thought processes of 

the greatest of the Greek philosophers. Even the 

Arabian Aristotle, clouded as it was by reason of the 

strong note of Islam prevalent in all the writings of 

Averroes, was still further clouded by the fact that it 

was introduced to Europe through Jewish thinkers and 

so was additionally colored with an Oriental tinge. 

When the Jews in Moorish Spain came in contact with 

Arabian influences they became enamoured with Arabian 

thought which was in reality, as we have indicated, 

chiefly an Arabian interpretation of Greek thought, 

notably that of Aristotle. Chief among the Jewish phil¬ 

osophers of this twelfth century was Moses Maimonides. 

It was the delivery of Aristotelian thought free from 

the prejudices of both Arab and Jewish traditions that 

was accomplished during the thirteenth century by the 

greatest Christian philosopher, the famous St. Thomas 

of Aquin. From the time of St. Thomas the philos¬ 

ophy of the Christian Church has been largely patterned 

after Aristotelian rather than Platonic speculation. Plato 

had served a most necessary purpose in helping to fasten 

upon the life of Europe Christian practices. It was fortu¬ 

nate that the early Church Fathers welcomed his basis of 

the rationality of a life of self-denial and contemplation. 

By the thirteenth century, however, Christianity had 

long since established itself as a system of life. Against 

the system, however, owing to the influences of the East, 



112 Christian Philosophy 

to which we have referred, the Arabian Aristotle was 

introduced as negativing the virtues of Christianity and 

attempting to prove that its basis was irrational. It 

was against this attack that St. Thomas strove, and out 

of which his “Summa Theologica” developed. This 

famous work is in reality a rediscovery of the true Aris¬ 

totle in his revelation of the fundamentally logical 

processes of mind and an amplification of the fact that 

Christian practice was in thorough accord with the pin¬ 

nacle of Grecian speculation. The Catholic Church has 

followed St. Thomas, with few exceptions, from his day 

to the present, and by the Church he has been accorded 

the title of “Universal Doctor”. 

After the time of St. Thomas, Scholasticism, of 

which he was a representative, declined. Scholastic 

thinkers, during the fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth 

centuries, with notable exceptions, were without the 

ability that St. Thomas had for original thought. One 

of the characteristics of the work of St. Thomas was 

his interest in science and in the practical life of man. 

His followers looked upon him as an authority. They 

referred all disputes to his writings for settlement. By 

reason of this procedure they grew apart from the life 

of the times and from the innovations and discoveries 

of science in the world about them. They had no 

answer for the questions which really disturbed men and 

to which St. Thomas would undoubtedly have directed 

himself if they had occurred during his period of life. 

As a result later Scholasticism became identified with end¬ 

less disputation and vain quibbling over non-essential 

matters. Men who were really serious thinkers became 

utterly disgusted with the results that philosophy seemed 

to be attaining. Many religious men felt that theology 

should cut loose from philosophy, not because philos- 
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ophy should be permitted to have a free ground, but 

because it was seriously detrimental, in their opinion, to 

Christian living. They turned to mysticism for guid¬ 

ance. Probably the greatest representative of this reac¬ 

tion against the decadence of Scholastic thought was 

, Thomas a Kempis, whose influence was felt throughout 

the fifteenth century. Another reactionary force was 

that represented by Bernardino Telesio, Giordano Bruno 

and Tommaso Campanella. These men who flourished 

during the sixteenth century saw in pantheism a solution 

of the problems presented by science and for which the 

Scholastic thought of the period had no answer. The 

emphasis upon science is the note which characterizes 

modern philosophy, and we shall, therefore, terminate 

the Christian period at this point and resume our presen¬ 

tation of philosophic thought with excerpts from the 

writings of probably the leading thinker along scientific 

lines during the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, 
namely, Francis Bacon. 

Seneca 

Lucius Annaeus Seneca was born at Corduba, Spain, 

probably in the year 3 B.C. He died as a suicide at his 

beautiful villa near Rome in 65 A.D. The major part 

of his life was spent at Rome where he was a prominent 

lawyer and political leader. In 41 A.D. the Emperor 

Claudius banished him to Corsica. He was recalled, 

however, through the interests of the Empress Agrippina, 

who had him appointed tutor to her son Nero, who 

was then eleven years old. After Nero had become 

Emperor, Seneca enjoyed favor at the court. At the 

time of Nero's famous quarrel with his mother it was 

Seneca, in response to the Emperor’s wish, who wrote 

the letter to the Senate upon the basis of which the ex- 
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Empress was condemned to death. Later Seneca himself 

was accused of conspiracy against Nero and as a result 

he was ordered to commit suicide. This he did by open¬ 

ing his own veins. 
Seneca wrote many essays and letters. Among his 

famous essays are the following: 

On Providence 

On Anger 
On Tranquillity of Mind 

On the Brevity of Life 

The following excerpt from the essay “On Anger” is 

illustrative of his thought processes and style. 

“On Anger” 
Delay is the most effective preventive of anger. Therefore, ask 

for delay in case of anger, not that the offense that angers you 
may be pardoned, but that you may be in a position to make a 
sound judgment concerning it. Anger when delayed gradually 
comes to an end. Angry impulses are strong, so do not try to com¬ 
bat them with the idea of making a rapid ending of their strength, 
but rather overcome parts of your angry moods and in time you 
will overcome all tendencies to anger itself. At times it is the thing 
that is told us that induces our anger. At other times it is what 
we ourselves see or hear. We should be hesitant to believe every¬ 
thing that is told us. People often lie for the purpose of leading 
us into error and sometimes they honestly believe the untruth to be 
so. There are people who will accuse others falsely in our presence 
so that they may sympathize with us in our anger and so ingratiate 
themselves. The spiteful man lies in order that he may make 
enemies of hitherto trusting friends. The mischievous man lies 
because he enjoys the quarreling that ensues as a result of his lying 
and at a safe distance he rejoices in it. 

If you were a judge and were obliged to render a decision affect¬ 
ing the ownership of a small sum of money you would insist upon 
witnesses and you would not believe these witnesses unless they 
swore to the truth of that which they said. In addition, you 
would permit both sides to the controversy to be heard and you 
would delay the hearing so that error would not ensue through 
too speedy a dispatch of the matter. And yet does it not ofttimes 
happen that you condemn your friend immediately upon the Basis 
of information that has come to you? Is it not true that your 
anger arises against him before you have given him a chance to tell 
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you his side of the matter, before you have even questioned him, 
before it is even clear in his mind with what he is charged and who 
is accusing him? 

Musonius 

Musonius Rufus was born in Etruria about 20 A.D. 

Ijie was accused by the Emperor Nero of participating 

in a conspiracy and as a result was exiled to the island 

of Gyarus. Later he returned under the Emperor 

Galba. He became very popular as a teacher and at 

the time philosophers were expelled from Rome by 

Vespasian an exception was made in his case. The date 

and manner of his death is shrouded in mystery. Muso¬ 

nius in his thought followed the teachings of his master 

Epictetus. He held that the sole test of all philosophy 

is not theory but practical life. The true philosopher, 

according to Musonius, is one who by his life proves 

himself to be worth while. There is some question con¬ 

cerning the authenticity of many letters and other writ¬ 

ings attributed to Musonius. Suidas claims, however, 

that those which he preserved are genuine. 

Musonius—The Education of Women 

It has been asked whether women should study philosophy. 
It would seem that they had been granted the same power to reason 
which has been given to man. They have the same senses and the 
same perceptions. They seem to take the same pleasure in righteous 
acts and approve them exactly as man approves them. Why, there¬ 
fore, should it belong only to man to inquire into what constitutes 
a noble life? And it fs exactly this inquiry which constitutes the 
problem of philosophy. Should not women inquire into what 
constitutes goodness? It may be argued, though, that our desire 
is for good men and not for good women. We should ask further, 
though, it would seem, and establish whether there are not respects 
in which a woman should be good and then push the inquiry still 
further by demanding to know whether in the realization of those 
aspects of life in which she should be good, help would be offered 
her in philosophy. 

First, the woman should be a capable housekeeper. She should 
know how to order materials for the house and how to be a proper 
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ruler of the servants in the household. These things, however, 
are essential parts of life, and a woman who had studied philos¬ 
ophy would, as Socrates has said, be most ready to ask herself what 
things are good and what things are bad to be done in the house. 
A woman, however, must be more than a housekeeper. She should 
know how to control herself. She should be the ruler of her 
desires and not their slave. She should not be irascible, nor extrav¬ 
agant, nor desirous of parading herself before the multitude in 
costly dress. The control hereby enjoined will be granted to her 
through philosophy. It is fitting that the educated woman be of 
stronger mettle than the uneducated, and the student of philosophy 
should, therefore, be more courageous than the one untrained in it. 
It is her fortune to have studied to be high-minded, and therefore 
it is to be expected that she would not submit to any one simply 
because he was well-born, or powerful, or rich. 

Some, however, may advance the thought that women engaged 
in philosophical study surrounded bv men, as they necessarily are, 
grow bold. They learn to argue craftily and to engage in discus¬ 
sions. I am not advancing the thought that woman should study 
philosophy so that they may thereby desert their logical positions 
as wives and mothers and leaders of households. I maintain, how¬ 
ever, that the study of philosophy by women will result in making 
them more efficient in the performance of those duties which are 
peculiarly theirs. 

Plutarch 

Plutarch was born at Chaeronea in Boeotia about 

46 A.D. He spent considerable time as a student at 

Athens and was there at the time that Nero visited Greece 

in 66 A.D. Later he traveled considerably throughout 

Italy, Greece and Egypt. He visited Rome several times 

and remained there for a period of years during the reign 

of the Emperor Vespasian. At this time he associated 

with prominent men and celebrated philosophers of 

Rome. In fact, he himself delivered many lectures in 

Rome on the general subject of philosophy. Plutarch, 

however, can not be regarded as a philosopher. He is 

representative of those men who are interested in litera¬ 

ture and who are able to give through their own personal 

charm of style and manner new life to the thoughts and 
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expressions of other men. He was a prolific writer and 
covered many fields. 

Of his writings which are connected with philos¬ 
ophy, the following are representative: 

The Banquet of the Seven Wise Men. 

On the Failure of the Oracles. 

On the Contradictions of the Stoics. 

On the Creation of the World's Soul in Plato’s 

Timoeus. 

Plutarch died about 128 A.D. 

PLUTARCH—ON THE TRAINING OF CHILDREN 

Philosophy should occupy a prominent position among all 
branches of study. It is a worthy thing to travel and to visit the 
various cities of the world, but it is far more sensible to establish 
our permanent abode in the best city. So it is with study. Medi¬ 
cine teaches us how to recover our health if we have lost it. Physi¬ 
cal exercise, on the other hand, indicates to us the means by which 
we can attain a sound body. In a like manner, there is one study 
which will cure the ills of mind and promote the strength of our 
thinking, and that study is philosophy. Through its help we learn 
to distinguish what is honest from what is dishonest; what is just 
from what is unjust. We learn what we should seek and what 
we should shun. We acquire a knowledge of our proper relation¬ 
ships toward the gods, our forefathers, the laws, rulers, friends, 
members of our households, and even strangers. We learn, too, 
how to accept both prosperity and adversity; not to be too much 
elated by the one nor altogether dejected by the other. We learn 
through philosophy to give to pleasure its proper proportion in 
life, yet not to give way to it entirely; nor on the other hand to 
be one who is led into rage and fury, like an animal, upon the 
slightest provocation. These things I hold to be the essential profit, 
we gain by a study of philosophy. 

Epictetus 

Epictetus, a renowned Stoic philosopher, was born 

at Hierapolis, in Phrygia, about the year 50. He spent 

the early part of his life as the slave of Epaphroditus, 

who was a freedman of Nero. Later he was given his 

liberty and devoted the rest of his life to the pursuit of 
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Stoicism as a philosophy of life. In the year 90 he 

incurred the hatred of the Emperor Domitian and along 

with several other philosophers was banished from 
Rome. 

Under Epictetus Stoicism assumed the characteristics 

' of ascetic denial of the self rather than that of a positive 

energetic practical philosophy aimed to solve the insistent 

problems of life. The sayings of Epictetus were gathered 

together by his pupil Arrian and published under the 

title “Encheiridion”, a word meaning guide, or hand¬ 

book. These writings show that Epictetus advanced 

many ideas and ideals which reflect high beauty and sub¬ 

limity of thought. In fact, at times they approach very 

closely the sentiments associated with Christianity. It 

may be that Epictetus had come in contact with Chris¬ 

tian thought and practice, though there is no historical 

evidence for the proof of such belief. 

The time and manner of death of this famous pagan 

philosopher are both unknown. 

Adapted From the Encheiridion of Epictetus > 

By Arrian 

Not things themselves, but the opinions about things, give 
trouble to mankind. Death itself is not terrible. If it were so it 
would have so appeared to Socrates, but the opinion that we hold 
about death is the explanation of our terror. When, therefore, we 
are troubled or grieved we should lay it to our opinions; that is, 
we should blame ourselves. A man who is thoroughly undis¬ 
ciplined in philosophy always blames others for any misfortune 
that may come upon him. One who is beginning to be disciplined 
in the subject is inclined to blame himself; while one who is 
thoroughly disciplined blames neither himself nor others. 

/j. 'r 

Be not overjoyed by any superiority that is really not your 
own. If your horse were overjoyed and should say “I am over¬ 
joyed because I am a beautiful horse” the situation would be a 
tolerable one; but when you are elated and say ” I rejoice that I 
have a beautiful horse” remember that it is the excellence of the 
horse and not any contribution of your own that has produced 
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your joy. What, then, is your own? The ability to make use of 
appearances belongs to you, so that when you deal according to 
nature in the use of appearances, then should you be elated, if you 
will be elated, at an excellence that is your own. 

When, for instance, a ship is brought to anchor and you go out 
to help in the work of fetching water you may stop by the way to 
gather a few shells. On the other hand, you must keep your mind 
firmly fixed on the ship and constantly be watchful so that if the 
master calls in haste you will be ready to throw everything you 
have gathered aside so that you may reach the ship quickly. So it 
is with human life. If there be given to us a wife and children we, 
of course, accept them. If, however, the Master calls you, run to 
the ship; forsake everything that has been given to you and look 
not behind. In old age stray not far from the ship at any time lest 
the Master might call and you would not be ready. 

Seek not to have things happen as you would choose, but 
lather choose them to happen as they do. By following this coun¬ 
sel you will live prosperously. 

* * * * * 

Disease is a hindrance of the body. It has nothing to do with 
the will unless the will itself consents. Lameness is a hindrance 
of the leg, not of the will. You will find the same situation in 
everything that can possibly happen to you. All untoward hap¬ 
penings are hindrances not of yourself but of some other thing. 

5|e 5)5 * * * 

Never at any time say '7 have lost something.” Say, rather. 
“I have returned it.” Is your child dead? It is but a return. Is 
your wife dead? It is but a return. Have you been deprived of 
your property? This also is but a return. But you may say in 
this latter case, he is wicked who deprives me of it. But what is 
that to you? The Giver has simply demanded that you surrender 
it. As long as the Giver grants anything to you guard it as though 
it were another’s property. 

* * * * * 

If you would make an advance in philosophy, make a begin¬ 
ning in small matters. Is a little of your oil spilt? Do not be 
troubled, but say rather, it represents the price you pay for tran¬ 
quillity. 

***** 

Nothing can be gained without paying for it. When you call 
your servant it may be that he does not hear, or that he actually 
does hear but that he refuses to obey. For him that is not a good 
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action, but for you it is most important that you do not let him 
believe that he has the power to trouble you. You are a fool if 
you desire wife, children and friends to live forever, because you 
are desiring to be in your power things which can not be in your 
power. So, also, you are a fool if you desire your servant never 
to do anything wrong, for you are desiring evil not to be evil but 
something else. Always practice to attain that which in reality is 
attainable. This you can do and by doing it you will never fail 
in anything you attempt. 

Marcus Aurelius Antoninus 

Marcus Aurelius Antoninus was born at Rome in 

121 A.D. His grandfather, Verus, devoted himself to 

the education of the young Marcus, who profited by 

every opportunity that was offered to him. His excel¬ 

lent qualities of mind and manner won the notice of 

Emperor Hadrian and under his rule Marcus Aurelius 

enjoyed favor. At about the same time he was adopted 

by Antoninus Pius and Faustina, the daughter of 

Antoninus, was selected for his wife. Upon the death 

of Hadrian, Antoninus became Emperor and during his 

reign Marcus Aurelius enjoyed many promotions in gov¬ 

ernmental service. In the year 140 he was made consul, 

which office he held until the death of Emperor 

Antoninus in 161. In this year Marcus Aurelius was 

made Emperor and held this office until his death at 

Vienna in the year 180. 

Throughout the twenty years of his reign Marcus 

Aurelius maintained his study and practice of philos¬ 

ophy. He believed steadfastly in the pagan virtues of Sto¬ 

icism and made unceasing war upon Christianity which 

he looked upon as a force that would eventually wreck 

what he considered to be the values of life. His hos¬ 

tility to Christianity is difficult to explain, especially 

as much of his own teaching was simply a statement in 

pagan form of the virtues advocated by the early Chris- 
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tians. We can interpret his life and writings as a reflec¬ 

tion of the influence of the lives of the people he 

despised though he himself was blind to the effect made 

upon him by the religious practices of the early Chris¬ 

tians because of his own firm adherence to the pagan 

principles of his progenitors. 

FROM THE MEDITATIONS OF MARCUS AURELIUS 
ANTONINUS 

The worth of good morals and the proper regulation of my 
temper I learned from my grandfather, Verus. 

Modesty and the characteristics that befit a man I gathered from 
the recollection I had of my own father and from what others told 
me of him. 

Beauty and abstinence from evil deeds and evil thoughts to¬ 
gether with an appreciation of simplicity in all of life’s activities, 
1 learned from my mother. 

To my great grandfather I am indebted for my appreciation 
of the worth of education and for my willingness to spend freely 
where the things of education are concerned. 

To a teacher of my youth I am indebted for an understanding 
that I have of the worth of labor and for a willingness to use my 
own hands in labor when necessity demands such use. From him, 
too, I learned to mind my own business and to shun those who are 
always ready to slander others. 

From Diogenes I learned to love philosophy and not to trouble 
myself over much about trifling affairs. From him, too, I learned 
to eschew superstitious practices and to listen to those who spoke 
wisdom, and among those to whom I listened were Bacchius, 
Tandasis and Marcianus. 

From Rusticus, the Stoic, I learned the value of discipline and 
not hastily to give my assent to those who talk overmuch. From 
him I learned to write with simplicity, to study diligently, parti¬ 
cularly in Epictetus, whose philosophy he taught me from recol¬ 
lection. 

From Apollonius I learned that a man should have freedom of 
will and steadiness of purpose. I learned, too, from him that the 
same man can be of resolute nature and yet gracious. A resolute 
man need not be churlish nor peevish. He should learn how to 
receive from friends what are thought by them to be favors with¬ 
out feeling a sense of humility nor at the same time feeling that he 
must let the gift pass unnoticed. 

From Sextus I learned calmness and affection. This man 
despised noisy display and impressed upon me knowledge of the 
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worth of family life and of ordering my life in an intelligent and 
methodical manner. 

To Alexander, a noted teacher of grammar, I am indebted for 
an understanding of the proper method of correcting those who 
use strange sounding expressions without giving offense to them or 
appearing to others to be petty or fault finding. 

From Fronto, the rhetorician, I learned the error of envy, 
'duplicity and hyprocrisy, and to observe how often they are to be 
found among those whom we call Patricians. 

To Alexander, the Platonist, I am indebted for the thought 
that a person should never excuse himself from the performance of 
a duty on the ground that he is extremely busy, or has no leisure. 

From Catulus, a Stoic philosopher, I learned the value of 
friendship. He impressed me with the thought that the criticism 
of a friend, even though it be unwarranted, should not be permit¬ 
ted to lead to the disruption of friendship itself. 

My brother Severus taught me to love justice, and particularly 
to be interested in its function in government. From him, too, I 
learned the value of pursuing philosophy and to speak my opinions 
plainly so that people would not have to guess what was in my 
mind. In him there was no concealment of purpose or opinion. 

From Maximus I learned the value of cheerfulness in illness as 
well as in good health. Maximus had the art of being humorous 
in a way that hurt no man. 

Finally, to the gods I am indebted for the fact that I was born 
into a good family; that when my inclination to philosophy 
showed itself I was not permitted to fall into the hands of Sophists. 
I am grateful that my time was not wasted in the study of history 
or in the resolution of syllogisms, nor in an effort to understand the 
appearances of the heavens. For in all of these things man re¬ 
quires the help of the gods. . . . 

Even though you were to live 3000 years, or many times that 
number of years you would have no other life to lose than the 
one you are now living. In the present the longest and the shortest 
periods are identical. That which has past appears as but a 
moment; that which is to be, you have not and therefore no man 
can take it from you. It is the present that is the same for all. 

There are two things, therefore, to be kept constantly in mind. 
The first is that though there are many things in eternity they, 
after all, are constituted of like forms so that it would make no 
difference to a man if he were to live for an indefinite period of 
time, or 2000 years, or a hundred years, as he would see but similar 
forms; the second is that he who lives longest and he who lives 
but for a brief span lose, after all, the very selfsame thing, that is, 
present time. The present is the only thing that a man has, and 
therefore it is the only thing of which he can be deprived. 
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Thasius Caecilius Cyprianus 

Thasius Caecilius Cyprianus or Cyprian, a Father 

of the Christian Church, was born at Carthage probably 

about the year 200, and died there in 258. He was of 

a noble and wealthy family, but resigned both station 

and wealth to devote himself to the life of a Christian. 

He wrote many important treatises in connection with 

his study of the Scriptures. 

As part of the legal prosecution of the Christians, 

the Emperor Valerius issued, in 257, an edict requiring 

all to offer sacrifice to the gods. Cyprian refused to 

comply with the order and as a result was sentenced to 

death. 

The following excerpt is taken from the Fifth 

Treatise on the Unity of the Church. It illustrates in 

characteristic manner the relationship which existed in 

the minds of the early fathers of the Church between 

philosophy and Christianity. 

Cyprianus—The Unity of the Church 

Excerpt from the Fifth Treatise 

We should remember that those who are good do not ever 
leave the Church. Wheat is not carried away by the wind, neither 
do trees with solid roots surrender to storms. A high wind will, 
however, toss light straws hither and thither and the weak tree 
is easily torn asunder by the tempest. Those who have left us the 
Apostle John describes when he says: “They departed from us 
because they were never of us. If they had ever been really identi¬ 
fied with us then they would not have left us.” Heresies arise and 
continue after the same manner. The vacillating mind thereby 
loses its peace and unity gives way to discord. God, however, 
permits these things to be since He wishes to preserve the free will 
of the individual. The discernment of truth is a revelation of our 
own hearts and minds by reason of the power of choice which we 
as individuals possess. The perfect faith, therefore, of those who 
are approved stands forth in evident light. By means of the 
Apostle, the Holy Ghost advises us: “It is needful that heresies 
should be, so that they who are approved may be made manifest 
among you. After this manner are the faithful approved and the 
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false revealed. So it is, even in this world before the day of Judg¬ 
ment, the souls of the righteous and the unrighteous are divided and 
the chaff is thereby separated from the wheat. 

Plotinus 

Plotinus was born about the year 205 at Lycopolis 

in Egypt. In his early years, so tradition tells us, he 

led a life of thorough indifference to all normal human 

interests. He seems to have despised not only his own 

body but existence itself. When he was twenty-eight, 

however, he went to Alexandria, where he met Ammo- 

nius Saccas whose philosophical teachings appealed to 

him. Plotinus in 244 returned to Rome where he gained 

great fame as a lecturer and teacher of philosophy. The 

respect accorded Plotinus by the Romans practically 

amounted to veneration. His philosophical thought was 

in large measure a restatement of the Platonic theory of 

ideas. There was, however, one essential difference. 

Plato had taught that ideas were the connecting link 

between God and the world; Plotinus held that there 

was a constant emanation of power from the absolute 

idea to the created order and that this emanation was 

related in four different degrees to absolute perfection. 

Nearest to the Creator was the intelligence manifest in 

the world. From this intelligence proceeded the soul of 

the world; from this soul, in turn, came the souls of 

men and animals; and from these souls, again in turn, 

came the material world. The thought of Plotinus is 

pantheistic and it has influenced the world of philo¬ 

sophical thought from his day to the present. 

Plotinus died in the year 270 A.D. His works 

include 54 treatises which were arranged in a grouping 

of nine books by Porphyry. These writings were in 

Greek and for a long time were neglected, but they were 
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revived at Florence in 1492 when a Latin translation of 

the writings of Plotinus was made by Marsilius Ficinus. 

Plotinus—On Intellect, Ideas and Being 

Translated by Thomas Taylor 

Since all men from their birth employ sense prior to intellect, 
and are necessarily first conversant with sensibles, some proceeding 
no farther pass through life, considering these as the first and last 
of things, and apprehending that whatever is painful among these 
is evil, and whatever is pleasant is good; thus thinking it sufficient 
to pursue the one and avoid the other. Those too among them, 
who pretend to a greater share of reason than others, esteem this 
to be wisdom, being affected in a manner similar to more heavy 
birds, who, collecting many things from the earth, and being 
oppressed with the weight, are unable to fly on high, though they 
have received wings for this purpose from nature. But others are 
in a small degree elevated from things subordinate, the more excel¬ 
lent part of the soul recalling them from pleasure to a more worthy 
pursuit. As they are, however, unable to look on high, and as 
not possessing any thing else which can afford them rest, they be¬ 
take themselves together with the name of virtue to actions and the 
election of things inferior, from which they at first endeavoured to 
raise themselves, though in vain. In the third class is the race of 
divine men, who through a more excellent power, and with pierc¬ 
ing eyes, acutely perceive supernal light, to the vision of which 
they raise themselves above the clouds and darkness as it were of 
this lower world, and there abiding despise every thing in these 
regions of sense; being no otherwise delighted with the place which 
is truly and properly their own, than he, who after many wander¬ 
ings, is at length restored to his lawful country. 

What, then, is this place? And how may some one arrive at it? 
He, indeed, will arrive thither, who is by nature amatory, and who 
being amatory, he will be parturient about the beautiful; yet will 
not be satisfied with the beauty which is in body, but will fly from 
thence to the beauty of soul, to virtues and sciences, studies and 
laws, and will again from these ascend to the cause of the beauty 
contained in soul. If, also, there is a beauty prior to this, he will 
ascend to it, till he at length arrives at that which is first, and 
which is beautiful from itself. Having likewise arrived hither, he 
will be liberated from his parturiency, but not before. But how 
will he ascend, whence does he derive the power of ascending, and 
what is the. reasoning which will conduct this love (to the desired 
end) . . Is it the following? This beauty which is in bodies is 
adventitious to bodies. For the morphoe, or forms themselves of 
bodies, are in them as in matter. The subject, therefore, is changed, 
and from being beautiful becomes deformed. Hence reason says 
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that body is beautiful by participation. What is it then which 
causes body to be beautiful? This, indeed, is effected in one way 
by the presence of beauty, but in another by soul, which fashions 
body, and inserts in it a morphe, or form of such a kind. What 
then? Is soul of itself beautiful or not? Certainly not; since if 
it were, one soul would not be wise and beautiful, but another 
unwise and base. Hence, the beauty which is in soul is derived 
from wisdom. Who is it, therefore, that imparts wisdom to the 
sbul? Is it not necessarily intellect? But it is an intellect, which 
is not at one time intellect, and at another deprived of it: for it is 
true intellect, and which is therefore beautiful from itself. Is it 
then necessary to stop here as at that which is first, or is it requisite 
to pass beyond intellect? Intellect, indeed, as with reference to us 
precedes the first principle of things, announcing as it were in the 
vestibules of the good, that all things subsist in itself; as being a 
multitudinous impression of the good which entirely abides in 
unity. 

Plotinus—On the Immortality of the Soul 
Translated by Thomas Taylor 

Whether each (part) of us is immortal, or the whole perishes, 
or one part of us is dissipated and corrupted, but another part 
perpetually remains, which part is the man himself, may be learnt 
by considering conformably to nature as follows: Man, indeed, 
is not something simple; but there is in him a soul, and he has also 
a body, whether it is annexed to us as an instrument, or after some 
other manner. However this may be, it must be admitted that the 
nature and essence of each of these must be thus divided. Since the 
body, therefore, is itself a composite, reason shows that it cannot 
remain (perpetually the same) ; and sense likewise sees that it is dis¬ 
solved and wastes away, and receives all-various destructions; since 
each of the things inherent in it tends to its own (i.e. to the whole 
form from which it was derived), and one thing belonging to it 
corrupts another, and changes and perishes into something else. 
This, too, is especially the case when the soul, which causes the 
parts to be in friendly union with each other, is not present with 
the corporeal masses. If each body, likewise, is left by itself, it 
will not be one, since it is capable of being dissolved into form and 
matter, from which it is also necessary that simple bodies should 
have their composition. Moreover, as being bodies they have 
magnitude, and consequently may be cut and broken into the 
smallest parts, and through this are the recipients of corruption. 
Hence, if body is a part of us, we are not wholly immortal. But 
if it is an instrument (of the soul) it is necessary that being given 
for a certain time, it should be naturally a thing of this kind. That, 
however, which is the most principal thing, and the man himself, 
will be that with reference to the body which form is with refer- 
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cnce to matter, since this according to form is as body to matter; 
or according to that which uses, the body has the relation to it of 
an instrument. But in each way soul is the man himself. 

St. Augustine 

St. Augustine, or Aurelius Augustinus, as he is called 

by Orosius, was born at Tagaste in Numidia in 354. 

His father, Patricius, was a pagan throughout the greater 

part of his life, but was baptised in the year 371. His 

mother, Monica, was a devoted Christian. Patricius 

held high hope for his son and provided for his education 

at Tagaste, Madaura and Carthage. It was during his 

stay at Carthage that Augustine became enamoured with 

the teachings of an Oriental religious brotherhood 

known as the Manicheans. The fundamental thought 

of Manicheism was posited upon the eternal dualism of 

good and evil. For nine years Augustine followed this 

system, although he never became a member of the 

brotherhood. In 383 he left Carthage for Rome, where 

he stayed but a brief time. From Rome he went to 

Milan as a teacher of rhetoric. It was at Milan that he 

came under the influence of Bishop Ambrose who 

answered his questions concerning what Christianity had 

to offer in the solution of the problems of life. In 387 

Augustine was baptised by Bishop Ambrose. For forty- 

three years subsequent to this date he devoted himself 

to the service of the Christian church and died in the 

year 430 as Bishop of Hippo and as one of the foremost 
directors of the Western Church. 

Among the famous writings of St. Augustine are 

the following: “The Confessions”; “On Free Will”; 

On Christian Doctrine”; “On the Trinity”; and “On 

Nature and Grace”. In addition he wrote many 
homilies on Scriptural texts. 
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St. Augustine—Confessions 

The following rendition of the thoughts of St. Augustine is 
based upon the translation of the Confessions of St. Augustine 
published in 1650 by the Reverend Dr. W. Watts. While care has 
been taken to preserve the orginul thought, the language has been 
changed to conform with modern usage. 

Truth, I came to realize, I did not possess. I saw, rather, that 
many teachers, through sharpness of intelligence, had induced me 
to accept foolish solutions of the problems of life when they asked 
and answered such questions as the following: “How did evil 
come into the world?’’ “Has God a bodily shape such as ours, with 
bodily characteristics?’’ Are they of former times to be condemned 
because they believed and practiced polygamy and murder through 
human sacrifice?” At these questions I was at first most disturbed, 
and while in reality I was departing from truth, it seemed to me 
that I was making progress toward a knowledge of it. 

At this time I did not realize that evil is simply a lack of good¬ 
ness and that an object that is losing goodness makes steady prog¬ 
ress in the attainment of evil until it finally ceases to be. This time, 
too, I thought of God not as a spirit, but as one who was material 
and had both length and breadth. I did not realize that every 
material object is less in a part of it than it is in the whole, and if 
it be infinite we would necessarily have to admit that a part defined 
by a certain space would be less than the infinitude. By this 
reasoning, God would not be wholly everywhere which now as 
spirit or really as God I know that he is. I was totally ignorant 
of a real understanding of that which is in us and by reason of 
which we are like unto God and said to be made after His image. 

In fact, I did not comprehend righteousness which is of God 
Almighty, by whom the ways of places and of times are ordered 
according to the constituency of the places and times themselves. 
Righteousness, in other words, is the same always and in all places. 
It is not one thing at one time or place and another under different 
conditions. According to this reasoning Abraham, Isaac, Moses 
and David were righteous; though some are at times judged un¬ 
righteous by men who measure according to their own petty habits 
these men, each of whom God has commended. There are those 
who are annoyed when they hear that something was formerly 
lawful for righteous men to do which now is prohibited. They 
are angered when they hear that God, for certain temporal reasons, 
commanded men at one time to do a thing in one way and at 
another time to do it in another way. They are further angered 
when told that each of these contrary acts is in itself righteous. 
I hey ask: Is justice therefore not a changeable thing?' The 
answer is that justice itself is not changeable, but that times them¬ 
selves are changeable. Man himself lives but a little while on earth 
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and he can not properly understand the causes of events in former 
ages and among other nations because he has had no experience of 
these things. Man, however, should get some glimpse of God’s 
righteousness from the fact that in one human body in one day or 
in one family he sees actions performed differently but which are 
righteous according to the members who perform them and the 
time at which they are performed. He submits readily to this sit¬ 
uation but he objects to the apparent variability, according to 
times, places and people, of God’s righteousness. 

* * * % * 

Finally I approached a condition in which I was fully per¬ 
suaded that our Lord, the true God who made our souls, our bodies 
and all things that are, was Himself impeccable and unchangeable. 
Believing this, I was, however, perplexed by the cause of evil. I 
could not fully understand how evil could be reconciled with an 
impeccable and unchangeable God. Evil did exist in the world, 
and I knew in my heart that it could not be due to the fact that 
God himself was changeable; in other words that God was evil 
and good at the same time. I feared that in studying evil I would 
become the evil itself that I was trying to discover. I saw that 
many, through inquiries they made into the origin of evil, became 
themselves corrupted and did impute in time to God’s substance 
that which had in reality emanated from them. Still I sought it 
out, and not free from anxiety, did I analyze it. So now I have 
reached the conclusion that man’s free will is the cause of evil. 
God’s judgment, which is altogether righteous, is the cause of the 
suffering he undergoes for the evil he does. This thought gave me 
the power to know God at least a little more clearly, since I knew 
that I had a free will just as truly as I knew that I lived. Soon, 
however, I was again cast down, for I asked myself whether after 
all it was not God who made me. Is this God who made me not 
only a good God but goodness itself? If, then, I was created by 
one who is all goodness, how came it that there is within me the 
power to will to do evil things? If it be said that a devil made my 
will perverse, is it not right to ask how he became a devil? Would 
a God who is all goodness and who created everything, create a 
devil who is all evil? If he had been, as it is said, a good angel 
who became a devil, from whence did he secure that evil will by 
reason of which he became a devil? By this reasoning I was cast 
again into a black pit of error and came to think that God and not 
man was the author of evil. 

Through my study I learned that only that truly is which 
remains unchangeable. It is only God who cries “I am Who am”. 
It is good, therefore, I thought, that I hold fast to God; for unless 
I hold fast to Him who is unchangeable I can not prevent change 
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in myself. God, however, is the only one who stands not in 
need of goodness. God is incorruptible, for corruption dimin¬ 
ishes goodness, and God is always all goodness. And all things 
which a good God would create must necessarily be good. Evil, 
therefore, if it is a substance, is good. Evil, however, is not 
good, neither is it a substance. It is rather an absence of good¬ 
ness, for everything that is is good, because God made everything 
that is. So to God nothing whatsoever is evil. This is true 
not only of God but of His whole creation, because there is noth¬ 
ing that can creep in and destroy the order that He has estab¬ 
lished. Evil, therefore, is simply the loss of goodness, and as 
evil increases goodness diminishes until the object itself is all evil, 
which simply means that it has ceased to be. 

The Manichees cry out “There are in man two natures:— 
one good, which draws him in one direction; the other bad, which 
draws him along an opposite path. How else can we explain 
the hesitation between conflicting wills in man?” But I main¬ 
tain that both sides of the conflict may be bad. As one, let us 
say, might deliberate whether he should kill a man by poison or 
by use of a sword; whether he should seize this or that estate 
of another person; whether he should go to the circus or to the 
theatre if both were open on the same day. So the mind may 
be disturbed by reason of things desired through a great many 
conflicting wills, but the Manichees did not admit the existence 
of so many. In like manner, with wills that are good we may 
ask is it proper to take pleasure in reading the Acts of the Apostles, 
or should we read the Psalms, or should we talk about the 
Gospel. We, of course, answer that each one of these is good. 
They all _ give pleasure, but will not the many wills of man 
distract him until he eventually decides which one of the three 
he should do? So, also, when the thought of eternity presents 
itself and a consideration of worldly goods tempts us, when we 
will one or the other it is the same soul which wills this or 
that in entirety. There are not different souls but one which 
by reason of truth tries to set some one thing first, but by reason 
of habit, sets not the other aside. 

John Scotus Erigena 

John Scotus Erigena was bom in Ireland, probably 

of Scottish parents if we may be guided by his name, in 

the early part of the ninth century. During the reign 

of Charles the Bald he was called to France and remained 

at the French court until 877. At the time of his resi- 
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dence in France he translated the writings ascribed to 
Dionysius the Areopagite. 

Erigena, who is usually regarded as one of the earli¬ 

est of scholastic thinkers, was in reality more of a Neo- 

Platonist rather than a Scholastic. He believed that 

God is the foundation of all things, and nature he related 

directly to God. By God he understands a first division 

of nature which division is creative but not created. It 

represents the divine unknown, and from it all things 

proceed. Erigena was closely connected with the theo¬ 

logical disputes of the ninth century and supported 

vigorously the doctrine of the true spiritual presence in 

the Holy Eucharist. The main contribution to philo¬ 

sophical literature of this philosopher is his work “De 

Divisione Naturae” which was condemned by the Pro¬ 
vincial Council of Paris in 1210. 

On the Divisions of Nature 

First Book 

(Translated by Margaret Doyle) 

Master. Often when I am thinking, and inquiring most dili¬ 
gently, at least as much as strength allows, it seems to me that the 
first and greatest division of all those realities which can either be 
grasped by the mind, or surpass its efforts, is made up of those 
things which are and those things which are not; in the considera¬ 
tion of all these, a common word occurs, which in Greek is called 
physics, in Latin, on the other hand, is called nature. Does it seem 
otherwise to you? 

Pupil. On the contrary, I agree; for as I enter upon the way 
of reasoning, I find what you have said to be so. 

Master. Therefore, since it is agreed upon between us con¬ 
cerning this word I desire to say to you that the reason for this 
division through differences in species, is general; if you will per¬ 
mit me, I shall now attempt, first of all, to divide; the adequacy of 
the divisions will be yours to judge. 

Pupil. Proceed, I beg of you, for I am not only willing but 
anxious to hear the true reason of things from you. 

Master. It seems to me that the division of nature admits, 
through four differences, of four species; the first of which is that 
which creates and is not created; the second, that which is created 
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and creates; the third, that which is created and does not create; 
the fourth that which neither creates nor is created. Of these four, 
two are opposed in turn to each other; for the third is opposed to 
the first, the fourth certainly to the second; but the fourth is placed 
among the impossibles whose differences cannot be. Does such a 
division seem right to you or not? 

Pupil, Right indeed; but I wish that you would go over it 
again so that the contradictions may shine forth more clearly. 

Master. You see, unless I am mistaken, the contradiction is of 
the third to the first species; for the first creates and is not created; 
to this is opposed that which is created and does not create; the 
fourth which neither creates nor is created, universally contradicts 
this. 

Pupil. I see clearly. But the fourth species which was added 
by you moves me greatly, for, about the others, I would not dare 
to doubt you in any manner, since the first, so I think, is recog¬ 
nized in the case of all things which are and those which are not. 
The second, in truth, is recognized in primordial cases. The third 
is recognized in times and places which are known in generation 
and then, as I see it, they must be discussed more subtly, one by 
one. 

Master. You think rightly. I will concede to your pleasure 
in what order the way of reasoning must be held, that is, what 
species must first be discussed. 

Pupil. It seems to me, that whatever the brilliancy of minds 
has contributed concerning the first should be reasoned before the 
others. 

Master. So it shall be; but concerning the first and foremost 
division of all things, as we have said, I think it ought to be dis¬ 
posed of briefly as divisible into those things which are and those 
things which are not. 

Pupil. Rightly and providentially; for I do not see that the 
reason ought to be begun from some primordial case, not only be¬ 
cause the first is different from all other things, but because it seems 
to be more obscure than the others, and it is. 

Master. And so, that very distinguished difference of all 
primordial things seeks certain measures of its own interpretation. 
The first of these seems to be the very thing through which reason 
urges: All things which will surrender to the corporeal sense or to 
the perception of the intellect can reasonably be said to exist: that, 
in truth, which through the excellence of its nature not only 
escapes matter, that is through every sense, but even intellect and 
reason themselves, rightly seems not to exist. These things are not 
really understood, unless in God alone, and in matter and in the 
reasons and essences of all things which were created by Him. Nor 
undeservedly, for He Himself is the essence of all things who truly 
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is the only One, as says Dionysius Areopagita. The essence of all 
things is the outpouring of divinity. Gregory, also, the Theolo¬ 
gian, establishes by many reasons, that no substance, whether it be 
of a visible or invisible nature, can be comprehended by either the 
intellect or reason. For just as God Himself is understood by no 
creature and in His very essence is beyond every creature, so, even 
in the most secret confines of a creature made by him, and firmly 
fixed in Him, the contemplated being is incomprehensible. More¬ 
over, whatever of this one essence in every creature is either per¬ 
ceived by the corporeal sense, or is considered by the mind, is noth¬ 
ing else but a certain accident incomprehensible of itself, as has 
been said; this is recognized by either its quality, quantity, matter, 
or form, or by a certain distinguishing quality, or light or time. 
Nothing is but because it is. Therefore that first and foremost 
method is of the division of those things which are said to be and 
not to be; because that method seems to be able to be introduced 
in a certain manner, which, so I think, must in no way be received 
in the privations of appearances around substances; as, for instance, 
when a shade is placed around the eyes. For that which is not 
within can not exist nor does it force itself upon the intellect by 
reason of the pre-eminence of its own existence. In what manner it 
can be recognized in the divisions of things, I do not now see, unless 
by chance someone will have said that the absences and privations 
of things which are, are not entirely nothing; but the privations of 
those things whether they are absences or oppositions are held by 
some wonderful power, so that, in some manner, they do exist. 

Suppose, therefore, that the second method of being and of not 
being is that which is considered in the orders and differences of 
natures and creatures which, beginning from the very lofty and 
intellectual power established chiefly around God, descends even 
to the end of the rational and irrational creature, that is, as we 
may express more clearly, from the most sublime angel even to the 
lowest part of the rational and irrational spirit; I speak of the 
nutritive and vegetative life. This part is the lowest of the gen¬ 
eral spirit since it nourishes and strengthens the body, in which by 
a wonderful manner of intelligence, each order from itself down to 
the last, which is purely of the body and in which every division 
is terminated, can be said to be and not to be. For the affirmation 
of the lower is the denial of the higher, and likewise the denial of 
the lower is the affirmation of the higher. And, in the same way, 
the affirmation of the higher is the denial of the lower. The 
denial, in truth, of the higher will be the affirmation of the lower. 
The affirmation, forthwith, of man, thus far I say of mortal man, 
is a denial of the angel; the denial indeed of man, is the affirmation 
of the angel, and vice versa. For if man is a rational animal, mor¬ 
tal and risible, indeed an angel is not a rational animal, nor mortal, 
nor risible. Likewise if an angel is an essential moving body, an 
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intellectual unit around God who is the Cause of things, and the 
ruler of all celestial essences, even to the highest order of all, the 
same differences can be observed. He Himself indeed is ended in 
the highest denial on high. For His denial asserts Himself as not a 
superior creature. Moreover there are three grades of heavenly 
spirits: The first consists of Cherubim, Seraphim and Thrones: the 
second, Virtues, Powers and Dominations; the third, Principalities, 
Archangels and Angels. In truth, the lowest of the bodies either 
denies or confirms its superiority in a single manner because it has 
nothing below it that it would either dare or challenge, and it is 
itself excelled by all higher bodies. Likewise, by this reasoning, 
every order of rational and intellectual creature is said to exist and 
not to exist. For that which is recognized by superior bodies or 
by itself exists. Moreover, that which does not permit itself to be 
comprehended by inferior bodies, does not exist. 

The third method does not look incongruously upon those 
things through which the fulness of the visible world is accom¬ 
plished nor on His own unexcelled causes in the most secret bound¬ 
aries of nature. For whatever of these very causes is recognized in 
formed matter through generation in times and places, by a cer¬ 
tain human custom, is said to exist. Whatever, indeed, thus far, is 
held in the very confines of nature in any place or time and appears 
in other accidents, by the same custom, which I mentioned before, 
is said not to exist. The examples of this method are to be found 
widely and chiefly in human nature. For when God made all men 
in the creation of the very first one which He made to His own 
image, He not only made him, but He brought him into this world; 
in truth, in a certain time and place, He has renewed the nature 
which He had at one time established, as by a certain succession. 
He Himself leads to a visible essence. Those things which now 
appear visibly in the world, and have appeared, are said to exist; 
those which, thus far, in truth, live in potency and are about to be 
made are said not to exist. Between the first and third method 
there is this difference. The first is generally recognized in all 
things which have been made at one and the same time through 
causes and effects; the third is recognized especially in those things, 
which, up to this time, are obscure in their own causes and are 
partly exposed in their effects in which the world is peculiarly con¬ 
cealed. Reason considers the virtue of begetting either in animals, 
in trees or in plants. That does not yet appear which is about to 
be begotten and is at this time resting in the mysteries of nature, 
and therefore is said not to exist. But indeed, in animals, pro¬ 
duced and growing, or in flowers or fruits of trees and plants it will 
have manifested itself and therefore it is said to exist. 

The fourth method is concerned with what the philosophers 
classify favorably but not objectively. Those things alone which 
are comprehended by the intellect in one manner, which are diversi- 
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fied, collected and released through the begetting of matter By 
changes of places, times and motions are said indeed truly not to 
exist, as they constitute all bodies which can be born or destroyed. 

The fifth js the method which reason views in human nature 
aioni; when it, of its own accord, does not live up to the dignity of 
the divine image, but destroys it by sinning, and so deservedly loses 
its right to exist. When, graciously, it is restored to the only be¬ 
gotten Son of God, then it is brought back to its original form of 
substance, a form in which it is established as a second image of 
God. It then begins to live for it starts to exist in Him who was 
made a second image of God. 

, Jo this method seems to pertain that which the Apostle had in 
mind when he said “And He calls those things which are not just 
as those things which are," that is, those who were lost in the 
first man and fell into a certain state of non-existence, God calls 
through faith to His Own Son, that they may exist just as those 
who were born again in Christ. However, this can be understood 
in such a way, and concerning those whom God calls daily from 
the secret confines of nature in which they are thought not to exist, 
and it can be shown that they appear visibly in form and in matter. 

Maimonides 

Moses Ben-Maimum, or as he is more commonly- 

known, Maimonides, was a celebrated Jewish Rabbi and 

philosopher. He was born at Cordova, Spain, in 1135, 

and died at Fostat, Egypt, in 1204. It has been claimed 

that in philosophy he was a pupil of the famous Arabian 

philosopher Averroes, but this statement is in all prob¬ 

ability untrue, as other evidence seems to point to the 

fact that Maimonides did not come in contact with the 

thought of Averroes until the latter part of his life. 

Among his most noted works are Technical Terms of 

Logic, Mishneh, Thorah, and The Guide to the Per¬ 

plexed. He is regarded by the Jewish people as their 

greatest philosopher and theologian. 

Maimonides—A Guide for the Perplexed 

In Scripture there are definite passages which confirm the 
thought of the creation of the world by God. Because of these 
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passages we should not reject utterly the possibility of the eternity 
of the universe, since it is neither impossible nor very difficult 
to arrive at understandable interpretations of the passages to which 
we have referred. As a matter of fact, there are more passages 
than these in Scripture which refer to God as a bodily being and 
it would in all probability be. an easier task to show that the 
Scriptural passages with reference to creation are more in harmony 
with the idea of eternity than are the passages with reference to 
the corporeal God to the notion of His spirituality. 

There are two reasons which lead us to adopt a different 
method and which at the same time lead us to reject the thought 
of the eternity of the universe. In the first place, the spirituality 
of God has been proved, and when in the Bible we find passages 
which taken as they stand contain statements which are disproved 
by reason, then the literal statements not only can, but must be 
interpreted otherwise. The simple statement concerning creation 
is not, however, of the type referred to, for the eternity of the 
universe has never been proved. It is not reasonable to cast aside 
a literal interpretation of a Scriptural text upon the basis of a 
theory. It is not legitimate to explain away literal meanings 
of Scriptural texts by figurative interpretation when the literal 
meaning can be supported by an argument equally as good as that 
which supports the figurative interpretation. 

To disbelieve in God is to proceed in the highest possible 
manner contrary to reason. To believe that the material world 
is eternal is to say that it is self-created. This hypothesis is absurd 
in that it proclaims the world to be the God whose Very exist¬ 
ence we at the same time deny. To think of the world as a self- 
existent and eternal being is a stupid thought which ranks far lower 
in the scale of intelligence than does the stupidity of atheism. If 
it be stupid to think of the world as self-existent, then we must 
conceive it as having been made, and if it were made it had a maker. 
Dispute about it as long as we will, there is no escape from this 
finality. To deny it is to violate reason. Those who do so deny 
it and who call themselves rationalists are reasoners who think con¬ 
trary to the laws of reason. 

Albert the Great 

Albert the Great was in all probability born in 1193. 

He died in 1280. In him we have a philosopher who 

was imbued with the Aristotelian spirit of the thirteenth 

century. He was intensely interested in science, and of 
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his works, which number twenty-one volumes, several 
record the results of his scientific inquiries. 

Albert the Great was probably the most popular 

writer of his times, and one of his last and most famous 

books is a defense of the validity of the philosophic 

reasoning of Thomas of Aquin, his most illustrious 

pupil. The following selection is taken from his 

Summa Theologiae and is illustrative of the philosophic 
method of Albertus Magnus. 

Albert the Great—Summa Theollogiae—God and man 

Every excellence among men is to be found in a superior form 
m the Creator. The excellence exists in the Creator as truth, 
whereas in the creature it is but an image. No one can perfect any¬ 
thing of artistic worth without first imagining it. The idea of his 
work is at first conceived and from this idea which came from his 
spirit, or soul, arose the objective work. Since the spirit of man 
is the image of the spirit of the Creator, therefore the spirit reveals 
Himself in the idea generated by the spirit of man. Outward action 
is therefore necessary in order that the idea may pass into reality. 
The spirit, therefore, must find a medium for such outward action. 
This medium must be simple and of identical substance with Him 
who first acted. It is from these considerations that we derive our 
ideas with reference to God, to image and to spirit by reason of 
which image is realized in outward action. Human love, for in¬ 
stance, is but a reflection of divine love. The love that is spread 
throughout the world proceeds from the Holy Spirit in Whom 
there is neither a diminution nor an increase of love. In man, 
however, love both diminishes and increases in accordance with his 
actions. 

Thomas of Aquin 

Thomas of Aquin, or as he is more commonly 

known, Thomas Aquinas, was born in the Castle of 

Roccasecca, which was located about 60 miles northwest 

of Naples, in the year 1226. His early education he 

received at Monte Cassino from the Benedictine Monks. 

Later he completed his studies at the University of 

Naples. 
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From his earliest years Thomas of Aquin manifested 

a strong interest in philosophical study, and in the year 

1243 he made up his mind to enter the Dominican order. 

His family opposed his wishes and his mother, who saw 

a brilliant worldly career ahead of the young Thomas, 

was particularly strong in her opposition. For a period 

of two years the young student was prevented from 

realizing his desire, but in the year 1245 his mother 

withdrew her opposition and he became a member of 

the order of St. Dominic. As a member of the order 

he studied for a time under Albert the Great at Cologne 

and went with him to Paris for the purpose of helping 

in the establishment there of a theological seminary. In 

1248 Thomas of Aquin accompanied Albert the Great 

to Cologne, but shortly thereafter he returned to Paris 

to the seminary he had helped establish and taught there 

until the year 1261. Later at the command of his 

order, he taught philosophy in many important centers 

among them being Rome and Pisa. In the year 1272 

he was offered promotion to the dignity of an Arch¬ 

bishop, but declined the offer on the ground that he 

wished to devote the rest of his life to study. This he 

did in a convent at Naples to which he retired and where 
he died on March 7, 1274. 

Thomas of Aquin was untiring in his work as 

teacher and student. His mind was a remarkably clear 

one and one of his great services was wrought by his 

ability to see in the reasoning of Aristotle greater dis¬ 

cernment and truer vision than in the thought of Plato 

who had dominated the philosophy of the Christian age 

until the brilliant thirteenth century, of which century 

Thomas of Aquin was the most brilliant representative. 

Even during his life this philosopher was held in the 
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highest esteem for his clarity of thought. Even those 

who disagreed with him recognized his outstanding 

mental ability. His fame has persisted as is proved by 

the titles that have been conferred upon him. In the 

fourteenth century he was given the title of “Universal 

Doctor”; in the sixteenth century he was called the 

“Angelic Doctor” and the “Prince of Scholastics”, and 

as late as the year 1880 a new title was conferred upon 

him—that of the “Patron of all Catholic Schools”. 

Thomas of Aquin made many contributions to phil¬ 

osophical literature. The greatest of his works is the 

Summa Theologica from which the following excerpts 

have been taken. These excerpts show not only the 

matter of St. Thomas’s thought but in addition they 

portray clearly his style of reasoning and of teaching. 

THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA’’ 

From the English Translation by Fathers of the English 
Dominican Province 

Courtesy of Benziger Brothers, Agents in the United States for 
Burns, Oates and Washbourne, Ltd., of London, England. 

Question 1 

The Nature and Extent of Sacred Doctrine 

First Article 

Whether, Besides Philosophy, Any Further Doctrine Is Required? 

We proceed thus to the First Article:— 

Objection 1. It seems that, besides philosophical science, we 
have no need of any further knowledge. For man should not seek 
to know what is above reason: Seek not the things that lore too 
high for thee (Ecclus. iii. 22). But whatever is not above reason 
is fully treated of in philosophical science. Therefore any other 
knowledge besides philosophical science is superfluous. 

Obj. 2. Further, knowledge can be concerned only with 
being, for nothing can be known, save what is true; and all that 
is, is true. But everything that is, is treated of in philosophical 
science—even God Himself; so that there is a part of philosophy 
called theology, or the divine science, as Aristotle has proved 
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(Metaph. vi.). Therefore, besides philosophical science, there is 
no need of any further knowledge. 

On the contrary, it is written (2 Tim. iii. 16) : All Scripture 
inspired of God is profitable to teach, to reprove, to correct, to 
instruct in justice. Now Scripture, inspired of God, is no part of 
philosophical science, which has been built up by human reason. 
Therefore it is useful that besides philosophical science there should 
be other knowledge—i.e., inspired of God. 

/ answer that, It was necessary for man’s salvation that there 
should be a knowledge revealed by God, besides philosophical 
science built up by human reason. Firstly, indeed, becayse man is 
directed to God, as to an end that surpasses the grasp of his reason; 
The eye hath not seen O God, besides Thee, what things Thou 
hast prepared for them that wait for Thee (Isa. lxiv. 4). But 
the end must first be known by men who are to direct their 
thoughts and actions to the end. Hence it was necessary for the 
salvation of man that certain truths which exceed human reason 
should be made known to him by divine revelation. Even as 
regards those truths about God which human reason could have 
discovered, it was necessary that man should be taught by a divine 
revelation; because the truth about God such as reason could dis¬ 
cover, would only be known by a few, and that after a long time, 
and with the admixture of many errors. Whereas man's whole- 
salvation, which is in God, depends upon the knowledge of this 
truth. Therefore, in order that the salvation of men might be 
brought about more fitly and more surely, it was necessary that 
they should be taught divine truths by divine revelation. It was 
therefore necessary that, besides philosophical science built up by 
reason there should be a sacred science learnt through revelation. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although those things which are beyond man's 
knowledge may not be sought for by man through his reason, 
nevertheless, once they are revealed by God they must be accepted 
by faith. Hence the sacred text continues. For many things are 
shown to thee above the understanding of man (Ecclus. iii 25). 
And in this the sacred science consists. 

Reply Obj. 2. Sciences are differentiated according to the vari¬ 
ous means through which knowledge is obtained. For the astrono¬ 
mer and the physicist both may prove the same conclusion—that 
the earth, for instance, is round: the astronomer by means of 
mathematics (i.e., abstracting from matter), but the physicist by 
means of matter itself. Hence there is no reason why those things 
which may be learnt from philosophical science, so far as they can 
be known by natural reason, may not also be taught us by another 
science so far as they fall within revelation. Hence theology in¬ 
cluded in sacred doctrine differs in kind from that theology which 
is part of philosophy. 
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Question II 

The Existence of God 

First Article 
Whether the Existence of God Is Self-Evident? 

We proceed thus to the First Article:— 
Objection 1. It seems that the existence of God is self-evident. 

Now those things are said to be self-evident to us the knowledge 
of which is naturally implanted in us, as we can see in regard to 
first principles. But as Damascene says (De Fid. Orth. i. 1, 3), 
the knowledge of God is naturally implanted in all. Therefore 
the existence of God is self-evident. 

Obj. 2. Further, those things are said to be self-evident which 
are known as soon as the terms are known, which the Philosopher 
(1 Poster, iii.) says is true of the first principles of demonstration. 
Thus, when the nature of a whole and of a part is known, it is at 
once recognized that every whole is greater than its part. But as 
soon as the signification of the word ‘God’ is understood, it is at 
once seen that God exists. For by this word is signified that thing 
than which nothing greater can be conceived. But that which 
exists actually and mentally is greater than that which exists only 
mentally. Therefore, since as soon as the word ‘God’ is under¬ 
stood it exists mentally, it also follows that it exists actually. 
Therefore the proposition ‘God exists’ is self-evident. 

Obj. 3. Further, the existence of truth is self-evident. For 
whoever denies the existence of truth grants that truth does not 
exist: and, if truth does not exist, then the proposition ‘Truth 
does not exist’ is true: and if there is anything true, there must be 
truth. But God is truth itself: I am the way, the truth, and the 
life (John xiv. 6). Therefore ‘God Exists’ is self-evident. 

On the contrary. No one can mentally admit the opposite of 
what is self-evident; as the Philosopher (Metaph. lv., lect. vi.) 
states concerning the first principles of demonstration. But the 
opposite of the proposition ‘God is’ can be mentally admitted: 
The fool said in his heart, There is no God (Ps. lii.l) There¬ 
fore, that God exists is not self-evident. 

I answer that, A thing can be self-evident in either of two 
ways; on the one hand, self-evident in itself, though not to us; on 
the other, self-evident in itself, and to us. A proposition is self- 
evident because the predicate is included in the essence of the sub¬ 
ject, as ‘Man-is an animal,' for animal is contained in the essence 
of man. If, therefore, the essence of the predicate and subject be 
known to all, the proposition will be self-evident to all; as is clear 
with regard to the first principles of demonstration, the terms of 
which are common things that no one is ignorant of, such as being 
and non-being, whole and part, and suchlike. If, however, there 
are some to whom the essence of the predicate and subject is un- 
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known, the proposition will be self-evident in itself, but not to 
those who do not know the meaning of the predicate and subject 
of the proposition. Therefore, it happens, as Boethius says (Heb- 
dom., the title of which is: ‘Whether all that is is good’), ‘that 
there are some mental concepts self-evident only to the learned, as 
that incorporeal substances are not in space.’ Therefore, I say this 
proposition, ‘God exists,’ of itself is self-evident, for the predicate 
is the same as the subject: because God is His own existence as will 

' be hereafter shown (Q. III., A, 4) , Now because we do not know 
the essence of God, the proposition is not self-evident to us; but 
needs to be demonstrated by things that are more known to us, 
though less known in their nature—namely, by effects. 

Reply Obj. 1. To know that God exists in a general and con¬ 
fused way is implanted in us by nature, inasmuch as God is man’s 
beatitude. For man naturally desires happiness, and what is natur¬ 
ally desired by man must be naturally known to him. This, how¬ 
ever, is not to know absolutely that God exists: just as to know 
that someone is approaching is not the same as to know that Peter 
is approaching, even though it is Peter who is approaching; for 
many there are who imagine that man’s perfect good which is 
happiness, consists in riches, and others in pleasures, and others in 
something else. 

Reply Obj. 2. Perhaps not everyone who hears this word 
‘God’ understands it to signify something than which nothing 
greater can be thought, seeing that some have believed God to be 
a body. Yet, granted that everyone understands that by this word 
‘God’ is signified something than which nothing greater can be 
thought, nevertheless, it does not therefore follow that he under¬ 
stands that what the word signifies exists actually, but only that it 
exists mentally. Nor can it be argued that it actually exists unless 
it be admitted that there actually exists something than which noth¬ 
ing greater can be thought; and this precisely is not admitted by 
those who hold that God does not exist. 

Reply Obj. 3. The existence of truth in general is self-evi¬ 
dent but the existence of a Primal Truth is not self-evident to us. 

Second Article 

Whether It Can Be Demonstrated that God Exists? 

We proceed thus to the Second Article:— 
Objection 1. It seems that the existence of God cannot be 

demonstrated. For it is an article of faith that God exists. But 
what is of faith cannot be demonstrated, because a demonstration 
produces scientific knowledge; whereas faith is of the unseen (Heb. 
xi. 1). Therefore it cannot be demonstrated that God exists. 

Obj. 2. Further, the essence is the middle term of demonstra¬ 
tion. But we cannot know in what God's essence consists, but 
solely in what it does not consist; as Damascene says (De Fid. 
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Orth. i. 4). Therefore it cannot be demonstrated that God exists. 
Obj. 3. Further, if the existence of God were demonstrated, 

this could only be from His effects. But His effects are not pro¬ 
portionate to Him, since He is infinite and His effects are finite; and 
between the finite and infinite there is no proportion. Therefore, 
since a cause cannot be demonstrated by an effect not proportionate 
to it, it seems that the existence of God cannot be demonstrated. 

On the contrary, The Apostle says: The invisible things of 
Him are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made 
(Rom. i. 20). But this would not be unless the existence of God 
could be demonstrated through the things that are made; for the 
first thing we must know of anything is, whether it exists. 

I answer that, Demonstration can be made in two ways: One 
is through the cause, and is called a priori, and this is to argue 
from what is prior absolutely. The other is through the effect, and 
is called a demonstration a posteriori; this is to argue from what 
is prior relatively only to us. When an effect is better known to 
us than its cause, from the effect we proceed to the knowledge of 
the cause. And from every effect the existence of its proper cause 
can be demonstrated, so long as its effects are better known to us: 
because since every effect depends upon its cause, if the effect exists, 
the cause must pre-exist. Hence the existence of God, in so far as 
it is not self-evident to us, can be demonstrated from those of His 
effects which are known to us. 

Reply Obj. 1. The existence of God and other like truths 
about God, which can be known by natural reason, are not articles 
of faith, but are preambles to the articles; for faith presupposes 
natural knowledge, even as grace presupposes nature, and perfec¬ 
tion supposes something that can be perfected. Nevertheless, there 
is nothing to prevent a man, who cannot grasp a proof, accepting, 
as a matter of faith, something which in itself is capable of being 
scientifically known and demonstrated. 

Reply Obj. 2. When the existence of a cause is demonstrated 
from an effect, this effect takes the place of the definition of the 
cause in proof of the cause’s existence. This is especially the case 
in regard to God, because, in order to prove the existence of any¬ 
thing, it is necessary to accept as a middle term the meaning of the 
word, and not its essence, for the question of its essence follows 
on the question of its existence. Now the names given to God are 
derived from His effects; consequently, in demonstrating the exist¬ 
ence of God from His effects, we may take for the middle term the 
meaning of the word 'God’. 

Reply Obj. 3. From effects not proportionate to the cause no 
perfect knowledge of that cause can be obtained. Yet from every 
effect the existence of the cause can be clearly demonstrated, and so 
we can demonstrate the existence of God from His effects; though 
from them we cannot perfectly know God as He is in His essence. 



Brief Readings in Philosophy 147 

Third Article 

Whether God Exists? 

We proceed thus to the Third Article:— 

Objection 1. It seems that God does not exist; because if one 
of two contraries be infinite, the other would be altogether de¬ 
stroyed. But the word ‘God’ means that He is infinite goodness. 
If, therefore, God existed, there would be no evil discoverable; but 
there is evil in the world. Therefore God does not exist. 

Obj. 2. Further, it is superfluous to suppose that what can 
be accounted for by a few principles has been produced by many. 
But it seems that everything we see in the world can be accounted 
for by other principles, supposing God did not exist. For all 
natural things can be reduced to one principle, which is nature; and 
all voluntary things can be reduced to one principle, which is 
human reason or will. Therefore there is no need to suppose God’s 
existence. 

On the contrary, It is said in the person of God: I am Who 
am (Exod. iii. 14). 

/ answer that, The existence of God can be proved in five ways. 
The first and more manifest way is the argument from motion. 

It is certain, and evident to our senses, that in the world some 
things are in motion. Now whatever is in motion is put in motion 
by another, for nothing can be in motion except it is in potentiality 
to that towards which it is in motion; whereas a thing moves inas¬ 
much as it is in act. For motion is nothing else than the reduction 
of something from potentiality to actuality. But nothing can be 
reduced from potentiality to actuality, except by something in a 
state of actuality. Thus that which is actually hot, as fire, makes 
wood, which is potentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby 
moves and changes it. Now it is not possible that the same thing 
should be at once in actuality and potentiality in the same respect, 
but only in different respects. For what is actually hot cannot 
simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is simultaneously poten¬ 
tially cold. It is therefore impossible that in the same respect and 
in the same way a thing should be both mover and moved, i.e., 
that it should move itself. Therefore, whatever is in motion must 
be put in motion by another. If that by which it is put in motion 
be itself put in motion, then this also must needs be put in motion 
by another, and that by another again. But this cannot go on to 
infinity, because then there would be no first mover, and, conse¬ 
quently, no other mover; seeing that subsequent movers move only 
inasmuch as they are put in motion by the first mover; as the staff 
moves only because it is put in motion by the hand. Therefore 
it is necessary to arrive at a first mover, put in motion by no other; 
and this everyone understands to be God. 
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The second way is from the nature of the efficient cause. In 
the world of sense we find there is an order of efficient causes. There 
is no case known (neither is it, indeed, possible) in which a thing 
is found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so it would be prior 
to itself, which is impossible. Now in efficient causes it is not 
possible to go on to infinity, because in all efficient causes following 
in order, the first is the cause of the intermediate cause, and the 
intermediate is the cause of the ultimate cause, whether the inter¬ 
mediate cause be several, or one only. Now to take away the 
cause is to take away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first 
cause among efficient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any 
intermediate cause. But if in efficient causes it is possible to go on 
to infinity, there will be no first efficient cause, neither will there be 
an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate efficient causes; all of which 
is plainly false. Therefore it is necessary to admit a first efficient 
cause, to which everyone gives the name of God. 

The third way is taken from possibility and necessity, and 
runs thus. We find in nature things that are possible to be and 
not to be, since they are found to be generated, and to corrupt, and 
consequently, they are possible to be and not to be. But it is im¬ 
possible for these always to exist, for that which is possible not to 
be at some time is not. Therefore, if everything is possible not to 
be, then at one time there could have been nothing in existence. 
Now if this were true, even now there would be nothing in exist¬ 
ence, because that which does not exist only begins to exist by 
something already existing. Therefore, if at one time nothing was 
in existence, it would have been impossible for anything to have 
begun to exist; and thus even now nothing would be in existence 
—which is absurd. Therefore, not all beings are merely possible, 
but there must exist something the existence of which is necessary. 
But every necessary thing either has its necessity caused by another, 
or not. Now it is impossible to go on to infinity in necessary 
things which have their necessity caused by another, as has been 
already proved in regard to efficient causes. Therefore we cannot 
but postulate the existence of some being having of itself its own 
necessity, and not receiving it from another, but rather causing in 
others their necessity. This all men speak of as God. 

The fourth way is taken from the gradation to be found in 
things. Among beings there are some more and some less good, 
true, noble, and the like. But ‘more’ and ‘less’ are predicated of 
different things, according as they resemble in their different ways 
something which is the maximum, as a thing is said to be hotter 
according as it more resembles that which is hottest; so that there is 
something which is truest, something best, something noblest, and, 
consequently, something which is uttermost being; for those things 
that are greatest in truth are greatest in being, as it is written in 
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Metaph. ii. Now the maximum in any genus is the cause of all in 
that genus; as fire, which is the maximum of heat, is the cause of 
all hot things. Therefore there must also be something which is to 
all beings the cause of their being, goodness, and every other per¬ 
fection; and this we call God. 

The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world. We 
see that things which lack intelligence, such as natural bodies, act 
for an end, and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly 
always in the same way, so as to obtain the best result. Hence it 
is plain that not fortuitously, but designedly, do they achieve their 
end. Now whatever lacks intelligence cannot move towards an 
end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with knowledge 
and intelligence; as the arrow is shot to its mark by the archer. 
Therefore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things 
are directed to their end; and this being we call God. 

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says (Enchir. xi.) : Since God 
is the highest good. He would not allow any evil to exist in His 
works, unless His omnipotence and goodness were such as to Bring 
good even out of evil. This is part of the infinite goodness of God, 
that He should allow evil to exist, and out of it produce good. 

Reply Obj. 2. Since nature works for a determinate end 
under the direction of a higher agent, whatever is done by nature 
must needs be traced back to God, as to its first cause. So also 
whatever is done voluntarily must also be traced back to some 
higher cause other than human reason or will, since these can change 
and fail; for all things that are changeable and capable of defect 
must be traced back to an immovable and self-necessary first prin¬ 
ciple, as was shown in the body of the Article. 

Question XII 

How God Is Known By Us 

Eleventh Article 

Whether Anyone in This Life Can See the Essence of God? 

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article'.— 
Objection 1. It seems that one can in this life see the divine 

essence. For Jacob said: 7 have seen God face to face (Gen. 
xxxii. 30). But to see Him face to face is to see His essence, as 
appears from the words: We see now in a glass and in a dark 
manner, but then face to face (1 Cor. xiii 12). Therefore God 
can be seen in this life in His essence. 

Obj. 2. Further, the Lord said of Moses: 7 speak to him 
mouth to mouth, and plainly, and not by riddles and figures doth 
he see the Lord (Num. xii. 8) ; but this is to see God in His 
essence. Therefore it is possible to see the essence of God in this 
life. 
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Obj. 3. Further, that wherein we know all other things, and 
whereby we judge of other things, is known in itself to us. But 
even now we know all things in God; for Augustine says (Con¬ 
fess. viii.) : If we both see that what you say is true, and we 
both see that what I say is true; where, I ask, do we see this? 
neither I in thee, nor thou in me; but both of us in the very incom¬ 
mutable truth itself above our minds. He also says (De Vera Relig. 
xxx.) that, We judge of all things according to the divine truth; 
and (De Trin. xii) that, it is the duty of reason to judge of these 
corporeal things according to the incorporeal and eternal ideas, 
which unless they were above the mind, could not be incommu¬ 
table. Therefore even in this life we see God Himself. 

Obj. 4. Further, according to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii. 24, 
25), those things that are in the soul by their essence are seen by 
intellectual vision. But intellectual vision is of intelligible things, 
not by similitudes, but by their very essences, as he also says (ibid). 
Therefore, since God is in our soul by His essence, it follows that 
He is seen by us in His. essence. 

On the contrary, It is written, Man shall not see Me, and live 
(Exod. xxxiii. 20), and a gloss upon this says: In this mortal 
life God can be seen by certain images, but not by the likeness 
itself of His own nature. 

I answer that, God cannot be seen in His essence by a mere 
human being, except he be separated from this mortal life. The 
reason is, because, as was said above (A.4) , the mode of knowledge 
follows the mode of the nature of the knower. But our soul, as 
long as we live in this life, has its being in corporeal matter; hence 
naturally it knows only what has a form in matter, or what can be 
known by such a form. Now it is evident that the divine essence 
cannot be known through the nature of material things. For it 
was shown above (AA.2, 9) that the knowledge of God by means 
of any created similitude is not the vision of His essence. Hence 
it is impossible for the soul of man in this life to see the essence of 
God. This can be seen in the fact that the more our soul is ab¬ 
stracted from corporeal things, the more it is capable of receiving 
abstract intelligible things. Hence in dreams and alienations of 
the bodily senses divine revelations and foresight of future events 
are perceived the more clearly. It is not possible, therefore, that the 
soul in this mortal life should be raised up to the supreme of intelli¬ 
gible objects, that is, to the divine essence. 

Reply Obj. 1. According to Dionysius (Coel. Hier. iv.), a 
man is said in the Scriptures to see God in the sense that certain 
figures are formed in the senses or imagination, according to some 
similitude representing in part the divinity. So when Jacob says, 
/ have seen God face to face, this does not mean the divine essence, 
but some figure representing God. And this is to be referred to 
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some high mode of prophecy, so that God seems to speak, though 
in an imaginary vision; as will later be explained (II.II., Q. 
CLXXIV) in treating of the degrees of prophecy. We may also 
say that Jacob spoke thus to designate some exalted intellectual con¬ 
templation, above the ordinary state. 

Reply Obj. 2. As God works miracles in corporeal things, 
so also He does supernatural wonders above the common order, 
'raising the minds of some living in the flesh beyond the use of 
sense, even up to the vision of His own essence; as Augustine says 
of Moses, the teacher of the Jews; and of Paul, the teacher of the 
Gentiles. This will be treated more fully in the question of rap¬ 
ture. 

Reply Obj. 3. All things are said to be seen in God, and all 
things are judged in Him, because by the participation of His light 
we know and judge all things; for the light of natural reason itself 
is a participation of the divine light; as likewise we are said to see 
and judge of sensible things in the sun, that is, by the sun’s light. 
Hence Augustine says (Soliq. i. 8) The lessons of instruction can 
only be seen as it were by their own sun, namely God. As there¬ 
fore in order to see a sensible object it is not necessary to see the 
substance of the sun, so in like manner to see any intelligible object, 
it is not necessary to see the essence of God. 

Reply Obj. 4. Intellectual vision is of the things which are 
in the soul by their essence, as intelligible things are in the intellect. 
And thus God is in the souls of the blessed; not thus is He in our 
soul, but by presence, essence, and power. 

Twelfth Article 

Whether God Can Be Known in This Life by Natural Reason? 

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article:— 

Objection 1. It seems that by natural reason we cannot know 
God in this life. For Boethius says (De Consol, v.) that reason 
does not grasp simple form. But God is a supremely simple form, 
as was shown above: Therefore natural reason cannot attain to 
know Him. 

Obj. 2. Further, the soul understands nothing by natural 
reason without the use of the imagination. But we cannot have 
an imagination of God, Who is incorporeal. Therefore we cannot 
know God by natural knowledge. 

Obj. 3. Further, the knowledge of natural reason belongs to 
both good and evil, inasmuch as they have a common nature. But 
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knowledge of God belongs only to the good; for Augustine says 
(De Tri'n. i.) : The weak eye of the human mind is not fixed on 
that excellent light unless purified by the justice of faith. There¬ 
fore God cannot be known by natural reason. 

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. i. 19), That which is 
known of God, namely, what can be known of God by natural 
reason, is manifest in them. 

I answer that, Our natural knowledge begins from sense. 
Hence our natural knowledge can go as far as it can be led by sen¬ 
sible things. But our mind cannot be led by sense so far as to 
see the essence of God; because the sensible effects of God do not 
equal the power of God as their cause. Hence from the knowledge 
of sensible things the whole power of God cannot be known; nor 
therefore can His essence be seen. But because they are His effects 
and depend on their cause, we can be led from them so far as to 
know of God whether He exists, and to know of Him what must 
necessarily belong to Him, as the first cause of all things, exceed¬ 
ing all things caused by Him. 

Hence we know that His relationship with creatures is so far as 
to be the cause of them all; also that creatures differ from Him, inas¬ 
much as He is not in any way part of what is caused by Him; and 
that creatures are not removed from Him by reason of any defect 
on His part, but because He superexceeds them all. 

Reply Obj. 1. Reason cannot reach up to simple form, so as 
to know what it is; but it can know whether it is. 

Reply Obj. 2. God is known by natural knowledge through 
the images of His effects. 

Reply Obj. 3. As the knowledge of God’s essence is by grace, 
it belongs only to the good; but the knowledge of Him by natural 
reason can belong to both good and bad; and hence Augustine says 
(Retract, i.), retracting what he had said before: I do npt ap¬ 
prove what I said in prayer, ‘God who wiliest that only the pure 
should know truth’. For it can be answered that many who are 
not pure can know many truths, that is, by natural reason. 

Question XV 

Of Ideas 

First Article 

Whether There Are Ideas? 

We proceed thus to the First Article:— 
Objection 1. It seems that there are no ideas. For Dionysius 

says (Div. Nom. vii.), that God does not know things by ideas. 
But ideas are for nothing else except that things may be known 
through them. Therefore there are no ideas. 
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Obj. 2. Further, God knows all things in Himself, as has 
been already said. But He does not know Himself through an 
idea; neither therefore other things. 

Obj. 3. Further, an idea is considered to be the principle of 
knowledge and action. But the divine essence is a sufficient prin¬ 
ciple of knowing and effecting all things. It is not therefore nec¬ 
essary to suppose ideas. 

' ,pn the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest.; qu. 
xlvi), Such is the power inherent in ideas, that no one can be wise 
unless they are understood. 

I answer that, It is necessary to support ideas in the divine 
mind. For the Greek word ISe'a is in Latin Forma. Hence by 
ideas are understood the forms of things, existing apart from the 
things themselves. Now the form of anything existing apart from 
the thing itself can be for one of two ends; either to be the type of 
that of which it is called the form, or to be the principle of the 
knowledge of that thing, inasmuch as the forms of things knowable 
are said to be in him who knows them. In either case we must 
suppose ideas, as is clear for the following reason: 

In all things not generated by chance, the form must be the 
end of any generation whatsoever. But an agent does not act on 
account of the form, except in so far as the likeness of the form is 
in the agent, as may happen in two ways. For in some agents the 
form of the thing to be made pre-exists according to its natural 
being, as in those that act by their nature; as a man generates a 
man, or fire generates fire. Whereas in other agents (the form of 
the thing to be made pre-exists) according to intelligible being, as 
in those that act by the intellect; and thus the likeness of a house 
pre-exists in the mind of the builder. And this may be called the 
idea of the house, since the builder intends to build his house like 
to the form conceived in his mind. As then the world was not 
made by chance, but by God acting by His intellect, as will appear 
later, there must exist in the divine mind a form to the likeness of 
which the world was made. And in this the notion of an idea 
consists. 

Reply Obj. 1. God does not understand things according to 
an idea existing outside Himself. Thus Aristotle (Metaph. ix.) 
rejects the opinion of Plato, who held that ideas existed of them¬ 
selves, and not in the intellect. 

Reply Obj. 2. Although God knows Himself and all else by 
His own essence, yet His essence is the operative principle of all 
things, except of Himself. It has therefore the nature of an idea 
with respect to other things; though not with respect to Himself. 

Reply Obj. 3. God is the similitude of all things according to 
His essence; therefore an idea in God is identical with His essence. 
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Question XVI 

Of Truth 

First Article 

Whether Truth Resides Only in the Intellect? 

We proceed thus to the First Article:— 

Objection 1. It seems that truth does not reside only in the 
intellect, but rather in things. For Augustine (Soliq. ii. 5) con¬ 
demns this definition of truth, That is true which is seen; since it 
would follow that stones hidden in the bosom of the earth would 
not be true stones, as they are not seen. He also condemns the 
following, That is true which is as it appears to the knower, who 
is willing and able to know, for hence it would follow that noth 
ing would be true, unless someone could know it. Therefore he 
defines truth thus: That is true which is. It seems, then, that 
truth resides in things, and not in the intellect. 

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is true, is true by reason of truth. 
If, then, truth is only in the intellect, nothing will be true except 
in so far as it is understood. But this is the error of the ancient 
philosophers, who said that whatever seems to be true is so. Con¬ 
sequently mutual contradictories can be true at the same time, since 
contradictories seem to be true as seen by different persons at the 
same time. 

Obj. 3. Further, that, on account of which a thing is so, is 
itself more so, as is evident from the Philosopher (Poster, i.) . But 
it is from the fact that a thing is or is not, that our thought or 
word is true or false, as the Philosopher teaches (Praedicam. iii). 
Therefore truth resides rather in things than in the intellect. 

On the contrary, the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi.), The 
true and the false reside not in things, but in the intellect. 

I answer that, As the good denotes that towards which the 
appetite tends, so the true denotes that towards which the intellect 
tends. Now there is this difference between the appetite and the 
intellect, or any knowledge whatsoever, that knowledge is accord¬ 
ing as the thing known is in the knower, whilst appetite is accord¬ 
ing as the desirer tends towards the thing desired. Thus the term 
of the appetite, namely good, is in the object desirable, and the 
term of the intellect, namely true, is in the intellect itself. Now as 
good exists in a thing so far as that thing is related to the appetite 
—and hence the aspect of goodness passes on from the desirable 
thing to the appetite, in so far as the appetite is called good if its 
object is good; so, since the true is in the intellect in so far as it is 
conformed to the object understood, the aspect of the true must 
needs pass from the intellect to the object understood, so that also 
the thing understood is said to be true in so far as it has some rela- 
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tion to the intellect. Now a thing understood may be in relation 
to an intellect either essentially or accidentally. It is related essen¬ 
tially to an intellect on which it depends as regards its essence; but 
accidentally to an intellect by which it is knowable; even as we may- 
say that a house is related essentially to the intellect of the architect, 
but accidentally to the intellect upon which it does not depend! 
Now we do not judge of a thing by what is in it accidentally, but 
by what is in it essentially. Hence, everything is said to be true 
absolutely, in so far as it is related to the intellect from which it 
depends, and thus it is that artificial things are said to be true as 
being related to our intellect. For a house is said to be true that 
expresses the likeness of the form in the architect’s mind; and words 
are said to be true so far as they are the signs of truth in the intel¬ 
lect. In the same way natural things are said to be true in so far 
as they express the likeness of the species that are in the divine mind. 
For a stone is called true, which possesses the nature proper to a 
stone, according to the preconception in the divine intellect. Thus, 
then, truth resides primarily in the intellect, and secondarily in 
things according as they are related to the intellect as their prin¬ 
ciple. Consequently there are various definitions of truth. Au¬ 
gustine says (De Vera Relig. xxxvi.), Truth is that whereby is 
made manifest that which is; and Hilary says (De Trin. v.) that 
Truth makes being clear and evident: and this pertains to truth 
according as it is in the intellect. As to the truth of things in so 
far as they are related to the intellect, we have Augustine’s defini¬ 
tion, Truth is a supreme likeness without tiny unlikeness to a 
principle: also Anselm’s definition. Truth is rightness, perceptible 
by the mind alone; for that is right which is in accordance with 
the principle: also Avicenna’s definition, The truth of each thing 
is a property of the essence which is immutably attached to it. The 
definition that Truth is the equation of thought and thing is applic¬ 
able to it under either aspect. 

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking about the truth of 
things, and excludes from the notion of this truth, relation to our 
intellect; for what is accidental is excluded from every definition. 

Reply Obj. 2. The ancient philosophers held that the species 
of natural things did not proceed from any intellect, but were 
produced by chance. But as they saw that truth implies relation 
to intellect, they were compelled to base the truth of things on their 
relation to our intellect. From this, conclusions result that are 
inadmissible, and which the Philosopher refutes. Such, how¬ 
ever, do not follow, if we say that the truth of things consists in 
their relation to the divine intellect. 

Reply Obj. 3. Although the truth of our intellect is caused 
by the thing, yet it is not necessary that truth should be there 
primarily, any more than health should be primarily in medicine, 
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rather than in the animal: for the virtue of medicine, and not its 
health, is the cause of health, for here the agent is not univocal. 
In the same way the being of the thing, not its truth, is the cause 
of truth in the intellect. Hence the Philosopher says that a thought 
or word is true from the fact that a thing is, not because a thing 
is true. 

Question XXV 

The Power of God 

Fourth Article 

Whether God Can Mnke the Past Not to Have Been? 

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:— 

Objection 1. It seems that God can make the past not to 
have been. For what is impossible in itself is much more impossible 
than that which is only impossible accidentally. But God can do 
what is impossible in itself, as to give sight to the blind, or raise 
the dead. Therefore, and much more can He do what is only im¬ 
possible accidentally. Now for the past not to have been is im¬ 
possible accidentally: thus for Socrates not to be running is acci¬ 
dentally impossible, from the fact that his running is a thing of 
the past. Therefore God can make the past not to have been. 

Obj. 2. Further, what God could do. He can do now, since 
His power is not lessened. But God could have effected, before 
Socrates ran, that he should not run. Therefore, when he has 
run, God could effect that he did not run. 

Obj. 3. Further, charity is a more excellent virtue than vir¬ 
ginity. But God can supply charity that is lost; therefore also 
lost virginity. Therefore He can so effect that what was corrupt 
should not have been corrupt. 

On the contrary, Jerome says: Although God can do all 
things, He cannot make a thing that is corrupt not to have been 
corrupted. Therefore, for the same reason, He cannot effect that 
anything else which is past should not have been. 

I answer that, As was said above, there does not fall under the 
scope of God’s omnipotence anything that implies contradiction. 
For as it implies a contradiction to say that Socrates is sitting, and 
is not sitting, so does it to say that he sat, and did not sit. But 
to say that he did sit is to say that it happened in the past. To 
say that he did not sit, is to say that it did not happen. Whence that 
the past should not have been, does not come under the scope of 
divine power. This is what Augustine means when he says: 
Whosoever says, If God is almighty, let Him make what is done 
as if. it were not done, does not see that this is to say: If God is 
almighty let Him effect that what is true, by the very fact that it is 
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true, be false: and the Philosopher says: Of this one thing glone 
is Ood deprived—namely, to make undone the things that have 
been done. 

Reply Obj. 1. Although it is impossible accidentally for the 
past not to have been, if one considers the past thing itself, as, for 
instance, the running of Socrates; nevertheless, if the past thing is 
considered as past, that it should not have been is impossible not 
only in itself, but absolutely since it implies a contradiction. Thus, 
it is more impossible than the raising of the dead; in which there 
is nothing contradictory, because this is reckoned impossible in 
reference to some power, that is to say, some natural power; for 
such impossible things do come beneath the scope of divine power. 

Reply Obj. 2. As God, in accordance with the perfection of 
the divine power, can do all things, and yet some things are not 
subject to His power, because they fall short of being possible; so, 
also, if we regard the immutability of the divine power, whatever 
God could do, He can do now. Some things, however, at one 
time were in the nature of possibility, whilst they were yet to be 
done, which now fall short of the nature of possibility, when they 
have done. So is God said not to be able to do them, because they 
themselves cannot be done. 

Reply Obj. 3. God can remove all corruption of the mind 
and body from a woman who has fallen; but the fact that she had 
been corrupt cannot be removed from her; as also is it impossible 
that the fact of having sinned or of having Tost charity thereby 
can be removed from the sinner. 

Thomas a Kempis 

Thomas a Kempis was born in 1379. His attitude 

throughout life was one of hostility to philosophy. He 

was a man of pious tendencies who had become tired of 

the quibbling characteristic of the scholastics of his cen¬ 

tury and sought finality in contemplation. 

Thomas Haemerken, for that was his family name, 

is representative of the mystic school of thought. The 

selections which follow are taken from his famous book 

“The Imitation of Christ”. This work was composed 

little by little over a long period of time during his life 

as a monk at the Monastery of Mt. St. Agnes. In the 

excerpts that follow we see reflected his attitude toward 
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reason and his emphasis upon the fundamental principle 

of mysticism, that is, “I love that I may know”. 

The death of Thomas a Kempis occurred in 1471 

in the 92nd year of his age and the 63rd year of his life 

as a member of the Community of Brothers of the 

Common Life. 

Chapter II 

Imitation of Christ 

All men, by reason of their natures, are desirous of possessing 
knowledge, but unless we entertain a fear of God what good does 
knowledge do us? As a matter of fact, a poor farmer who serves 
God is a far better man than some proud philosopher who, though 
he may follow the course of the stars, does not pay sufficient atten¬ 
tion to his own welfare. A man who really knows himself is 
humble and cares nothing for the opinions of other men. If I 
knew all things that were to be known and were without charity, 
of what advantage would it be to me in the sight of God, Who 
will take into account not the things that I know, but the things 
that I do? 

Do not be too much interested in gaining knowledge, for along 
that road there is much loss of true purpose and much hypocrisy. 
Learned men are always desirous of appearing wise to others and 
of having titles of wisdom applied to them. There are a great 
many things to be known which are, in the last analysis, of Httle 
or no use to the soul. He, after all, is a very unwise man who pays 
more attention to the things of little value than to those that con¬ 
cern his own personal salvation. Words will never satisfy the 
soul, but a good life eases the mind and a pure conscience begets 
confidence in God. 

The more you know and the more clearly you understand the 
more necessary it will be for you to lead a holy life for the more 
strictly will you be judged. Be not, therefore, made vain because 
of what you know of any art or science, but rather let the knowl¬ 
edge that you possess cause you to fear. If it happens that you do 
know many things, in addition learn this fact: that there are many 
more things about which you know nothing. Therefore, do not 
appear to be very wise, but rather confess how ignorant you are. 
Why should you esteem thyself to be better than others when you 
know there are many in the world who are more learned and who 
have greater skill in the interpretation of the Scriptures than you 
have. If you would desire to learn something of profit make the 
effort for self-effacement. 
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The most important lesson through which one can achieve 
profit is to learn to know one’s self as one really is and in accord¬ 
ance to properly despise one’s self. It is a mark of great wisdom 
to entertain a low opinion of ourselves, and at the same time to 
think well and nobly of other people. If, for instance, you see 
some other person commit some grievous wrong, you ought not 
because of what you see, think better of yourself, for you do not 
know how long it will be before you fall. We are all feeble, but 
do not entertain the opinion that other people are more feeble than 
you are. 

Chapter III 

That man is happy who is taught not by figures and perish¬ 
able words but by truth itself, for our own opinions and our own 
feelings often lead us into error. It is senseless to dispute overmuch 
about abstruse matters for the ignorance of which we shall not be 
held accountable on Judgment Day. It is a lamentable error to 
neglect necessary and profitable matters and to choose to let our 
minds remain open to those things which, though interesting, are 
hurtful to us. We have eyes but often we see not. 

Why should we bother our minds about genera and species. 
The man to whom the Everlasting Word has spoken has a mind 
free from questionings. From the Word came all things and all 
things culminate in that Word. It is the Beginning which speaks 
to us, and no man without that Word can understand or judge 
properly. The man, however, in whom all diversities are recon¬ 
ciled, who reduces all varieties to a unity and sees in all things but 
one, will enjoy peace of mind and remain at rest in God. Oh' 
God, Who art truth, unite me to Thee in eternal life! It wearies 
me to read much and to hear of many objects and occurrences. In 
Thee is everything that I care to possess. Let all teachers, there¬ 
fore, cease their teaching; let all creatures be silent for I would have 
Thou alone speak to me. 
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Questions foe Discussion 

1. How do you explain the persistence of pagan philosophy within the 

Christian period? 
2. The pagan philosophy of the early Christian period is highly practical 

in its plans and purposes. What do you regard to be the explanation 

of this condition? _ _ 
3. What were the three most prominent forms of pagan thought within the 

early Christian period. Describe each briefly. 

4. From the point of view of psychology tell what you have found to be 
of interest in the brief quotation from the writings of Seneca. 

5. Outline the thought of Musonius with reference to the education of 

women. 
6. Contrast modern notions concerning the education of women with those 

advanced by Musonius. 
7. Do you regard the pagan philosophy of the early Christian period as 

equivalent to, inferior to, or superior to sophistry? Explain. 

8. How do you account for the note of renunciation in the philosophy of 

Epictetus? 
9. Marcus Aurelius is today widely read. How do you account for the 

popularity of this pagan philosopher of the second century? 

10. How do you account for the similarity existing between pagan thought 
and Christian thought during the first and second centuries? 

11. Do you believe the general pagan populace believed as their philosophers 
taught? Justify your answer. 

12. Explain the emphasis placed upon doctrines of belief by Christian thinkers 
during the early centuries of the Christian era. 

13. Why was Church unity so important a matter during the early years of 
the life of the Christian Church? 

14. Plato seems to have been especially interesting to the early Christian 
thinkers. By direct reference to the Platonic philosophy explain why 
this situation is very logical. 

15. Explain the philosophy of Plotinus. 

16. What does Plotinus mean by the influence of the beautiful? 

17. Do you think that Plotinus is simply restating Plato's thought or do you 
believe he is making advances upon the thought of his great predecessor? 
Explain. 

18. Do you see anything in common between the thought of Plotinus, the 
pagan, and the philosophy of the early Christian period. Explain. 

19. Explain the difference between the Christian solution of the problem of 
evil and that offered by the Manicheans as the differences are. explained 
by St. Augustine. 

20. Outline in detail the contributions made by St. Augustine to the phil¬ 
osophy of the Christian Church. 

21. Explain the concept of Nature advanced by John Scotus Erigena. 

22. John Scotus Erigena is sometimes called the earliest of the Scholastics. 
Why? 

23. Many regard Erigena as a Neo-Platonist. How do you regard him? 
Why? 

24. “The writings of Erigena were condemned by the early Christian Church 
as heretical and pantheistic. This judgment was just.” Explain. 

25. What proofs are advanced by Moses Maimonides for the existence of 
God and the creation of the world by Him? 
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26. Explain why early Jewish history does not record the writings of many 
philosophers. 

27. What is the difference between faith and philosophy? Are they antag¬ 
onistic? 

R° ^°U not*ce an7 similarity between the approaches to truth made by 
Moses Maimonides and those made by St. Augustine? Explain your 
answer. 

29. How does Albert the Great explain the origin of ideas? 

3>0.i Why was the validity of the idea so vital a matter to the Christian 
Church? 

31. The philosophy of Thomas of Aquin was Aristotelian whereas the 
philosophy of prior Christian thinkers had been Platonic.” Explain this 
statement and indicate its importance. 

32. Thomas of Aquin held that in addition to philosophical science further 
knowledge was necessary.” Tell what he had in mind. 

33. Did Thomas of Aquin teach that the existence of God was self-evident? 
Explain his thought and outline his argument. 

34. Outline the proof advanced by Thomas of Aquin for the existence of God. 

35. Thomas of Aquin teaches that human beings can not see God. How 
then does he justify Jacob’s statement—-‘‘I have seen God face to face”? 

3 6. Did Thomas of Aquin teach that God can be known through the use 
of natural reason? Explain. 

3 7. Explain the teaching of Thomas of Aquin with reference to ideas. 

38. Show that Thomas of Aquin followed Aristotelian reasoning in his teach¬ 
ing that the being of a thing, not its truth, is the cause of truth in the 
intellect. 

39. "St. Thomas of Aquin raised and answered the question of whether 
God can make the past not to have been.” Explain his position on this 
question. 

40. Contrast the thought of Thomas of Aquin with the philosophy of St. 
Augustine. 

41. "St. Thomas of Aquin is sometimes called the most brilliant man of a 
brilliant century.” Explain what is implied by this statement. 

42. "Scholasticism suffered a serious decline after the time of St. Thomas 
of Aquin.” Trace this decline and account for it. 

43. "One of the indications of the decline of Scholasticism was an increased 
emphasis upon mysticism.” Explain what is meant by mysticism and 
contrast it with Scholasticism. 

44. Explain briefly the thought of Thomas a Kempis. 

45. Trace the influence of the scientific interests of the thirteenth century 
upon philosophical thought. 

46. What was the attitude of Thomas of Aquin toward science? 

47. How do you account for the fact that the leaders of Scholasticism during 
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries were antagonistic to science? 

48. Did the arrogant attitude assumed by sixteenth century scientists prevent 
a cold analysis of the issues that had arisen between Scholasticism and 
science? Why or why not? 

49. “Scholasticism can not be condemned by calling it a system. It alone 
stresses the proper importance of science.” Explain what is meant by 
these statements. 

50. "The Scholasticism of the thirteenth century represents an extremely high 
pinnacle of human thought.” Explain this statement. 
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MODERN PHILOSOPHY 

HHE modern world, with its emphasis upon science, 

a separates itself very definitely from preceding cen¬ 

turies. The scientific movement did not, of course, 

start abruptly at the close of what we have termed the 

Christian era of thought. As far back as the thirteenth 

century we find in the work of Roger Bacon an emphasis 

upon the use of observation and experiment as initial 

movements in the search for truth. While it is true 

that in his work there was much misguided zeal, it is 

likewise true that this Franciscan monk is to be regarded 

as the forerunner of his illustrious namesake, Francis 

Bacon, excerpts from whose writings we have taken to 

begin this section on modern thought. The point to 

be stressed is that modern thought is directly related to 

the development, both as to causes and results, of modern 
science. 

During the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the prog¬ 

ress made by science was astounding. In 1456, by reason 

of inventions made by Gutenberg and developed by 

SchoefFer and Faust in the use of movable type, there 

issued from the presses the first complete book that had 

ever been printed, so far as we know from the records 

of history. This century was one characterized by 

increased knowledge of the world, owing to the voyages 

and discoveries of Dias, da Gama, Columbus, Magellan 

and a host of others. In the year 1543 Nicholas Coper¬ 

nicus revolutionized the thought of man by upsetting 

the Ptolemaic concept of the universe and revealing the 

laws governing the movements of planets. The six¬ 

teenth century, in other words, was an age of the prog- 
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ress of man s power over the forces of nature. It was 

an age of intense interest in accomplishment through 

science and represents the dawn of that civilization which 

many in this twentieth century nominate as the machine 

age. 

' For the spirit of this age Scholasticism seemed to have 

no answer. It suffered a steady decline, departed from 

the actualities of life and lost the respect of men of gen¬ 

uine thought. That Scholasticism had an answer is 

apparent to anyone who has read the works of St. 

Thomas of Aquin. The difficulty was not with Scho¬ 

lasticism itself, but with the leaders of the Scholastic 

movement in philosophy, who were intellectually inca¬ 

pable of meeting the problem thrust upon them by the 

progress of science and took refuge in a world of trivial¬ 

ities and quibbling to which the pulsations of actual 

living never gained admission. The times were demanding 

a “new philosophy’’ and out of this demand there arose 

in Italy, in the work of Bernardino Telesio, Giordano 

Bruno and Tommaso Campanella, a naturalistic phil¬ 

osophy closely related to pantheism and to the Neo- 

Platonic concepts which Scholasticism had heretofore 

successfully opposed. The system of philosophy, how¬ 

ever, which seemed to take hold of the modern world 

and to serve at least as an initial point of thought for 

those who had become disgusted with what Scholasticism 

had to offer, was that introduced by Rene Descartes in 

the seventeenth century. Descartes, through the dual¬ 

ism which he suggested existed between mind and mat¬ 

ter, dominated philosophic thought as is reflected point¬ 

edly in the work of Locke, Spinoza, Malebranche, Hume 

and Berkeley, brief excerpts from whose works are 

included within this section. 
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The unsatisfactory answer which Descartes’ phil¬ 

osophy offered became apparent toward the end of the 

eighteenth century. / The empiricism of Descartes, with 

its criticism of intellectual operation, failed to satisfy. 

The thought of this philosopher gave way to that other 

dominating influence so strong during the nineteenth 

century, namely the influence of Immanuel Kant. The 

thought of Kant, with all its possible corollaries and de¬ 

rivatives, is found expressed in the writings of the other 

philosophers, with two exceptions, we have used in this 

section. The two exceptions are Pope Leo XIII and 

Cardinal Mercier. The followers of Kant developed 

his thought not only as an explanation of how we 

acquire knowledge, but also as a norm for ethical and 

social conduct. The two exceptions we have quoted 

strove against the influence of Kant in an endeavor to 

show that Scholasticism approached from a modern view¬ 

point was the only adequate philosophy to satisfy man 

in his attempt to resolve the difficulties which the prog¬ 

ress of science had brought upon him. It is only in 

the present age, however, that is, within this twentieth 

century, that the procession of thoughts and events lend 

proof to the conclusion that the influence of Immanuel 

Kant has waned. The world is again dissatisfied and 

is asking again for a “new philosophy’’ to meet present 

day conditions. With the present situation, however, 

we are not concerned at this point, as the excerpts which 

follow make the effort to clarify in part the development 

of philosophic thought from the sixteenth century to the 
close of the nineteenth. 

Francis Bacon 

Francis Bacon was born in London in the year 1561. 

His life was identified with the legal profession and with 
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the political activities of the English government. In 

1618 he was granted the title of Baron Verulam and 

at the same time was made lord chancellor. His polit¬ 

ical life was not altogether happy. Charges of corrup¬ 

tion were brought against him to which he entered a 

plea of guilty. The plea was accepted by the Court 

and upon Bacon, now Viscount St. Albans, was imposed 

an exceedingly heavy fine. In addition he was removed 
from office. His death occurred in 1626. 

The following excerpts are taken from his Brief 

Essays, of which he wrote a great many. They serve 

to illustrate not only his own manner of thought, but 
his opposition to Scholastic reasoning. 

On Atheism 
It were better to have no opinion of God at all than such an 

opinion as is unworthy of Him; for the one is unbelief, the other 
contumely: and certainly superstition is the reproach of the Deity. 
Plutarch saith well to that purpose, “Surely,” saith he, “I had 
rather a great deal men should say that there is no such man at all 
as Plutarch than that they should say that there was one Plutarch 
that would eat his children as soon as they were born” ; as the poet 
speaks of Saturn; and, as the contumely is greater towards God, 
so the danger is greater towards men. Atheism leaves a- man to 
sense, to philosophy, to natural piety, to laws, to reputation: all 
which may be guides to an outward moral virtue, though religion 
were not; but superstition dismounts all these, and erecteth an 
absolute monarchy in the minds of men: therefore, atheism did 
never perturb states; for it makes men wary of themselves, as look¬ 
ing no further, and we see the times inclined to atheism (as the 
time of Augustus Caesar) were civil times; but superstition hath 
been the confusion of many states, and bringeth in a new “primum 
mobile” (the primary motive power), that ravisheth all the spheres 
of government. The master of superstition is the people and in all 
superstition wise men follow fools: and arguments are fitted to 
practice in a reversed order. It was gravely said by some of the 
prelates in the Council of Trent, where the doctrine of the School¬ 
men bore great sway, that the Schoolmen were like astronomers, 
which did feign eccentrics and epicycles, and such engines of orbs to 
save the phenomena. 
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Orpheus, or Philosophy 

Explanation of Natural and Moral Philosophy 

Introduction—The fable of Orpheus, though trite and com¬ 

mon, has never been well interpreted, and seems to hold out a pic¬ 

ture of universal philosophy; for to this sense may be easily trans¬ 

ferred what is said of his being a wonderful and perfectly divine 

person, skilled in all kinds of harmony, subduing and drawing ail 
things after him by sweet and gentle methods and modulations. 

For the labors of Orpheus exceed the labors of Hercules, both in 

power and dignity, as the works of knowledge exceed the works 

of strength. 
Fable-—Orpheus having his beloved wife snatched from him 

by sudden death, resolved upon descending to the infernal regions, 

to try if, by the power of his harp, he could reobtain her. And, in 
effect, he so appeased and soothed the infernal powers, by the 
melody and sweetness of his harp and voice, that they indulged 
him the liberty of taking her back, on condition that she should 

follow him behind, and he not turn to look upon her till they 
came into open day; but he, through the impatience of his care and 
affection, and thinking himself almost past danger, at length looked 

behind him, whereby the condition was violated, and she again 
precipitated to Pluto’s regions. From this time Orpheus grew pen¬ 
sive and sad, a hater of the sex, and went into solitude, where, by 

the same sweetness of his harp and voice, he first drew the wild 
beasts of all sorts about him; so that forgetting their natures, they 
were neither actuated by revenge, cruelty, lust, hunger, or the desire 

of prey, but stood gazing at him, in a tame and gentle manner, 
listening attentively to his music. Nay, so great was the power and 
efficacy of his harmony, that it even caused the trees and stones to 

remove, and place themselves in a regular manner about him. When 
he had for a time and with great admiration, continued to do this, 
at length the Thracian women, raised by the instigation of Bacchus, 

first blew a deep and hoarse-sounding horn, in such an outrageous 

manner, that it quite drowned the music of Orpheus. And thus 
the power which, as the link of the society, held all things in order, 
being dissolved, disturbance reigned anew; each creature returned 

to its own nature, and pursued and preyed upon its fellow, as be¬ 
fore. The rocks and woods also started back to their former 

places; and even Orpheus himself was at last torn to pieces by these 
female furies, and his limbs scattered all over the desert. But, in 
sorrow and revenge for his death, the river Helicon, sacred to the 

Muses, hid its waters under ground, and rose again in other places 
Explanation—The fable receives this explanation. The music 

of Orpheus is of two kinds; one that appeases the infernal powers, 

and the other that draws together the wild beasts and trees. The 
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former properly relates to natural, and the latter to moral philos¬ 

ophy, or civil society. The reinstatement and restoration of cor¬ 
ruptible things is the noblest work of natural philosophy; and, in 

a less degree, the preservation of bodies in their own state, or a 
prevention of their dissolution and corruption. And if this he 
possible, it can certainly be effected no other way than by proper 

and exquisite attemperations of nature; as it were by the harmony 
and fine touching of the harp. But as this is a thing of exceeding 
great difficulty, the end is seldom obtained; and that, probably, 

for no reason more than a curious and unseasonable impatience and 
solicitude. 

And, therefore, philosophy, being almost unequal to the task, 

has cause to grow sad, and hence betakes itself to human affairs, 
insinuating into men’s minds the love of virtue, equity, and peace, 
by means of eloquence and persuasion; thus forming men into 

societies; bringing them under laws and regulations; and making 
them forget their unbridled passions and affections, so long as :hey 
hearken to precepts and submit to discipline. And thus they soon 

after build themselves habitations, form cities, cultivate lands, 
plant orchards, gardens, etc. So that they may not improperly 
be said to remove and call the trees and stones together. 

And this regard to civil affairs is justly and regularly placed 
after diligent trial made for restoring the mortal body; the attempt 

being frustrated in the end—because the unavoidable necessity of 
death, thus evidently laid before mankind, animates them to seek 

a kind of eternity by works of perpetuity, character and fame. 

It is also prudently added that Orpheus was afterward averse 

to women and wedlock, because the indulgence of a married state, 
and the natural affections which men have for their children, often 

prevent them from entering upon any grand, noble, or meritorious 
enterprise for the public good; as thinking it sufficient to obtain 
immortality by their descendants, without endeavoring at great 

actions. 

And even the works of knowledge, though the most excellent 

among human things, have their periods; for after kingdoms and 
commonwealths have flourished for a time, disturbances, seditions, 

and wars, often arise, in the din whereof, first the laws are silent, 
and not heard; and then men return to their own depraved natures 
—whence cultivated lands and cities soon become desolate and 

waste. And if this disorder continues, learning and philosophy are 
infallibly torn to pieces; so that only some scattered fragments 

thereof can afterward be found up and down, in a few places, like 

planks after a shipwreck. And barbarous times succeeding, the 
river Helicon dips underground; that is, letters are buried, till things 

having undergone their due course of change, learning rises again, 
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and shows its head, though seldom in the same place, but in some 
other nation. 

Thomas Hobbes 

Thomas Hobbes was born at Westport, England, in 
1588. He died in 1679. His chief work, Leviathan, 

from which the excerpts that follow have been taken, 

created a furore in England at the time of its publica¬ 

tion in 1651. The philosophical views which it ad¬ 

vanced provoked controversy and stirred up against 
Hobbes much enmity. 

The brief quotations we have made from the Levia¬ 

than illustrate the two outstanding points in Hobbes 

philosophical thought. He believed first, that all our 

knowledge is the result of nervous processes, and that 

whatever we know is subjective, personal and individual. 

Hobbes was a man of a great many political interests and 

the second point that is made prominent in his writing 

is that power is what determines the rectitude of an act. 

The State, therefore, the powerful agent which man has 

contrived to protect his own interests, is, according to 

Hobbes, always right in whatever it does simply because 

it has the power to enforce its decisions. 
This philosopher, though intensely interesting in the 

manner in which he presents his thought, is at the same 

time a most dangerous thinker; and to him as a source, 

can be attributed many of the autocratic notions com¬ 

mon in the government circles of all nations today. 

Of Sense 

Concerning the thoughts of man, I will consider them first 
singly, and afterwards in train, or dependence upon one another. 
Singly, they are every one a ‘representation’ or ‘appearance’ of some 
quality, or other accident of a body without us, which is commonly 
called an ‘object’. Which object worketh on the eyes, ears, and 
other parts of a man’s body, and by diversity of working, pro- 
duceth diversity of appearances. 
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The original of them all is that which we call ‘sense,’ for there 
is no conception in a man’s mind which hath not at first, totally or 
by parts, been begotten upon the organs of sense. The rest are 
derived from that original. 

To know the natural cause of sense is not very necessary to the 
business now in hand; and I have elsewhere written of the same 
at large. Nevertheless, to fill each part of my present method, I 
will briefly deliver the same in this place. 

The cause of sense is the external body, or object, which 
presseth the organ proper to each sense, either immediately, as in 
the taste and touch, or mediately, as in seeing, hearing, and smell¬ 
ing; which pressure, by the mediation of the nerves and other 
strings and membranes of the body continued inwards to the brain 
and heart, causeth there a resistance, or counter-pressure, or endea¬ 
vour of the heart to deliver itself, which endeavour, because ‘out¬ 
ward’ seemeth to be some matter without. And this ‘seeming’ or 
‘fancy’ is that which men call ‘sense’ and consisteth, as to the eye, 
in a ‘light’ or ‘colour figured’; to the ear, in a ‘sound’; to the 
nostril, in an ‘odour’; to the tongue and palate, in a ‘savour’; and 
to the rest of the body, in ‘heat’, ‘cold’, ‘hardness’, ‘softness’ and 
such other qualities as we discern by ‘feeling’. All which qualities, 
called ‘sensible’ are in the object that causcth them but so many 
several motions of the matter, by which it presseth our organs 
diversely. Neither in us that are pressed are they anything else but 
divers motions; for motion produceth nothing but motion. But 
their appearance to us is fancy, the same waking that dreaming. 
And as pressing, rubbing, or striking the eye, makes us fancy a 
light, and pressing the ear produceth a din, so do the bodies also 
we see or hear produceth the same by their strong, though unob¬ 
served, action. For if those colours and sounds were in the bodies, 
or objects that cause them, they could not be severed from them, 
as by glasses, and in echoes by reflection, we see they are, where we 
know the thing we see is in one place, the appearance in another. 
And though at some certain distance the real and very object seems 
invested with the fancy it begets in us, yet still the object is one 
thing, the image or fancy is another. So that sense in all cases is 
nothing else but original fancy, caused, as I have said, by the pres¬ 
sure, that is by the motion, of external things upon our eyes, ears, 
and other organs thereunto ordained. 

But the philosophy schools through all the universities of 
Christendom, grounded upon certain texts of Aristotle, teach 
another doctrine, and say, for the cause of ‘vision’, that the thing 
seen sendeth forth on every side a ‘visible species', in English, 
a ‘visible show’, ‘apparition’, or ‘aspect’, or ‘a being seen’; 
the receiving whereof into the eye is ‘seeing’. And for the cause 
of ‘hearing’, that the thing heard sendeth forth an ‘audible species'. 
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that is an ‘audible aspect’ or ‘audible being seen’, which entering 
at the ear maketh ‘hearing’. Nay, for the cause of ‘understand¬ 
ing’ also they say the thing understood sendeth forth an ‘intelli¬ 
gible species’, that is, an ‘intelligible being seen', which, coming into 
the understanding, makes us understand. I say not this as dis¬ 
proving the use of universities; but, because I am to speak here¬ 
after of their office in a commonwealth, I must let you see on all 
occasions by the way what things would be amended in them, 
amongst which the frequency of insignificant speech is one. 

Of Power 

Nor does it alter the case of honour whether an action, so it be 
great and difficult and consequently a sign of much power, be just 
or unjust; for honour consisteth only in the opinion of power. 
Therefore the ancient heathen did not think they dishonoured, but 
greatly honoured, the gods when they introduced them in their 
poems committing rapes, thefts, and other great but unjust or 
unclean acts; insomuch as nothing is so much celebrated in Jupiter 
as his adulteries; nor in Mercury, as his frauds and thefts; of whose 
praises, in a hymn of Homer, the greatest is this, that, being born 
in the morning, he had invented music at noon, and before night 
stolen away the cattle of Apollo from his herdsmen. 

Also amongst men, till there were constituted great common¬ 
wealths, it was thought no dishonour to be a pirate or a highway 
thief, but rather a lawful trade, not only amongst the Greeks but 
also amongst all other nations as is manifest by the histories of 
ancient time. And at this day, in this part of the world, private 
duels are and always will be honourable, though unlawful, till 
such time as there shall be honour ordained for them that refuse, 
and ignominy for them that make the challenge. For duels also 
are many times effects of courage, and the ground of courage is 
always strength or skill, which are power; though for the most 
part they be effects of rash speaking and of the fear of dishonour, 
in one or both the combatants, who, engaged by rashness, are 
driven into the lists to avoid disgrace. 

* * * * * 

Of Laws of Nature 

The laws of Nature are immutable and eternal; for injustice, 
ingratitude, arrogance, pride, iniquity, acception of persons, and 
the rest, can never be made lawful. For it can never be that war 
shall preserve life, and peace destroy it. 

The same laws, because they oblige only to a desire and 
endeavour—I mean an unfeigned and constant endeavour—are 
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easy to be observed. For, in that they require nothing but en¬ 
deavour, he that endeavoureth their performance fulfilleth them; 
and he that fulfilleth the law is just. 

And the science of them is the true and only moral philosophy. 
For moral philosophy is nothing else but the science of what is 
‘good’ and ‘evil’ in the conversation and society of mankind. 
‘Good’ and ‘evil’ are names than signify our appetites and aver¬ 
sions, which, in different tempers, customs, and doctrines of men, 
are different; and divers men differ not only in their judgment 
on the senses of what is pleasant and unpleasant to the taste, smell, 
hearing, touch, and sight, but also of what is comformable or 
disagreeable to reason in the actions of common life. Nay, the 
same man in divers times differs from himself, and one time prais- 
eth, that is calleth good, what another time he dispraiseth and 
calleth evil; from whence arise disputes, controversies, and at last 
war. And therefore, so long as a man is in the condition of 
mere nature, which is a condition of war, as private appetite is 
the measure of good and evil, and consequently all men agree on 
this, that peace is good, and therefore also the way or means of 
peace, which, as I have showed before, are ‘justice’, ‘gratitude’, 
modesty’, ‘equity’, ‘mercy’, and the rest of the laws of Nature, 

are good: that is to say, ‘moral virtues’; and their contrary ‘vices’, 
evil. Now the science of virtue and vice is moral philosophy, 
and therefore the true doctrine of the laws of Nature is the true 
moral philosophy. But the writers of moral philosophy, though 
they acknowledge the same virtues and vices, yet, not seeing where¬ 
in consisted their goodness, nor that they come to be praised as 
the means of peaceable, sociable, and comfortable living, place 
them in a mediocrity of passions; as if not the cause, but the 
degree of daring made fortitude; or not the cause, but the quan¬ 
tity, of a gift, made liberality. 

These dictates of reason men used to call by the name of laws, 
but improperly; for they are but conclusions or theorems con¬ 
cerning what conduceth to the conservation and defence of them¬ 
selves; whereas law, properly, is the word of him that by right 
hath command over others. But yet if we consider the same 
theorems, as delivered in the word of God, that by right com- 
mandeth all things, then are they properly called laws. 

Ren£ Descartes 

Rene Descartes was born at La Haye in Touraine 

in 1596. His early education was directed by the 

Jesuits, and throughout his life he deplored the fact that 
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his former teachers at the college of La Fleche were un¬ 

willing to accept his innovations in philosophy. 

In trying to understand Descartes it should be borne 

in mind that he was essentially a mathematician and 

that he approached philosophical speculation from the 

axiomatic concepts of geometry. This philosopher 

brushed aside the scholastic reasoning in which he had 

been trained and substituted for the thought of the 

Schoolmen his own principle of “methodic doubt”. This 

principle consisted essentially in the thought that in order 

to reach truth we should doubt everything. We doubt 

not as a sceptic, who prides himself upon his doubts, but 

as one who believes that the only road to certainty lies 
in an approach through systematic doubt. 

The excerpts which follow portray Descartes' sys¬ 

tem of “methodic doubt” as it was applied to the ques¬ 

tion of his own existence and the existence of God. 

Modern idealism, with its false note on what it regards 

as the mutually exclusive entities of mind and matter, 

is traceable directly to the exaggerated dualism set up 
by Descartes. 

This philosopher died in 1650 at Stockholm, Swe¬ 

den, to which country he had been invited as a mark of 
honor by Queen Christina. 

Discourse on Method—Fourth Part 

Reasons for the Existence of God and the Human Soul, Which 

Are the Fundamentals of Philosophy 

I do not know whether I should introduce those first reflec¬ 
tions which I have made because they are so metaphysical and sc 
uncommon I doubt that they will be to the taste of everyone, 
and yet in order that we may decide whether the fundamental 
notions with which I start are true, I find myself in a measure 
forced to introduce them. 

I have for a long while noted that it is advantageous at times 
to follow opinions, concerning which we may be in doubt, as 
if they were true, as I have before remarked, but since I was most 
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desirous of ascertaining absolute truth I thought it would be fit¬ 

ting that I should adopt at this time a diametrically opposite 
method and reject as absolutely false everything concerning which 

I could imagine the least doubt, thereby finally coming to a point 
beyond which anything that I believed would be indubitable. 

So because our senses fool us many times, it is my purpose to 
suppose that nothing presented to us by the senses is exactly as 
presented, and because many men make errors in reasoning even 

in connection with the simplest matters of geometry and are sub¬ 

ject to faulty logical judgment, I judged that I myself would be 
just as likely to fail as any one else in this respect. And so I 
rejected as false all reasons which I had hitherto accepted, for 
proof; and finally, in like manner, considering that the self same 
thoughts that we have when we are awake may come to us when 

we are asleep without in either case being necessarily true, I came 
to the conclusion that all the perceptions of my senses were no 
more true than the illusions of my dreams. But during this 
time when I was assuming to believe that everything was false, 
it seemed necessary to me to assert that at least I, who was doing 

the thinking, was in existence, and noting that this truth “I think, 
therefore I am”, was so strong and self-evident that the most 

extravagant suppositions of the Sceptics would not be capable of 
undermining it, I judged that I had arrived without doubt at the 

first principle of that philosophy of which I was in search. 

Then examining with care that which I was, and seeing that 

I was able to assume that I did not have a body and that there 
might be neither world nor place in which I would be, but that 
it was not possible to conclude that therefore I was not in exist¬ 

ence, rather on the contrary because I did doubt of the truth of 
the existence of other things, it followed very evidently and very 
certainly that I myself existed. On the other hand, if I had 
once ceased to think and at the same time all the objects that I 
had ever imagined were in existence, I would not be able to advance 

a reason for the belief that I myself existed. I knew from this 

that I was a substance the fundamental essence of the nature of 

which was to think, and I, for existence, depended neither upon 

space nor other material things. So the mind, which in reality 

is I, and by reason of which I am what I am, is entirely distinct 

from the body and is more easily known than the body; and 

even though the latter were not, the former would not be deprived 

of being all that it is. 

After that I considered in general what is necessary to a prop¬ 

osition in order that we may regard it as truth. Since I had 

found one which I regarded as true I thought that it would be 

possible to discover that which constituted the basis of certitude. 
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and having noted that there was nothing at all in the expression 
I think, therefore I am”, which assured me that in using it i 

spoke truth, though I saw very clearly that in order to think it 
was necessary to be, I judged that I had caught hold of the gen¬ 
eral rule, namely that those things which we see very clearly and 
very distinctly are most certainly true, but that there yet remained 
a somewhat difficult set of facts to be learned, namely, what are 
'those things which we see distinctly? 

***** 

After which, reflecting on that which I doubted and conse¬ 
quently realizing that my being was not perfect, for I saw clearly 
that it is a greater form of perfection to know than to doubt, I 
presumed to inquire how I had learned to think of something 
more perfect than I, and I understood clearly that it must be from 
some nature which was, in truth, more perfect. As for the 
thoughts which I had of many other things about me, such as 
the sky, the earth, light, warmth, and a thousand others, it was 
not so difficult for me to learn from whence they came, since I 
did not notice anything in them which seemed to me to render 
them superior to myself. I could believe that, if they were real 
they were dependent upon my nature in so much as it had any 
perfection, and, if they were not real, that I drew them from 
nothing—that is to say—that they were within me because of 
some personal defect. 

But that could not be the same thing with the idea of a being 
more perfect that I: for to take it from nothing would be man¬ 
ifestly impossible. And because there is not less repugnance in 
the fact that the more perfect be an attendant and a dependent 
on the less perfect than that nothing should proceed from some¬ 
thing I could no longer maintain this belief. So that it necessar¬ 
ily followed that I must assume that it had been placed in me by 
a nature which was truly more perfect than I and which even 
had in it all the perfections of which I might have any idea, that 
is to say, to explain myself in a word, by a being who is God. 
To which I added that, since I am acquainted with perfections 
which I do not possess, I was not the only being who existed 
(I shall freely employ here, with your permission, Scholastic ter¬ 
minology) but that there necessarily must exist some other being 
more perfect on whom I might depend and from whom I had 
acquired all that I had. 
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Blaise Pascal 

Blaise Pascal was born at Clemont-Ferrand on June 

19, 1623. In 1631 his father, who was a very wealthy 

man, took up his residence at Paris. Pascal developed 

an early interest in mathematics and science and assisted 

- his father at Rouen in his scientific work as superinten¬ 

dent of the public affairs of Normandy. It was in 1646 

that the Jansenists won him over to their manner of 

thought. About this time his health which had never 

been robust failed him and upon the advice of physicians 

he relaxed his labors in science. He did not give over, 

however, his ascetic practices and in 1662 at the age of 

but 39 Pascal died as he cried out, “May God never 
abandon me.” 

Blaise Pascal wrote many scientific works but his 

best known writings are his “Provincials” and his 

“Thoughts”. These books illustrate his attitude toward 

philosophy and Christianity. With his power and bril¬ 

liancy of style Pascal touched upon many problems 

which are as vital in our day as they were in his. 

The following selections which have been taken 

from his “Thoughts” indicate the strong pressure of 

the mystic element in this brilliant but unstable thinker. 

Thoughts 

The heart has reasons unknown to reason; we know it in a 
thousand things. I aver that the heart naturally loves the uni¬ 
versal being, and naturally loves itself, according as it devotes 
itself to one or the other; and it hardens itself against one or the 
other according to its choice. You have rejected the one and 
held to the other: is it by reason that you love yourself? 

* * * * * 

There are two ways of convincing people of the truths of our 
religion: the one by the force of reason, the other by the authority 
of him who speaks. 

We use the first, not the last. We do not say, “That must 
be believed, for the Scripture which asserts it is divine”, but “It 



182 Blaise Pascal 

must be believed for such-and-such a reason”,—which are weak 
arguments, reason being adaptable to everything. 

***** 

"I should have soon quitted pleasures”, they say, “if I had 
faith”. And I say to you, “You would soon have faith had 
you quitted pleasures”. Thus it is for you to begin. If I could 
I would give you faith, and thus prove the truth of what you 
say. But I cannot. But you can indeed quit the pleasures, and 
prove if what I tell you is true. 

***** 
The infinite distance between body and mind typifies the 

infinitely more infinite distance between the mind and love, for 
love is above nature. 

All the pomp of greatness has no attraction for men of intel¬ 
lectual pursuits. The greatness of the intellectual is invisible to 
kings, to the rich, to captains, to all the carnally great. The 
greatness of wisdom, which is nothing if not of God, is invisible 
to the carnal and to the intellectual. These are three different 
species of the genus. 

Great geniuses have their sphere of dominion, their greatness, 
their victory, their lustre, and have no need of external greatness, 
with which they have no relation. They are seen, not by the 
eye, but by the mind, and that suffices. The saints have their 
sphere of dominion, their glory, their victory, their lustre, and 
have no need of carnal or intellectual greatness, with which they 
have no relation, for such grandeurs as these neither add to nor 
diminish their own. They are beheld by God and the angels, 
and not by the eye or by the inquiring intellect. God is suffi¬ 
cient for them. 

In vain, O men, do ye seek within yourselves the cure for 
your troubles! All your knowledge can only teach you that it 
is not within you that ye find the true or the good. Philosophers 
have promised them to you, and have promised what they have 
not been able to perform, knowing neither your true state nor 
your true good. How, then, should they give remedies for dis¬ 
eases which they have not known? Your chief ills are pride, 
which estranges you from God, and lust, which binds you to the 
earth; and they have done nothing but encourage one at least of 
these maladies. If they have set God before you for an object, 
it has only been to exercise your vainglory: they have made you 
think that you are like Him and by nature conformable to Him. 
And those who have seen the vanity of this pretension have cast 
you into the other abyss, by giving you to understand that your 
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nature is akin to that of the beasts, and have led you to seek your 
good in the lusts which are the portion of animals. This is not 
the way to cure you of your unrighteousness, which these sages 
have never understood. 

John Locke 

John Locke was born at Wrington, near Bristol, 

on August 29, 1632. As a boy he attended West¬ 

minster School and in 1652 left there to enter Oxford 

University. After his graduation he engaged in teach¬ 

ing and in the year 1661 was appointed a lecturer in 

Oxford on Greek, rhetoric, and philosophy. He re¬ 

mained in this work until 1664. In the following year 

he entered the government service as secretary to the 

British Envoy at Cleves. Soon, however, he left this 

work and returned to Oxford to devote himself to the 

study of medicine. After a brief period of study the 

political world again called to him and he became secre¬ 

tary to the Council of Trade under Lord Shaftesbury. 

It was as a result of his friendship with Lord Shaftes¬ 

bury that his attention was directed toward the possi¬ 

bility of making a study of the limits of human under¬ 

standing. His famous book called “Essay Concerning 

Human Understanding" was not completed, however, 

until the year 1687. Among the other books written 

by Locke are “Treatises on Government”; “Some 

Thoughts Concerning Education”; “The Reasonable¬ 

ness of Christianity”; and “On the Conduct of the 

Understanding”. 
Though John Locke contributed many services to 

his country, his claim to fame rests essentially upon his 

writings and his study of philosophy. The important 

feature of Locke's philosophy is his protestation against 

the doctrine of innate ideas. He traces not only such 

matters as colors and sounds to sense experiences, but 
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he also contends that ideas that we have concerning 

space, time, substance, cause, and the differences in our 

minds between moral good and evil proceed from the 

same sense source. He regarded good and bad as simply 

the equivalent of pleasure and pain. Moral good is 

simply our accordance with the law which may have 

been imposed upon us by divine authority or which 

may have been of human origin. If we live in accord¬ 

ance with the law we gain pleasure and call our action 

good; if we disobey the law we suffer pain and we call 

our action bad. It is seen, therefore, that in the field 

of ethics Locke is a Hedonist. This philosopher died 

at Oates, in Essex, in 1704. 

Some Thoughts Concerning Education 

The following selections are taken from “Some Thoughts 
Concerning Education’’ by John Locke. The quotations serve to 
illustrate the emphasis which Locke placed upon problems con¬ 
nected with the acquisition of ideas by the mind. Locke has been 
called the “father of Empirical Psychology” and the selections 
which follow stress the psychological emphasis of all his ap¬ 
proaches to philosophical study. 

He that has not a mastery over his inclinations, he that knows 
not how to resist the importunity of present pleasure or pain, for 
the sake of what reason tells him is fit to be done, wants the true 
principle of virtue and industry, and is in danger never to be good 
for anything. This temper, therefore, so contrary to unguided 
nature, is to be got betimes; and this habit, as the true foundation 
of future ability and happiness, is to be wrought into the mind 
as early as may be, even from the first dawnings of knowledge 
or apprehension in children, and so to be confirm’d in them, by 
all the care and ways imaginable, by those who have the over¬ 
sight of their education. 

On the other side, if the mind be curb’d, and humbled too 
much in children; if their spirits be abas’d and broken much, by 
too strict an hand over them, they lose all their vigour and indus¬ 
try, and are in a worse state than the former. For extravagant 
young fellows, that have liveliness and spirit come sometimes to 
be set right, and so make able and great men; but dejected minds, 
timorous and tame, and low spirits are hardly ever to be rais’d, 
and very seldom attain to any thing. To avoid the danger that 
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is on either hand, is the great art; and he that has found a way 
how to keep up a child’s spirit easy, active, and free, and yet at 
the same time to restrain him from many things he has a mind 
to, and to draw him to things that are uneasy to him; he, I say, 
that knows how to reconcile these seeming contradictions, has, 
in my opinion, got the true secret of education. 

***** 

I place virtue as the first and most necessary of those endow¬ 
ments that belong to a man or a gentleman; as absolutely requisite 
to make him valued and beloved by others, acceptable or tolerable 
to himself. Without that, I think, he will be happy neither in 
this nor the other world. 

As the foundation of this, there ought very early to be im¬ 
printed on his mind a true notion of God, as of the independent 
Supreme Being, Author and Maker of all things, from Whom we 
receive all our good, Who loves us, and gives us all things. And 
consequent to this, instil into him a love and reverence of this 
Supreme Being. This is enough to begin with, without going 
to explain this matter any farther; for fear lest by talking too early 
to him of spirits, and being unseasonably forward to make him 
understand the incomprehensible nature of that Infinite Being, his 
head be either fill’d with false, or perplex’d with unintelligible 
notions of Him. Let him only be told upon occasion, that God 
made and governs all things, hears and sees everything, and does 
all manner of good to those that love and obey Him; you will 
find, that being told of such a God other thoughts will be apt to 
rise up fast enough in his mind about Him; which, as you observe 
them to have any mistakes, you must set right. And I think it 
would be better if men generally rested in such an idea of God, 
without being too curious in their notions about a Being which 
all must acknowledge incomprehensible; whereby many, who have 
not strength and clearness of thought to distinguish between what 
they can and what they cannot know, run themselves in super¬ 
stitions or atheism, making God like themselves, or (because they 
cannot comprehend any thing else) none at all. And I am apt 
to think, the keeping children constantly morning and evening to 
acts of devotion to God, as to their Maker, Preserver and Bene¬ 
factor, in some plain and short form of prayer, suitable to their 
age and capacity, will be of much more use to them in religion, 
knowledge, and virtue, than to distract their thoughts with curious 
inquiries into His inscrutable essence and being. 

Natural philosophy, as a speculative science, I imagine we have 
none, and perhaps I may think I have reason to say we never shall 
be able to make a science of it. The works of nature are con- 
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trived by a wisdom, and operate by ways too far surpassing our 
faculties to discover or capacities to conceive, for us ever to be able 
to reduce them into a science. Natural philosophy being the 
knowledge of the principles, properties and operations of things 
as they are in themselves, I imagine there are two parts of it, one 
comprehending spirits, with their nature and qualities, and the 
other bodies. The first of these is usually referred to metaphysics: 
but under what title soever the consideration of spirits comes, I 
think it ought to go before the study of matter and body, not as 
a science that can be methodized into a system, and treated of 
upon principles of knowledge; but as an enlargement of our minds 
towards a truer and fuller comprehension of the intellectual world 
to which we are led both by reason and revelation. And since 
the clearest and largest discoveries we have of other spirits, besides 
God and our own souls, is imparted to us from heaven by reve¬ 
lation, I think the information that at least young people should 
have of them, should be taken from that revelation. To th,is 
purpose, I conclude, it would be well, if there were made a good 
history of the Bible for young people to read; wherein if every 
thing that is fit to be put into it, were laid down in its due order 
of time, and several things omitted which are suited only to riper 
age, that confusion which is usually produced by promiscuous 
reading of the Scripture, as it lies now bound up in our Bibles, 
would be avoided. And also this other good obtained, that by 
reading of it constantly, there would be instilled into the minds 
of children a notion and belief of spirits, they having so much to 
do in all the transactions of that history, which will be a good 
preparation to the study of bodies. For without the notion and 
allowance of spirit, our philosophy will be lame and defective in 
one main part of it, when it leaves out the contemplation of the 
most excellent and powerful part of the creation. 

Essay Concerning the Human Understanding 

Excerpt From Book IV 

“The immutability of the same relations between the same 
immutable things is now the idea that shows him (a man) that 
if the three angles of a triangle were once equal to two right angles, 
they will always be equal to two right ones. And hence he 
comes to be certain that what was once true in the case is always 
true: what ideas once agreed will always agree. . . Upon this 
ground it is that particular demonstrations in mathematics afford 
general knowledge. If, then, the perception that the same ideas 
will eternally have the same habitudes and relations be not a 
sufficient ground of knowledge, there could be no knowledge of 
general propositions in mathematics. . . All general knowledge 
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lies only in our own thoughts, and consists barely in the con¬ 
templation of our abstract ideas. Wherever we perceive any 
agreement or disagreement amongst them, there we have general 
knowledge; and by putting the names of those ideas together 
accordingly in propositions, can with certainty pronounce general 
truths. . . What is once known of such ideas will be perpet¬ 
ually and forever true. So that, as to all general knowledge, we 
must search and find it only in our own minds and it is only 

' the examining of our own ideas that furnisheth us with that. 
Truths belonging to essences of things (that is, to abstract ideas) 
are eternal, and are to be found out only by the contemplation of 
those essences. . . Knowledge is the consequence of the ideas 
(be they what they will) that are in our minds, producing there 
certain general propositions. . . Such propositions are therefore 
called ‘eternal truths’. . . because, being once made about abstract 
ideas so as to be true, they will, whenever they can be supposed to 
be made again, at any time past or to come, by a mind having 
those ideas, always actually be true. For names being supposed 
to stand perpetually for the same ideas, and the same ideas having 
immutably the same habitudes one to another, propositions con¬ 
cerning any abstract ideas that are once true must needs be eternal 
verities.” 

Benedict Spinoza 

Benedict or Baruch Spinoza was born at Amsterdam, 

Holland, on November 24, 1632. He was the son of 

Portuguese and Jewish parents who had fled to the Neth¬ 

erlands to escape religious persecution in their mother 

country. His early education was entirely Jewish, but 

in addition to it he learned much from his contact with 

a free thinking physician, Francis van den Ende. His 

knowledge of the writings of Giordano Bruno and Rene 

Descartes, from both of whom his own philosophy takes 

its rise, in all probability came from the same source. 

His studies tended to separate him from the religion of 

his parents, and due to his heretical opinions, he was 

formally excommunicated and cut off from the syna¬ 

gogue on the 27th of July, 1656. Through his scien¬ 

tific studies he had become interested in the making of 

lenses, and now as a means of support he entered upon 
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this occupation as a life work. It is interesting to note 

that in this capacity he served Leibniz. In 1670 he 

moved to The Hague where he lived until his death, 
which occurred on February 21, 1677. 

Spinoza should be regarded as a deeply religious man 
of high spirit, but by nature exceedingly meek and 

humble. His life was one of persecution, loneliness and 

poverty. Though reverential and deeply earnest in his 

inquiries concerning the nature of God, his philosophical 

views were thoroughly naturalistic. To Spinoza every¬ 

thing was God. We ourselves were God and beyond 

us and our environments there was no God. 

The following excerpts from “The Ethics” serve to 

portray his naturalistic thought and show, too, his 

mathematical approach to the solution of philosophical 

problems. 

The Ethics 

Proposition: 

A substance which consists of an infinity of attributes neces¬ 
sarily exists and each attribute expresses an eternal and infinite 
essence of the substance which is God. 

Proof (1) 

To deny the foregoing proposition, one would necessarily have 
to conceive that God does not exist. If, however, God were not 
to exist, then His essence would not involve existence, for in 
accordance with axiomatic truth, if a thing can be conceived as 
non-existent its essence necessarily does not involve existence. It 
is absurd, therefore, to conceive God as non-existent, and there¬ 
fore, He necessarily exists. Q. E. D. 

Proof (2) 

For the existence or non-existence of everything a reason must 
be ascribed. If a triangle exists there must be necessarily a cause 
for its existence. If no triangle exists then there must be a cause 
or reason which annuls or prevents the existence of a triangle. 
The cause or reason must be contained in the nature of the thing 
itself or must be apart from it. For example, the reason a square 
circle does not exist is that its existence would involve a contra¬ 
diction in the nature of the thing itself. The existence of a sub- 
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stance follows from its very nature, for if it could be conceived 
as non-existent its essence would not, in accordance with axiomatic 
truth, involve existence, but the reason for the existence or the 
non-existence of a circle or of a triangle is not a matter of the 
nature of each, but rather of the order of the material universe, 
for from this it must follow either that a triangle of necessity 
exists in the present time or else it is necessarily impossible for 
it to exist at least at this time. It follows, therefore, that unless 
there be a reason or a cause preventing the existence of a thing, 
that thing necessarily exists. If, therefore, there be no reason 
or cause which demands the non-existence of God, our intelligence 
forces us to conclude that He exists. If, however, there should 
be a cause or reason demanding His non-existence, then such cause 
or reason would have to be within His own Divine nature, or 
apart from it, that is, in some other substance of a totally different 
nature. If, on the other hand, we were to claim that the reason 
for God’s non-existence is within His own nature then by the 
force of our own argument we should be admitting the existence 
of God. Now a substance of a totally different nature from the 
nature of God would have nothing in common with God, for 
by axiomatic truth, since it would be impossible to conceive of 
it by means of the nature of God, it would have to be conceived 
by means of itself. Hence, it could neither bring about God’s exist¬ 
ence nor prevent His existence. It follows, therefore, that there can 
not be, apart from the nature of God Himself, a reason or cause 
which could possibly prevent Divine existence. If God does not 
exist, the reason for His non-existence must be found in His own 
nature and this represents a contradiction and, to affirm it of a 
being in nature infinite and in perfection supreme, is absurd. 
Therefore, neither in the nature of God Himself nor apart from 
His nature is there any cause or reason preventing Divine existence. 
Hence, God necessarily exists. Q. E. D. 

Proof (3) 

It is self-evident that to be able to exist involves power. It 
is likewise self-evident that to be able not to exist is indicative 
of lack of power. Finite beings we know exist. If nothing 
necessarily exists but finite beings, then such beings have greater 
power that the absolutely Infinite Being. This is absurd. It 
follows logically that either nothing at all exists or that an abso¬ 
lutely Infinite Being of necessity exists. Now, we exist either in 
ourselves or in something else that necessarily exists, for it is 
axiomatic that everything that is is either in itself or in some¬ 
thing else. Therefore an absolutely Infinite Being could not 
possibly be in anything else. Hence God necessarily exists. 

Q. E. D. 
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Explanatory Note: 

Since to be able to exist involves power, it follows that the 
more reality belongs to the genuine nature of a thing, the greater 
the power it has in and of itself to exist. God, since He is an 
absolute, Infinite Being, has in and of Himself an absolutely in¬ 
finite power to exist. He exists, therefore, by reason of no 
other thing but absolutely. Many people will undoubtedly find 
it difficult to realize the force of this proof because they have 
accustomed themselves to consider those things whose existences 
follow from external causes. Things which are brought into 
being by causes apart from themselves owe all their reality to the 
power of an external cause, and hence their existence is dependent 
upon the perfection of some external cause and not upon their 
own perfection. A substance, on the other hand, owes all the 
perfection it has to itself. Its existence, therefore, follows from 
its own nature, and so in reality is nothing but its own essence. 
Perfection insures the existence of a thing. Imperfection, on the 
other hand, is a preventive of existence. There is nothing, there¬ 
fore, of whose existence we can know more certainly than we 
know of the existence of an absolutely Infinite or perfect Being, 
that is, God. God’s essence, since it excludes imperfection and 
necessitates absolute perfection, annihilates all reason for doubt 
and establishes his existence as certain. Any one who will give 
to this matter a little careful thought will, I believe, find that the 
foregoing reasoning establishes the existence of God in crystal- 
clear fashion. 

Critical Note: 

To appreciate thoroughly the reasoning of Spinoza it is essen¬ 
tial that we keep in mind some definitions which serve as an intro¬ 
duction to The Ethics. 

Substance is defined by Spinoza as that which is in itself and 
which is conceived by means of itself. 

A thing is said to be finite in its kind when it can be limited 
by another thing of the same nature. A body can, for instance, 
be limited by another body and a thought by another thought, 
but a body can not be limited by a thought. 

��* * ^ * 

Proposition: 

In addition to God no substance can exist or even be con¬ 
ceived as existing. 

Proof: 
God necessarily exists. This we have proved. Now God 

is an absolutely Infinite Being and no attribute that expresses the 
essence of substance can be denied to Him. Now if there were 
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any other substances in addition to God such substances would 
have to be described by means of some attribute of God. If this 
were true, then we should have two substances with the same 
attribute. Such a condition would be absurd. There can not, 
therefore, be any substance besides God, nor can we even conceive 
of any such substance. If such substance could be conceived it 
would have to be conceived as existing. This, however, is 
absurd in the light of the earlier part of this proof. Therefore, 
in addition to God, there is no other substance nor can any other 
substance be conceived. Q. E. D. 

Corollary (1) 

It follows that there is in the universe only one substance; 
that this substance is absolutely infinite and that it is God. 
Corollary (2) 

It likewise follows that everything that is existent and that 
everything that thinks are either attributes of God or modifica¬ 
tions of the Divine attributes. 

Critical Note: 

Spinoza defines attribute as that which our intelligence grasps 
as the essential constitution of the essence of a substance. 

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz 

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz was born at Leipzig in 

1646. When only fifteen years of age Leibniz entered 

the University of his native city and was graduated 

from this institution with the degree of Master of Phil¬ 

osophy. Later he studied at the University of Altdorf 

and received there the degree of Doctor of Laws. 

Throughout life Leibniz was favored by reason of 

his own personal attractions and by reason, too, of his 

great wealth. He was a man who moved in the best 

known literary circles and also among those who ranked 

high in the political life of his times. Though a genu¬ 

ine student of philosophy, he was interested always in 

titles, honors and positions of importance for himself. 

From a worldly standpoint he was a most successful man 

and his career undoubtedly affected his point of view in 

philosophy, the basal fact of which was that “every- 
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thing is for the best in the best possible of worlds”. His 

life was so antithetical to that led by Spinoza that the 

two invariably are linked by reason of the strong con¬ 

trasts they present. 
From 1676 until his death in 1716 Leibniz lived at 

Hanover. Here he held offices as privy counselor, 

Imperial Baron and Court Librarian. Throughout this 

period he basked in the favor of royalty. 
His writings for the most part are in essay form and 

cover many topics connected with science and philos¬ 

ophy. The first excerpt that follows is taken from his 

“ New Essays Concerning Human Understanding ”. 

These essays were composed as a reply to Locke s on the 

same subject. The second excerpt is from The Prin¬ 

ciples of Nature and of Grace, Founded Upon Reason . 

Leibniz—-New Essays on the Understanding 
Innate Ideas 

Courtesy of Open Court Publishing Company 
Reprinted by permission 

Translated by Alfred Gideon Langley 

The Essay on the Understanding, by a distinguished English¬ 
man, being one of the most beautiful and esteemed works of 
this period, I have resolved to make some remarks upon it, because 
having sufficiently meditated for a long time upon the same sub¬ 
ject and upon the greater part of the matters therein touched upon, 
I have thought that it would be a favorable opportunity to pub¬ 
lish something under the title of “New Essays on the Under¬ 
standing”, and to procure a favorable reception to my thoughts, 
by putting them in so good company. I have thought also that 
I could profit from the labor of another not only to lessen my 
own (since in fact it is less difficult to follow the thread of a 
good author than to work wholly independently), but further 
to add something to what he has given us, which is always easier 
than to start from the beginning; for I think I have cleared up 
some difficulties which he had left in their entirety. Thus his 
reputation is an advantage to me; having for the rest a disposi¬ 
tion to render justice, and very far from wishing to diminish 
the esteem in which this work is held, I would increase it, if my 
approval carried any weight. It is true I often differ in my 
views (from him), but very far from denying the merit of 
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celebrated writers, we bear witness to it, by making known in 
what and why we differ from their views, when we judge it 
necessary to prevent their authority from prevailing over reason 
on some important points; besides, by satisfying such excellent 
men, we render the truth more acceptable, and it must be sup¬ 
posed that it is principally for truth that they labor. 

In fact, although the author of the Essay says a thousand 
beautiful things which I commend, our systems are very different. 
His has more relation to Aristotle, mine to Plato, although we 
both differ in many things from the doctrine of these two ancient 
philosophers. He is more popular, and I am compelled some¬ 
times to be a little more acroamatic and more abstract, which is 
not an advantage to me, especially when writing in a living 
language. I think, nevertheless, that by making two persons 
speak, one of whom sets forth the views drawn from the Essay 
of this author, and the other joins thereto my observations, the 
parallel will be more to the liking of the reader than wholly dry 
remarks, the reading of which would be interrupted at every mo¬ 
ment by the necessitv of recurring to his book in order to under¬ 
stand mine. It will nevertheless be well still to compare some¬ 
times our writings, and not to iudge of his views except bv his 
own work, although I have ordinarily preserved its expressions. 
It is true that the constraint, which another's discourse, whose 
thread must be followed, gives in making remarks, has prevented 
me from thinking to secure the charms of which the dialogue is 
susceptible; but I hope the matter will make amends for the defects 
of the style. 

Our differences are upon subjects of some importance. The 
question is to know whether the soul in itself is entirelv emntv 

as the tablets upon which as yet nothing has been written, tabula 
rasa according to Aristotle and the author of the Essay, and 
whether all that is traced thereon comes solely from the senses and 
from experience: or whether the soul contains originallv the prin¬ 
ciples of many ideas and doctrines which external obiects merelv 
call up on occasion, as I believe with Plato, and even with the 
Schoolmen, and with all those who interpret in this wav the pass¬ 
age of St. Paul (Rom. 11:15) where he states that the law of 
God is written in the heart. The Stoics call these principles 
prolepses, i.e., fundamental assumptions, or what is taken for 
granted in advance. The Mathematicians call them aeneral 
notions. Modern philosophers give them other beautiful names, 
and Julius Scaliger in particular named them semina aeternitatis, 
also zopura, i.e., living fires, luminous flashes, concealed within 
us, but which the encounter of the senses makes appear like the 
sparks which the blow makes spring from the steel. And the 
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belief is not without reason, that these glitterings indicate some¬ 
thing divine and eternal which appears especially in the necessary 
truths. Whence another question arises whether all truths depend 
upon experience, i.e., upon induction and examples, or whether 
there are some which have still another foundation. For if some 
events can be foreseen prior to any proof which may have been 
made of them, it is manifest that we ourselves contribute some¬ 
thing thereto. The senses, although necessary for all our actual 
knowledge, are not sufficient to give it all to us, since the senses 
never give us anything but examples, i.e., particular or individual 
truths. Now all the examples which confirm a general truth, 
whatever their number, do not suffice to establish the universal 
necessity of that same truth, for it does not follow that what 
has happened will happen in the same way. For example, the 
Greeks and the Romans, and all the other peoples of the earth 
known to the ancients, have always observed that before the lapse 
of twenty-four hours, day changes into night, and night into dav. 
But we would be deceived, if we believed that the same law holds 
good everywhere else; for since then, the contrary has been exper¬ 
ienced in the region of Nova Zembla. And he would still be in 
error who believed that in our climates at least this is a necessarv 
and eternal truth, which will always endure, since we must think 
that the earth, and the sun even, do not necessarilv exist, and 
that there will perhaps be a time when this beautiful star, to¬ 
gether with its whole system, will not longer exist, at least in 
its present form. Whence it appears that necessary truths such 
as are found in pure mathematics, and particularly in arithmetic 
and in geometry, must have principles whose proof does not 
depend upon examples, nor consequently upon the testimonv of 
the senses, although without the senses it would never have 
occurred to us to think of them. This distinction must be care¬ 
fully made, and was so well understood by Euclid, that he often 
proved by the reason, what is sufficiently seen through experi¬ 
ence and by sensible images. Logic also, together with meta¬ 
physics and ethics, one of which shapes theology and the other 
jurisprudence, both natural (sciences), are full of such truths, 
and consequently their proof can come only from internal prin¬ 
ciples which are called innate. It is true that we must not imagine 
that these eternal laws of the reason can be read in the soul as 
in an open book, as the praetor’s edict is read upon his album, 
without difficulty and research; but it is sufficient that they can 
be discovered in us by dint of attention, for which the senses fur¬ 
nish occasions, and successful experience serves to confirm reason, 
in much the same way as proofs in arithmetic serve for the better 
avoidance of error in calculating when the reasoning is long. 
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Herein, also, human knowledge differs from that of the brutes; 
the brutes are purely empirics and only guide themselves by ex¬ 
amples; for, so far as we can judge of them, they never attain to 
the formation of necessary propositions; while men are capable 
of demonstrative sciences. It is also for this reason that the 
faculty the brutes have for making consecutions is something 
inferior to the reason of man. The consecutions of the brutes 
are- merely like those of simple empirics, who claim that what 
has sometimes happened will happen again in a case where some¬ 
thing strikes them as similar, without being able to judge whether 
the same reasons hold good. This is why it is so easy for men 
to. entrap the . brutes, and so easy for simple empirics to make 
mistakes. This is why persons who have become skillful through 
age and experience are not exempt (from error) when they 
depend too much upon their past experience, as has happened to 
many in civil and military affairs; because they do not consider 
sufficiently that the world changes, and that men become more 
skillful by finding a thousand new dexterities, while the deer and 
hares of the present do not become more cunning than those of 
the past. The consecutions of the brutes are only a shadow of 
reasoning, i.e., are only connections of the imagination and pass¬ 
ages from one image to another, because in a new juncture which 
appears similar to the preceding they expect anew that connection 
which they, formerly met with, as if things were united in fact 
because their images are united in the memory. It is true that 
reason also counsels us to expect ordinarily to see that happen in 
the future which is conformed to a long past experience, but it 
is not on this account a necessary and infallible truth, and success 
may cease when least expected, when the reasons change which 
have sustained it. Therefore the wisest men do not commit 
themselves to it as not to try to discover, if possible, something 
of the reason of this fact in order to judge when it is necessary 
to make exceptions. For reason is alone capable of establishing 
sure rules, and supplying what is wanting to those which were 
not such by inserting their exceptions; and of finding at length 
certain connections in the force of necessary consequences, which 
often furnish the means of foreseeing the result without the neces¬ 
sity of experiencing the sense-connections of images, to which the 
brutes are reduced, so that that which justifies the internal prin¬ 
ciples of necessary truths also distinguishes man from the brutes. 

Perhaps our clever author will not wholly differ from my 
view. For after having employed the whole of his first book 
in rejecting innate intelligence, taken in a certain sense, he never¬ 
theless, at the beginning of the second and in the sequel, admits 
that ideas, which do not originate in sensation, come from reflec- 
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tion. Now reflection is nothing else than attention to what is 
in us, and the senses do not give us what we already carry with 
us. That being so, can it be denied that there is much that is 
innate in our mind, since we are innate, so to speak, in ourselves? 
and that there is in us: being, unity, substance, duration, change, 
action, perception, pleasure, and a thousand other objects of our 
intellectual ideas? And these objects being immediate to our 
understanding and always present (although they cannot always 
be perceived by reason of our distractions and needs), what won¬ 
der that we say that these ideas with all depending upon them 
are innate in us? I have made use also of the comparison of a 
block of marble which has veins, rather than of a block of marble 
wholly even, or of blank tablets, i.e., of what is called among 
philosophers a tabula rasa. For if the soul resembled these blank 
tablets, truths would be in us as the figure of Hercules is in the 
marble, when the marble is wholly indifferent to the reception 
of this figure or some other. But if there were veins in the block 
which should indicate the figure of Hercules rather than other 
figures, this block would be more determined thereto, and Hercules 
would be in it as in some sense innate, although it would be 
needful to labor to discover these veins, to clear them by polishing, 
and by cutting away what prevents them from appearing. Thus 
it is that ideas and truths are for us innate, as inclinations, dis¬ 
positions, habits, or natural potentialities, and not as actions: 
although these potentialities are always accompanied by some 
actions, often insensible, which correspond to them. 

From G. M. Duncan’s 

The Philosophical Works of Leibniz 

Courtesy of The Tuttle, Morehouse and Taylor Co., New 
Haven (1908) 

Reprinted by permission 

Leibniz—A New System of Nature 

Pre-Established Harmony 

I am the best disposed in the world to do justice to the mod¬ 
erns; nevertheless I think they have carried reform too far, for 
instance, in confounding natural things with artificial, for the 
reason that they have not sufficiently high ideas of the majesty 
of nature. They conceive that the difference between its machines 
and ours is only that of large to small. This caused a very able 
man, author of Conversations on the Plurality of Worlds, to say 
recently that in regarding nature close at hand it is found less 
admirable than had been believed, being only like the workshop 
of an artisan. I believe that this does not give a worthy idea 
of it and that pnly our system can finally make men realize the 
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true and immense distance which there is between the most trifling 
productions and mechanisms of the divine wisdom and the great¬ 
est masterpieces of the art of a finite mind, this difference consist¬ 
ing not merely in degree but also in kind. It must then be known 
that the machines of nature have a truly infinite number of organs 
and that they are so well protected and so proof against all acci¬ 
dents that it is not possible to destroy them. A natural machine 
remains a machine even to its least parts and. what is more, it 
remains always the same machine it has been, being only trans¬ 
formed by the different folds it receives and sometimes expanded, 
sometimes compressed and, as it were, concentrated, when believed 
to be lost. 

Further by means of the soul or of form there arises a true 
unity which answers to what we call the / in us, that which could 
take place neither in the machines of art nor in the simple mass 
of matter however well organized it might be. which can only 
be considered as an army, or as a herd of cattle, or as a pond full 
of fish, or as a watch composed of springs and wheels. Never¬ 
theless, if there were not real substantial unities there would be 
nothing substantial or real in the mass. It was this which forced 
Cordemoi to abandon Descartes, and to embrace Democritus' doc¬ 
trine of the Atoms, in order to find a true unity. But atoms of 
matter are contrary to reason, leaving out of account the proof 
that they are made up of parts, for the invincible attachment of 
one part to another (if such a thing could be conceived or with 
reason supposed) would not at all destroy their diversity. Only 
atoms of substance, i.e., unities which are real and absolutely 
destitute of parts, are sources of actions and the absolute first prin¬ 
ciples of the composition of things, and, as it were, the last ele¬ 
ments of the analysis of substances. They might be called meta¬ 
physical points; they possess a certain vitality and a kind of per¬ 
ception, and mathematical points are their points of view to ex¬ 
press the universe. But when corporeal substances are compressed 
all their organs together form only a physical point to our sight. 
Thus physical points are only indivisible in appearance; mathe¬ 
matical points are so in reality but they are merely modalities; 
only metaphysical points or those of substance (constituted by 
forms or souls) are exact and real, and without them there would 
be nothing real, for without true unities there could not be multi¬ 
plicity. 

After having established these propositions I thought myself 
entering into port, but when I came to meditate on the union 
of the soul with the body I was as if cast back into the open sea. 
For I found no way of explaining how the body can cause any¬ 
thing to pass into the soul, or vice versa; nor how one substance 
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brings it about that each of these substances in its own way and 
according to a certain point of view, represents exactly the entire 
universe, and perceptions or impressions of external things reach 
the soul at the proper time in virtue of its own laws, as if it were 
in a world apart, and as if there existed nothing but God and 
itself (to make use of the manner of speaking of a certain person 
of great elevation of mind, whose piety is well known) ; there is 
also perfect harmony among all these substances, producing the 
same effects as if they communicated with each other by a trans¬ 
mission of kinds or of qualities, as philosophers generally suppose. 

Further, the organized mass, within which is the point of 
view of the soul, being expressed more nearly, finds itself recip¬ 
rocally ready to act of itself, following the laws of the bodily 
mechanism, at the moment when the soul wilts it, without either 
one troubling the laws of the other, the nerves and the blood 
having just at that time received the impulse which is necessary 
in order to make them respond to the passions and perceptions of 
the soul: it is this mutual relationship, regulated beforehand in 
every substance of the universe, which produces what we call 
their intercommunication and alone constitutes the union between 
the soul and body. And we may understand from this how the 
soul has its seat in the bodv by an immediate presence which could 
not be greater, for it is there as the unit is in the complex of 
units, which is the multitude. 

This hypothesis is very possible. For why might not God 
give to a substance in the beginning a nature or internal force 
which could produce in it in perfect order (as in a spiritual or 
formal automaton, but free here since it has reason to its share), 
all that which will happen to it; that is to say all the appearances 
or expressions it will have, and that without the aid of any crea¬ 
ture? All the more as the nature of the substance necessarily 
demands and essentially includes a progress or change, without 
which it would not have power to act. And this nature of the 
soul, being representative, in a very exact (although more or less 
distinct) manner, of the universe, the series of representations 
which the soul will produce for itself will naturally correspond 
to the series of changes in the universe itself; as, in turn, the body 
has also been accommodated to the soul, for the encounters where 
it is conceived as acting outwardly. This is the more reasonable 
as bodies are only made for those spirits which are capable of 
entering into communion with God and of celebrating His glory. 
Thus from the moment the possibility of this hypothesis of har¬ 
monies is perceived, we perceive also that it is the most reasonable 
and that it gives a marvelous idea of the harmony of the universe 
and of the perfection of the works of God. 
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This great advantage is also found in it, that instead of saying 
that we are free only in appearance and in a way practically 
sufficient, as many persons of ability have believed, it must rather 
be said that we are only enchained in appearance, and that accord¬ 
ing to the strictness of metaphysical expressions we are in a state 
of perfect independence as respects the influence of all other crea¬ 
tures. This again places in a marvelous light the immortality 
of the soul and the always uniform preservation of our individu¬ 
ality, regulated perfectly by its own nature beyond the risk of 
all accidents from without, whatever appearance there may be. to 
the contrary. Never has a system so clearly proved our high 
standing. Every spirit, being like a separate world sufficient to 
itself, independent of every other creature, involving the infinite, 
expressing the universe, is as durable, as stable and as absolute 
as the universe of creatures itself. Therefore we ought always 
to appear in it in the way best fitted to contribute to the perfec¬ 
tion of the society of all spirits, which makes their moral union 
in the city of God, Here is found also a new proof of the exist¬ 
ence of God, which is one of surprising clearness. For this per¬ 
fect harmony of so many substances which have no communica¬ 
tion with each other, can only come from a common cause. 

Besides all these advantages which render this system com¬ 
mendable, it can also be said that this is more than an hypothesis, 
since it hardly seems possible to explain the facts in any other 
intelligible manner, and since several great difficulties which have 
exercised the mind up to this time, seem to disappear of them¬ 
selves as soon as this system is well understood. The customary 
ways of speaking can still be retained. For we can say that the 
substance, the disposition of which explains the changes in others 
in an intelligible manner (in this respect that it may be supposed 
that the others have been in this point adapted to it since the 
beginning, according to the order of the decree of God), is the 
one which must be conceived of as acting upon the others. Also 
the action of one substance upon another is not the emission or 
transfer of an entity as is commonly believed, and cannot be under¬ 
stood reasonably except in the way I have just mentioned. It 
is true that we can easily conceive in matter both emissions and 
receptions of parts, by means of which we are right in explaining 
mechanically all the phenomena of physics; but as the material 
mass is not a substance it is apparent that action as regards sub¬ 
stance itself can only be what I have just said. 

These considerations, however metaphysical they may appear, 
have yet a marvelous use in physics in establishing the laws of 
motion, as our Dynamics can make clear. For it can be said that 
in the collision of bodies, each one suffers only by reason of its 
own elasticity, because of the motion which is already in it. 
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And as to absolute motion, it can in no way be determined math¬ 
ematically, since everything terminates in relations; therefore there 
is always a perfect equality of hypotheses, as in astronomy, so 
that whatever number of bodies may be taken it is arbitrary to 
assign repose or a certain degree of velocity to any one that may 
be chosen, without being refuted by the phenomena of straight, 
circular and composite motion. Nevertheless it is reasonable to 
attribute to bodies real movements, according to the supposition 
which explains phenomena in the most intelligible manner, since 
this description is in conformity to the idea of action which I 
have just established. . . 

Some wise and penetrating friends, having considered my 
novel hypothesis concerning the great question of the union of 
soul and body, and having found it of importance have besought 
me to give some explanations of the difficulties which have been 
raised and which come from the fact that it has not been well 
understood. 

I have thought that the matter might be rendered intelligible 
to every sort of mind by the following comparison: 

Imagine two clocks or two watches which agree perfectly. 
Now this may happen in three ways. The first consists fn the 
mutual influence of one clock on the other; the second, in the 
care of a man who attends thereto; the third, in their own accuracy. 

The first way, which is that of influence, has been experi¬ 
mented on by the late M. Huygens, to his great astonishment. 
He had two large pendulums attached to the same piece of wood; 
the continual beats of these pendulums communicated similar 
vibrations to the particles of wood; but these different vibrations 
not being able to subsist very well in their order and without 
interfering with each other, unless the pendulums agreed, it hap¬ 
pened by a kind of marvel that even when their beats had been 
purposely disturbed they soon came again to beat together, almost 
like two chords which are in unison. 

The second way of making two clocks, even although poor 
ones, always accord, would be to have a skillful workman who 
should see to it that they are kept in constant agreement. This 
is what I call the way of assistance. 

Finally, the third way would be to make at the start these 
two clocks with such art and accuracy that we could be assured 
of their future accordance. This is the way of pre-established 
agreement. 

Put now the soul and the body in the place of these two clocks. 
Their harmony or sympathy will arise in one of these three ways. 
The way of influence is that of the common philosophy; but as 
we cannot conceive of material particles or properties, or imma¬ 
terial qualities, which can pass from one of these substances into 
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the other, we are obliged to abandon this view. The way of 
assistance is that of the system of occasional causes; but I hold 
that this is making a Deus ex Machina intervene in a natural and 
ordinary matter, when, according to reason, He ought not to 
intervene except in the manner in which He co-operates in all the 
other affairs of nature. 

Thus, there remains only my hypothesis; that is, the way of 
the harmony pre-established by a prevenient divine contrivance, 
which from the beginning has formed each of these substances in 
a way so perfect, and regulated with so much accuracy, that merely 
by following laws of its own, received with its being, it never¬ 
theless agrees with the other, just as if there were mutual influence, 
or as if God in addition to His general co-operation constantly put 
His hand thereto .... 

Malebranche 

Nicholas Malebranche was born at Paris on August 

6, 1638. When twenty-two years of age he entered the 

Congregation of the Oratory. As a young member of 

the Oratory he devoted himself first to a study of eccle¬ 

siastical history, and later to that of Biblical criticism. 
His death occurred in 1715. 

The work of Descartes stirred in him great zeal in 

the pursuit of philosophical problems. The fundamen¬ 

tal principle of Descartes concerning the absolute inde¬ 

pendence of mind from matter was accepted by Male¬ 

branche. He sought to reconcile the apparent contra¬ 

dictions of Descartes’ philosophy, but he never developed 

in satisfactory manner the essentials of his own thought 

nor offered any convincing proof for the basic validity 

of his own assumptions. The philosophical system of 

Malebranche is known as Ontologism. Its fundamental 

principle is that the knowledge which an individual pos¬ 

sesses is his by reason of the presence of God in him. This 

philosopher wrote many works, and the following selec¬ 

tion is taken from his “Search for Truth’’, which was 

published in 1675. 
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The Search for Truth 

We do not, and I think everyone will grant this, perceive 
directly objects in the world about us. We see the sun, the stars 
and an infinite variety of other objects in the heavens, and yet no 
one would maintain that the soul actually leaves the body and 
goes for a walk about the heavens so that it may learn the objects 
contained therein. The immediate object of the mind when an 
individual beholds the sun is not, therefore, the object itself, but 
rather something intimately connected with the individual’s soul. 
This something we call an “idea”. The term “idea”, therefore, 
means to me that object of thought which is immediately present 
to the soul when it perceives reality. 

It, therefore, is established that in order that the mind per¬ 
ceive a real object it is essential that an idea of the object be present 
to the mind. It is not, however, to be understood that for every 
idea before the mind corresponding supposedly to external reality, 
there be actually present an external object. We may have ideas 
concerning natural objects which never really existed; that is, we 
can perceive things which never were. A man may have in his 
mind an idea of a golden mountain. The idea in his mind, 
however, does not necessarily prove that there is a golden moun¬ 
tain. He could not, however, imagine a golden mountain unless 
the idea— golden mountain—were really present in his mind. In 
like manner a man who is the victim of fever may see before his 
eyes some ferocious animal when there is no animal present. The 
thought to be stressed, however, is that there is in his mind a 
genuine idea of a ferocious animal. 

Carelessness in distinguishing between actual existence and the 
existence of ideas has led men into error. When a man perceives 
an object by way of sense he at once subscribes to the reality of 
the object, though it often happens that there is nothing without 
corresponding to the idea which is in his mind. Men give little 
thought to the reality of the idea and hold it to be nothing, 
whereas they attach undue importance to the reality of objects 
of sense. Objects of sense may or may not exist corresponding 
to the ideas we have about them, but the ideas themselves have a 
most real existence. They are genuine and it behooves us to 
inquire into their nature and their essence. 

The soul perceives two sorts of things—-those which are with¬ 
in it and those which are without it. Those things which are 
within the soul are its thoughts; that is, all the possible modifi¬ 
cations of which the soul is capable. Among these modifications 
of the soul are sensations, imaginations, pure intellections, as 
well as simple concepts, passions and natural inclinations. Now 
the soul is not in need of ideas in order to become acquainted with 
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these things. These things, as a matter of fact, are the very soul 
itself, just as the motion of a body is nothing but the body dis¬ 
playing itself in such and such a fashion. 

The case is different, however, when we view things without 
the soul. We can not perceive material things without the soul 
except by means of ideas. It is only through ideas that material 
objects can be made present to the soul. It is true, however, that 
spiritual things apart from the soul itself may present themselves 
irpmediately to the soul without the intervention of ideas; but 
material objects can never by any possibility come into such close 
contact with the soul. Even in spiritual things we use words 
and other signs of sense in order to make our meaning clear to 
other people. That is, we communicate spiritual things through 
our ideas concerning them. It may be, though, that this is simply 
an economy which God has ordained for this life so that the dis¬ 
orders which might ensue if man were able to understand his 
fellow men without the intervention of language would be pre¬ 
vented. It is possible, however, that in the next life we shall 
communicate our thoughts directly without words as it is highly 
probable the angels do. In other words, though there is absolute 
necessity for regarding ideas as the only means by which we can 
gain knowledge of material objects, there is no such necessity for 
the intervention of ideas as a means of the communication of 
thought. It is possible for thoughts to be grasped by themselves, 
though it must be admitted that when so grasped they are under¬ 
stood in a dark and imperfect manner. 

George Berkeley 

George Berkeley was born at Thomastown, Ireland, 

in 1685. It was during his attendance at Trinity Col¬ 

lege, Dublin, that he became interested in philosophy 

and devoted himself in a special manner to the study 

of Descartes and Locke. Berkeley approached philos¬ 

ophy from a scientific viewpoint and his first work, 

published when he was but twenty-four years of age, 

was entitled “An Essay Towards a New Theory of 

Vision”. In the following year he gave evidence of his 

interest in both Descartes and Locke through his pub¬ 

lication of “A Treatise Concerning the Principles of 

Human Knowledge”. In 1712 Berkeley went to Lon- 
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don and there, during this year and the following one, 

worked upon a popularization of his philosophical 

beliefs. As a result of this work, in 1713 he published 

his famous “Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Phil¬ 

onous”. 
In 1721 Berkeley returned to Ireland and soon there¬ 

after accepted an appointment as a lecturer in Hebrew 

at Dublin University. By this time Berkeley had 

become a prominent member of the Episcopalian clergy 

and was honored by appointment as Dean of Derry. 

In 1734 he was made Bishop of Cloyne. In 1752 

Berkeley took up his residence at Oxford, where he died 

the following year. In addition to the books we have 

already noted Berkeley wrote “Alciphron, or The Min¬ 

ute Philosopher”, and “Siris”. 
The following excerpt is from the First Dialogue 

between Hylas and Philonous. In these Dialogues, of 

which there were three, Bishop Berkeley developed his 

philosophy of immaterialism. The essential note of 

Berkeley’s philosophy is that existence depends upon per¬ 

ception by the human mind. 

First Dialogue Between Hylas and Philonous 

Hyl. You were represented in last night’s conversation as 
one who maintained the most extravagant opinion that 
ever entered into the mind of man, to wit, that there 
is no such thing as material substance in the world. 

Phil. That there is no such thing as what philosophers call 
material substance, I am seriously persuaded: but if I 
were made to see anything absurd or sceptical in this, 
I should then have the same reason to renounce this 
that I imagine I have now to reject the contrary opinion. 

Hyl. What! can anything be more fantastical, more repug¬ 
nant to Common Sense, or a more manifest piece of 
Scepticism, than to believe there is no such thing as 
matter? 

Phil. Softly, good Hylas. What if I should prove that 
you, who hold there is, are, by virtue of that opinion, 
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a greater sceptic, and maintain more paradoxes and 
repugnances to Common Sense, than I who believe no 
such thing? 

Hyl. You may as soon persuade me, the part is greater than 
the whole, as that, in order to avoid absurdity and 
Scepticism, I should ever be obliged to give up my 
opinion in this point. 

Phil Well, then, you are content to admit that opinion for 
true, which upon examination shall appear most agree¬ 
able to Common Sense, and remote from Scepticism? 

Hyl. With all my heart. Since you are for raising disputes 
about the plainest things in nature, I am content for 
once to hear what you have to say. 

Phil. Pray, Hylas, what do you mean by a sceptic? 

Hyl. I mean what all men mean—one that doubts of every¬ 
thing. 

Phil. He then who entertains no doubts concerning some 
particular point, with regard to that point cannot be 
thought a sceptic. JT 

Hyl. I agree with you. 

Phil. Whether doth doubting consist in embracing the affirm¬ 
ative or negative side of a question? 

Hyl. In neither: for whoever understands English cannot 
but know that doubting signifies a suspense between 
both. 

Phil. He then that denies any point can no more be said to 
doubt of it, than he who affirmeth it with the same 
degree of assurance. 

Hyl. True. 

Phil. And, consequently, for such, his denial is no more to 
be esteemed a sceptic’s than the other. 

Hyl. I acknowledge it. 

Phil. How cometh it to pass then, Hylas, that you pronounce 
me a sceptic, because I deny what you affirm, to wit, 
the existence of Matter? Since, for aught you can tell, 
I am as peremptory in my denial, as you in your affir¬ 
mation. 

Hyl. Hold, Philonous, I have been a little out in my defin¬ 
ition: but every false step a man makes in discourses 
is not to be insisted on. I said indeed that a sceptic 
was one who doubted of everything: but I should have 
added, or who denies the reality and truth of things. 
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Phil. What things? Do you mean the principles and theo¬ 
rems of sciences? But these you know are universal 
intellectual notions, and consequently independent of 
Matter. The denial therefore of this doth not imply 
the denying them. 

Hyl. I grant it. But are there no other things? What 
think you of distrusting the senses, of denying the real 
existence of sensible things, or pretending to know 
nothing of them. Is not this sufficient to denominate 
a man a sceptic? 

Phil. Shall we therefore examine which of us it is that denies 
the reality of sensible things, or professes the greatest 
ignorance of them; since, if I take you rightly, he is 
to be esteemed the greatest sceptic? 

Hyl. That is what I desire. 

Phil. What mean you by Sensible Things? 

Hyl. Those things which are perceived by the senses. Can 
you imagine that I mean anything else? 

Phil. Pardon me, Hylas, if I am desirous clearly to appre¬ 
hend your notions, since this may much shorten our 
inquiry. Suffer me then to ask you this farther ques¬ 
tion. Are those things only perceived by the senses 
which are perceived immediately? Or, may those 
things properly be said to be sensible which are per¬ 
ceived mediately, or not without the intervention of 
others? 

Hyl. I do not sufficiently understand you. 

Phil. In reading a book, what I immediately perceive are the 
letters; but mediately, or by means of these are sug¬ 
gested to my mind the notions of God, virtue, truth, 
etc. Now, that the letters are truly sensible things, or 
perceived by sense, there is no doubt: but I would 
know whether you take the things suggested by them 
to be so too. 

Hyl. No, certainly: it were absurd to think God or virtue 
sensible things; though they may be signified and sug¬ 
gested to the mind by sensible marks, with which they 
have an arbitrary connection. 

Phil. It seems then, that by sensible things you mean those 
only which can be perceived immediately by sense? 

Hyl. Right. 

Phil. Doth it not follow from this, that though I see one 
part of the sky red, and another blue, and that my 
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reason doth thence evidently conclude there must be 
some cause of that diversity of colours, yet that cause 
cannot be said to be a sensible thing, or perceived by 
the sense of seeing? 

Hyl. It doth. 

Phil. In like manner, though I hear variety of sounds, yet 
I cannot be said to hear the causes of those sounds? 

Hyl. You cannot. 

Phil. And when by my touch I perceive a thing to be hot 
and heavy, I cannot say, with any truth or propriety, 
that I feel the cause of its heat or weight. 

Hyl. To prevent any more questions of this kind, I tell you 
once for all, that by sensible things I mean those only 
which are perceived by sense; and that in truth the 
senses perceive nothing which they do not perceive 
immediately: for they make no inferences. The deduc¬ 
ing therefore of causes or occasions from effects and 
appearances, which alone are perceived by sense, entirely 
relates to reason. 

Phil. This point then is agreed between us—That sensible 
things are those only which are immediately perceived 
by sense. You will farther inform me, whether we 
immediately perceive by sight anything beside light, 
and colours, and figures; or by hearing, anything but 
sounds; by the palate, anything beside tastes; by the 
smell, beside odours; or by the touch, more than tang¬ 
ible qualities. 

Hyl. We do not. 

Phil. It seems, therefore, that if you take away all sensible 
qualities, there remains nothing sensible? 

Hyl. I grant it. 

Phil. Sensible things therefore are nothing else but so many 
sensible qualities, or combinations of sensible qualities? 

Hyl. Nothing else. 

Phil. Heat then is a sensible thing? 

Hyl. Certainly. 

Phil. Doth the reality of sensible things consist in being per¬ 
ceived? or, is it something distinct from their being per¬ 
ceived, and that bears no relation to the mind? 

Hyl. To exist is one thing, and to be perceived is another. 

Phil. I speak with regard to sensible things only. And of 
these I ask, whether by their real existence you mean a 
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subsistence exterior to the mind, and distinct from their 
being perceived? 

Hyl. I mean a real absolute being, distinct from, and with¬ 
out any relation to, their Being perceived. 

Phil, Heat therefore, if it be allowed a real being, must exist 
without the mind? 

Hyl. It must. 

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, is this real existence equally compat¬ 
ible to all degrees of heat, which we perceive; or is there 
any reason why we should attribute it to some, and 
deny it to others? Any if there be, pray let me know 
that reason. 

Hyl. Whatever degree of heat we perceive by sense, we may 
be sure the same exists in the object that occasions it. 

Phil. What! the greatest as well as the least? 

Hyl. I tell you, the reason is plainly the same in respect of 
both. They are both perceived by sense; nay, the 
greater degree of heat is more sensibly perceived; and 
consequently, if there is any difference, we are more 
certain of its real existence than we can be of the reality 
of a lesser degree. 

Phil. But is nof the most vehement and intense degree of 
heat a very great pain? 

Hyl. No one can deny it. 

Phil. And is any unperceiving thing capable of pain or pleas¬ 
ure? 

Hyl. No, certainly. 

Phil. Is your material substance a senseless being, or a being 
endowed with sense and perception? 

Hyl. It is senseless without doubt. 

Phil. It cannot therefore be the subject of pain? 

Hyl. By no means. 

Phil. Nor consequently of the greatest heat perceived by sense, 
since you acknowledge this to be no small pain. 

Hyl. I grant it. 

Phil. What shall we say then of your external object; is it 
a material substance, or no? 

Hyl. It is a material substance with the sensible qualities 
inhering in it. 

Phil. How then can a great heat exist in it, since you own 
it cannot in a material substance? I desire you would 
clear this point. 
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Hyl. Hold, Philonous, I fear I was out in yielding intense 
heat to be a pain. It should seem rather, that pain is 
something distinct from heat, and the consequence or 
effect of it. 

Phil. Upon putting your hand near the fire, do you perceive 
one simple uniform sensation, or two distinct sensa¬ 
tions? 

Hyl. But one simple sensation. 

Phil. Is not the heat immediately perceived? 

Hyl. It is. 

Phil. And the pain? 

Hyl. True. 

Phil. Seeing therefore they are both immediately perceived at 
the same time, and the fire affects you only with one 
simple or uncompounded idea, it follows that this same 
simple idea is both the intense heat immediately per¬ 
ceived, and the pain; and, consequently, that the in¬ 
tense heat immediately perceived is nothing distinct from 
a particular sort of pain. 

Hyl. It seems so. 

Phil. Again, try in your thoughts, Hylas, if you can con¬ 
ceive a vehement sensation to be without pain or pleas¬ 
ure. 

Hyl. I cannot. 

Phil. Or can you frame to yourself an idea of sensible pain 
or pleasure in general, abstracted from every particular 
idea of heat, cold, tastes, smells, etc.? 

Hyl. I do not find that I can. 

Phil. Doth it not therefore follow, that sensible pain is noth¬ 
ing distinct from those sensations or ideas, in an intense 
degree? 

Hyl. It is undeniable; and, to speak the truth, I begin to 
suspect a very great heat cannot exist but in a mind 
perceiving it. 

Phil. What! are you then in that sceptical state of suspense, 
between affirming and denying? 

Hyl. I think I may be positive in the point. A very violent 
and painful heat cannot exist without the mind. 

Phil. It hath not therefore, according to you, any real being? 

Hyl. I own it. 
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David Hume 

David Hume was born in the city of Edinburgh, 

Scotland, in 1711. He prepared at home for Edinburgh 

University. After graduation from college he traveled 

extensively, and at the age of 28 published, while still 

abroad, his “Treatise of Human Nature". In 1741 

there was produced the first volume of his famous essays. 

His “Philosophical Essays’’ were published in 1748. In 

the year 1763 he entered the diplomatic service of Eng¬ 

land and lived abroad until 1769, in which year he 

returned to Edinburgh. He died in his native city in 

the year 1776. 
Hume’s philosophy is easily traceable to the thought 

of Descartes, but it is more directly a resultant of the 

work of George Berkeley. Berkeley had said that “to 

be is to be perceived’’. Hume claims that there is neither 

mind nor personality. Ideas and individuality are one. 

In like manner he contends there is no causality. Every¬ 

thing that is is but consciousness. These two features 

of his philosophy are illustrated by the two excerpts 

which follow. Both of these are taken from the 

“Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding’’. 

Among the more famous of Hume’s works, in addi¬ 

tion to those we have mentioned are: “An Enquiry 

Concerning the Principles of Morals’’; “Political Dis¬ 

courses"; “Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion"; 

and “The History of England", upon which latter work 

he was engaged between 1754 and 1762. It was upon 

the completion of this work that he went to Paris as a 

member of the diplomatic corps. 

Enquiry Concerning the Human Understanding 

It seems evident, that men are carried, by a natural instinct 
or prepossession, to repose faith in their senses; and that, without 
any reasoning, or even almost before the use of reason, we always 
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suppose an external universe, which depends not on our percep¬ 
tion, but would exist, though we and every sensible creature were 
absent or annihilated. Even the animal creation are governed 
by a like opinion, and preserve this belief of external objects, in 
all their thoughts, designs, and actions. 

It seems also evident, that, when men follow this blind and 
powerful instinct of nature, they always suppose the very images, 
presented by the senses, to be the external objects, and never enter- 

- tain any suspicion, that the one are nothing but representations 
of the other. This very table which we see white, and which 
we feel hard, is believed to exist, independent of our perception, 
and to be something external to our mind, which perceives it. 
Our presence bestows not being on it: our absence does not annihi¬ 
late it. It preserves its existence uniform and entire, independent 
of the situation of intelligent beings, who perceive or contem¬ 
plate it. 

But this universal and primary opinion of all men is soon 
destroyed by the slightest philosophy, which teaches us, that 
nothing can ever be present to the mind but an image or percep¬ 
tion, and that the senses are only the inlets, through which these 
images are conveyed, without being able to produce any imme¬ 
diate intercourse between the mind and the object. The table, 
which we see, seems to diminish, as we remove farther from it: 
but the real table, which exists independent of us, suffers no 
alteration: it was, therefore, nothing but its image, which was 
present to the mind. These are the obvious dictates of reason; 
and no man, who reflects, ever doubted, that the existences, which 
we consider, when we say, this house and that tree, are nothing 
but perceptions in the mind, and fleeting copies or representations 
of other existences, which remain uniform and independent. 

So far, then, are we necessitated by reasoning to contradict 
or depart from the primary instincts of nature, and to embrace 
a new system with regard to the evidence of our senses. But 
here philosophy finds herself extremely embarrassed, when she 
would justify this new system, and obviate the cavils and objec¬ 
tions of the sceptics. She can no longer plead the infallible and 
irresistible instinct of nature: for that led us to a quite different 
system, which is acknowledged fallible and even erroneous. And 
to justify this pretended philosophical system, by a chain of clear 
and convincing argument, or even any appearance of argument, 
exceeds the power of all human capacity. 

By what argument can it be proved, that the perceptions of 
the mind must be caused by external objects, entirely different 
from them, though resembling them (if that be possible) and 
could not arise either from the energy of the mind itself, or from 
the suggestion of some invisible and unknown spirit, or from 
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some other cause still more unknown to us? It is acknowledged, 
that, in fact, many of these perceptions arise not from anything 
external, as in dreams, madness, and diseases. And nothing can 
be more inexplicable than the manner, in which body should so 
operate upon mind as ever to convey an image of itself to a sub¬ 
stance, composed of so different, and even contrary a nature. 

It is a question of fact, whether the perceptions of the senses 
be produced by external objects, resembling them: how shall 
this question be determined? By experience surely; as all other 
questions of a like nature. But here experience is, and must be 
entirely silent. The mind has never anything present to it but 
the perceptions, and cannot possibly reach any experience of their 
connexion with objects. The supposition of such a connexion 
is, therefore, without any foundation in reasoning. 

To have recourse to the veracity of the supreme Being, in 
order to prove the veracity of our senses, is surely making a very 
unexpected circuit. If His veracity were at all concerned in this 
matter, our senses would be entirely infallible; because it is not 
possible that He can ever deceive. Not to mention, that, if the 
external world be once called in question, we shall be at a loss 
to find arguments, by which we may prove the existence of that 
Being or any of His attributes. 

This is a topic, therefore, in which the profounder and more 
philosophical sceptics will always triumph, when they endeavour 
to introduce an universal doubt into all subjects of human knowl¬ 
edge and enquiry. Do you follow the instincts and propensi¬ 
ties of nature, may they say, in assenting to the veracity of sense? 
But these lead you to believe that the very perception or sensible 
image is the external object. Do you disclaim this principle, 
in order to embrace a more rational opinion, that the perceptions 
are only representations of something external? You here depart 
from your natural propensities and more obvious sentiments; and 
yet are not able to satisfy your reason, which can never find any 
convincing argument from experience to prove, that the percep¬ 
tions are connected with any external objects. 

There is another sceptical topic of a like nature, derived from 
the most profound philosophy; which might merit our attention, 
were it requisite to dive so deep, in order to discover arguments 
and reasonings, which can so little serve to any serious purpose. 
It is universally allowed by modern enquirers, that all the sensible 
qualities of objects, such as hard, soft, hot, cold, white, black, &c., 
are merely secondary, and exist not in the objects themselves, but 
are perceptions of the mind, without any external archetype or 
model, which they represent. If this be allowed, with regard 
to secondary qualities, it must also follow, with regard to the 
supposed primary qualities of extension and solidity: nor can the 
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latter be any more entitled to that denomination than the former. 
The idea of extension is entirely acquired from the senses of sight 
and feeling; and if all the qualities, perceived by the senses, be 
in the mind, not in the object, the same conclusion must reach 
the idea of extension, which is wholly dependent on the sensible 
ideas or the ideas of secondary qualities. Nothing can save us 
from this conclusion, but the asserting, that the ideas of those 

.primary qualities are attained by Abstraction, an opinion, which, 
if we examine it accurately, we shall find to be unintelligible, and 
even absurd. An extension, that is neither tangible nor visible, 
cannot possibly be conceived: and a tangible or visible extension, 
which is neither hard nor soft, black nor white, is equally beyond 
the reach of human conception. Let any man try to conceive a 
triangle in general, which is neither Isosceles nor Scalenum, nor 
has any particular length or proportion of sides; and he will soon 
perceive the absurdity of all the Scholastic notions with regard to 
abstraction and general ideas. 

Thus the first philosophical objection to the evidence of sense 
or to the opinion of external existence consists in this, that such 
an opinion, if rested on natural instinct, is contrary to natural 
instinct, and at the same time carries no rational evidence with 
it, to convince an impartial enquirer. The second objection goes 
farther, and represents this opinion as contrary to reason: at least, 
if it be a principle of reason, that all sensible qualities are in the 
mind, not in the object. Bereave matter of all its intelligible 
qualities, both primary and secondary, you in a manner annihi¬ 
late it, and leave only a certain unknown, inexplicable something, 
as the cause of our perceptions; a notion so imperfect, that no 
sceptic will think it worth while to contend against it. 

All reasonings concerning matter of fact seem to be founded 
on the relation of Cause and Effect. By means of that relation 
alone we can go beyond the evidence of our memory and senses. 
If you were to ask a man, why he believes any matter of fact, 
which is absent; for instance, that his friend is in the country, 
or in France; he would give you a reason; and this reason would 
be some other fact; as a letter received from him, or the knowl¬ 
edge of his former resolutions and promises. A man finding 
a watch or any other machine in a desert island, would conclude 
that there had once been men in that island. All our reasonings 
concerning fact are of the same nature. And here it is con¬ 
stantly supposed that there is a connection between the present 
fact and that which is inferred from it. Were there nothing 
to bind them together, the inference would be entirely precarious. 
The hearing of an articulate voice and rational discourse in the 
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dark assures us of the presence of some person: Why? because 
these are the effects of the human make and fabric, and closely 
connected with it. If we anatomize all the other reasonings of 
this nature, we shall find that they are founded on the relation 
of cause and effect, and that this relation is either near or remote, 
direct or collateral. Heat and light are collateral effects of fire, 
and the one effect may justly be inferred from the other. 

If we would satisfy ourselves, therefore, concerning the nature 
of that evidence, which assures us of matters of fact, we must 
enquire how we arrive at the knowledge of cause and effect. 

I shall venture to affirm, as a general proposition, which admits 
of no exception, that the knowledge of this relation is not, in 
any instance, attained by reasonings a priori; but arises entirely 
from experience, when we find that any particular objects are 
constantly conjoined with each other. Let an object be pre¬ 
sented to a man of ever so strong natural reason and abilities; 
if that object be entirely new to him, he will not be able, by the 
most accurate examination of its sensible qualities, to discover 
any of its causes or effects. Adam, though his rational faculties 
be supposed, at the very first, entirely perfect, could not have in¬ 
ferred from the fluidity and transparency of water that it would 
suffocate him, or from the light and warmth of fire that it would 
consume him. No object ever discovers, by the qualities which 
appear to the senses, either the causes which produced it, or the 
effects which will arise from it; nor can our reason, unassisted 
by experience, ever draw any inference concerning real existence 
and matter of fact, 

This proposition, that causes and effects are discoverable, not 
by reason but by experience, will readily be admitted with regard 
to such objects, as we remember to have once been altogether 
unknown to us; since we must be conscious of the utter inability, 
which we then lay under, of foretelling what would arise from 
them. Present two smooth pieces of marble to a man who has 
no tincture of natural philosophy; he will never discover that 
they will adhere together in such a manner as to require great 
force to separate them in a direct line, while they make so small 
a resistance to a lateral pressure. Such events, as bear little 
analogy to the common course of nature, are also readily con¬ 
fessed to be known only by experience; nor does any man imagine 
that the explosion of gunpowder, or the attraction of a loadstone, 
could ever be discovered by argument a priori. In like manner, 
when an effect is supposed to depend upon an intricate machinery 
or secret structure of parts, we make no difficulty in attributing all 
our knowledge of it to experience. Who will assert that he can 
give the ultimate reason, why milk or bread is proper nourishment 
for a man, not for a lion or a tiger? 
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Immanuel Kant 

Immanuel Kant was born at Konigsberg, Prussia, in 

1724. His life was devoted to a study of philosophy, 

and his interests centered around the University of 

Konigsberg, where he studied and later taught in all 

positions from that of tutor to professor. He lectured 

at the University until 1797. His death occurred in 

1804. Kant's Philosophy came as a result of his dis¬ 

satisfaction not only with the Pan-phenomenalism of 

Hume, but also with the intuitive knowledge basis theory 

that served as a fundamental postulate of the Cartesian 

system. 

Kant made a supreme effort toward thoroughness. 

He contended that before we can outline a system of 

speculative thought we must first become critical and 

ask ourselves how we came to learn the things we claim 

to know. This attitude of Kant’s led him to what he 

believed to be a new principle in philosophy, namely, 

that we are led to truth through the will and not, as 

had been contended throughout the whole history of 

philosophical study, by the intellect. This principle 

was to Kant so revolutionary that he rejoiced in the title 

often given to him as the “Copernicus” in the field of 

philosophy. 

Kant exercised a most important influence upon phil¬ 

osophical thought throughout the nineteenth century. 

His thought processes were extremely logical and his con¬ 

clusions followed inevitably from his premises. No one 

disputes the logical power of Kant’s mind, but thinkers 

in this twentieth century are seriously combating the 

basic premises of his thought. The world desires a more 

objective God than the one that Kant offers and a proof 

of individual immortality based upon something more 
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appealing to human rationality than a will to attain 

perfection. 

Kant wrote many works, among which are his 

famous Trilogy, the “ Critique of Pure Reason ”, the 

“Critique of Practical Reason” and the “Critique of the 

Faculty of Judgment”. The following excerpts illus¬ 

trate Kant’s reasoning in different fields of thought. 

Criticism of the Practical Reason 
The Determinative and the Reflective Judgment 

The Universal contains the Particular and judgment is the 
power of forming a concept of the Particular as it is contained 
within the Universal. Whenever the Universal, that is some rule, 
principle or law, is stated, we may say that judgment, which 
always relates the Particular to the Universal in a subordinate 
capacity, has been the determining factor. When, however, a 
particular instance is presented, and through the particular instance 
we are seeking to discover the Universal, then we may think of 
judgment as a reflecting rather than as a determining factor. The 
laws of mind transcend experience, that is, our understanding fur¬ 
nishes us a priori with general principles to which judgment sub¬ 
ordinates particulars in order that we may understand the inclusion 
of the Particular within the Universal. 

The a priori principles, of which we have spoken and which 
are given to us by pure understanding, apply only to nature in 
general as it is perceptible by us through our senses. There are, 
however, in nature, so many forms and so many apparent modifi¬ 
cations of the general transcental principles which do not seem to 
be provided for by a prion forms of Understanding, that we are 
forced to conclude that there must be for them other principles 
which govern. These principles are indeed empirical and but acci¬ 
dental from the point of view of our Understanding. Neverthe¬ 
less, the whole idea of nature would force us to regard them as 
laws. This we do and we discover in them a principle of unity 
which proceeds from the elements of relationships within the 
diverse particulars. 

When we make the effort to understand the Particular in 
nature by subordinating it to the general transcendental principles 
furnished by the Understanding, we are viewing judgment in its 
determinating character. We have at hand the principles to help 
us. When, however, we try to rise from the Particular in nature 
to the Universal we are viewing judgment in its reflective char¬ 
acter, and we are in need of a principle of Understanding. Now, 



Brief Readings in Philosophy 221 

this principle of Understanding we can not gather from experi¬ 
ence, since its fundamental aim is to establish the relationship of 
particular empirical principles to other principles which though 
higher, are also empirical. In other words, these relationships 
will portray the systematic subordination of lower empirical prin¬ 
ciples to higher ones. Now since such a principle is necessary, 
and since the reflective judgment can not take it from anything 
else because by doing so it would become determinative judgment 
and not reflective judgment, it follows that the transcendental 
principle governing the order of empirical principles has been given 
by the reflective judgment to itself. It must not be assumed, how¬ 
ever, that the reflective judgment imposes these conditions upon 
nature, since all our study of nature shows that it is an entity 
sufficient unto itself and quite independent of the conditions of 
reflection. In nature, therefore, we find particular empirical laws 
which we must consider as so connected as to give the impres¬ 
sion that nature was subjected to them by some other Under¬ 
standing than ours, and by reason of which subjection, there was 
rendered possible a system of experience according to particular 
empirical laws. It is not to be understood, though, that this 
Understanding other than our own is necessarily postulated by 
the foregoing reason. The determinative judgment does not re¬ 
quire such an Understanding for the general laws of nature have 
their basic foundations in the transcendental character of our own 
understandings. It is the reflective judgment which requires this 
postulation of another Understanding in order that it may group 
empirical principles in proper subordination. In other words, 
the reflective faculty necessitates this law for its own guidance, 
and not for any control it exercises over nature. 

The Aesthetic Judgment 

It is not the concept of an object which decides for us whether 
or not we shall classify it as beautiful. Taste is a matter of sub¬ 
jective feeling. There is no universal criterion of the beautiful. 
To seek a governing principle of taste is a fruitless endeavor since 
we are aiming to attain the impossible. 

Taste is an individual faculty. Models are often presented 
to us as products of taste, and we are asked to copy these models 
correctly. Now, one who copies a model proves himself to be 
an expert copiest, but he does not necessarily prove himself to 
be of good taste; that is, to have superior aesthetic subjective feel¬ 
ing. Taste involves a power of judgment. In other words, 
the highest model—the prototype of taste—is essentially an idea, 
and every one must call forth this idea in himself. A prototype 
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of taste necessarily rests upon a vague idea of a completeness of 
beauty. We can think of such a prototype in best manner 
through our imaginations. It is for us an image; a representation 
rather than a concept. A concept, or idea, is the product of 
reason; while an ideal is an image of something tangible which 
approximates the Ideal. In other words, the prototype of taste 
is dependent upon representation and not upon conception. Now, 
we may ask, how do we reach our ideal of taste or beauty — 
through experience or through a prion principles? We may also 
further ask whether we can have ideals of all kinds of beauty. 

Man alone, having the power through reason of determining 
the aims of existence, can present an ideal of beauty. It is only 
mankind among all things on earth which can grant an ideal of 
perfection as perfection includes intelligence. The ideal, there¬ 
fore, of the human form consists in the expression of the moral 
nature of mankind. In this consists the beauty of the human 
form. The correctness of such an ideal of beauty is attested by 
the fact that we derive pleasure from the object and have strong 
interests in it, and yet in our pleasure and in our interest there is 
no admixture of sensuous satisfaction. If, however, our imag¬ 
ination is compelled to proceed according to definite law, then it 
is following a course chartered by our Understanding, and the 
product of our imagination will be determined according to def¬ 
inite concepts of perfection. The pleasure derived, therefore, will 
be due not to beauty but to moral perfection or goodness. The 
judgment, in other words, will not be an aesthetic judgment. 
By aesthetic judgment we mean a subjective harmony of the imag¬ 
ination and the Understanding regulated not through the normal 
process of law, but rather through feeling. 

Dreams of a Ghost Seer 

Illustrated by the Dreams of Philosophy 

Metaphysics which I love, though I can not boast that she 
has been exceedingly gracious to me, grants to us two separate 
kinds of advantages. The first advantage enables us to solve the 
problems which reason advances as it attempts to look into the 
hidden nature of things. Sometimes, however, the result of such 
inquiry is disappointing. The second advantage of metaphysics 
is a more definite one as it suits more completely the nature of 
human intelligence. This advantage gives to us the power to 
determine whether the problem can be solved from the data that 
are offered to us. In other words, it enables us to ask whether 
the particular problem has anything to do with the empirical 
conceptions upon which judgments are necessarily based. From 
this thought metaphysics may be regarded as a science of the 
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limits of human reason. In this essay I have not attempted to 
fix these limits in absolute manner, but simply to point to them 
so that the thinking reader would be saved unnecessary trouble 
in particular cases in attempting to solve problems from data 
offered to his senses when, if he were really to effect a solution, 
he would have to rely upon data supplied from some other sources. 

Space and Time 

Translated, by Norman K. Smith 

Space 

Metaphysical Exposition of this Concept.—By means of outer 
sense, a property of our mind, we represent to ourselves objects 
as outside us, and all without exception in space. In space their 
shape, magnitude, and relation to one another are determined or 
determinable. Inner sense, by means of which the mind intuits 
itself or its inner state, yields indeed no intuition of the soul itself 
as an object; but there is nevertheless a determinate form (namely, 
time) in which alone the intuition of inner states is possible, and 
everything which belongs to inner determinations is therefore 
represented in relations of time. Time cannot be outwardly 
intuited, any more than space can be intuited as something in us. 
What, then, are space and time? Are they real existences? Are 
they only determinations or relations of things, yet such as would 
belong to things even if they were not intuited? Or are space 
and time such that they belong only to the form of intuition, 
and therefore to the subjective constitution of our mind, apart 
from which they could not be ascribed to anything whatsoever? 
In order to obtain light upon these questions, let us first give an 
exposition of the concept of space. By exposition (expositio) 
I mean the clear, though not necessarily exhaustive, representation 
of that which belongs to a concept; the exposition is metaphysical 
when it contains that which exhibits the concept as given a priori. 

1. Space is not an empirical concept which has been derived 
from outer experiences. For in order that certain sensations be 
referred to something outside me (that is, to something in another 
region of space from that in which I find myself), and similarly 
in order that I may be able to represent them as outside and along¬ 
side one another, and accordingly as not only different but as in 
different places, the representation of space must be presupposed. 
The representation of space cannot, therefore, be empirically ob¬ 
tained from the relations of outer appearance. On the contrary, 
this outer experience is itself possible at all only through that 
representation. 

2. Space is a necessary a priori representation, which under¬ 
lies all outer intuitions. We can never represent to ourselves the 
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absence of space, though we can quite well think it as empty of 
objects. It must therefore be regarded as the condition of the 
possibility of appearances, and not as a determination dependent 
upon them. It is an a priori representation, which necessarily 
underlies outer appearances. 

3. Space is not a discursive or, as we say, general concept of 
relations of things in general, but a pure intuition. - For, in the 
first place, we can represent to ourselves only one space; and if 
we speak of diverse spaces, we mean thereby only parts of one 
and the same unique space. Secondly, these parts cannot precede 
the one all-embracing space, as being as it were, constituents out 
of which it can be composed; on the contrary they can be thought 
of as in it. Space is essentially one; the manifold in it, and 
therefore the general concept of spaces, depends solely on (the 
introduction of) limitations. Hence it follows that an a priori, 
and not an empirical, intuition underlies all concepts of space. 
For kindred reasons, geometrical propositions, that, for instance, 
in a triangle two sides together are greater than the third, can 
never be derived from the general concepts of line and triangle, 
but only from intuition, and this indeed a priori, with apodeictic 
certainty. 

4. Space is represented as an infinite given magnitude. Now 
every concept must be thought as a representation which is con¬ 
tained in an infinite number of different possible representations 
(as their common character), and which therefore contains these 
under itself; but no concept, as such, can be thought as contain- 
sentation of space is an a priori intuition, not a concept. 
of space coexist ad infinitum. Consequently, the original repre- 
this latter way, however, that space is thought; for all the parts 
ing an infinite number of representations within itself. It is in 

The Transcendental Exposition of the Concept of Space.— 
I understand by a transcendental exposition the explanation of a 
concept as a principle from which the possibility of other a prion 
synthetic knowledge can be understood. For this purpose it is 
required (1) that such knowledge does really flow from the 
given concept, (2) that this knowledge is possible only on the 
assumption of given mode of explaining the concept. 

Geometry is a science which determines the properties of space 
synthetically, and yet a priori. What, then, must be our repre¬ 
sentation of space, in order that such knowledge of it may be 
possible? It must in its origin be intuition; for from a mere 
concept no propositions can be obtained which go beyond the 
concept—as happens in geometry. Further, this intuition must 
be a priori, that is, it must be found in us prior to any perception 
of an object, and must therefore be pure, not empirical, intuition. 
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For geometrical propositions are one and all apodeictic, that is, 
are bound up with the consciousness of their necessity; for in¬ 
stance, that space has only three dimensions. Such propositions 
cannot be empirical or, in other words, judgments of experience, 
nor can they be derived from any such judgments. 

How, then, can there exist in the mind an outer intuition 
which precedes the objects themselves, and in which the concept 
of these objects can be determined a priori? Manifestly, not 
otherwise than in so far as the intuition has its seat in the subject 
only, as the formal character of the subject, in virtue of which, 
in being affected by objects, it obtains immediate representation; 
that is, intuition, of them; and only in so far, therefore, as it is 
merely the form of outer sense in general. 

Our explanation is thus the only explanation that makes 
intelligible the possibility of geometry, as a body of a priori syn¬ 
thetic knowledge. Any mode of explanation which fails to do 
this, although it may otherwise seem to be somewhat similar, can 
by this criterion be distinguished from it with the greatest certainty. 

Conclusions from the above Concepts;—(a) Space does not 
represent any property of things in themselves, nor does it repre¬ 
sent them in their relation to one another. That is to say, space 
does not represent any determination that attaches to the objects 
themselves, and which remains even when abstraction has been 
made of all the subjective conditions of intuition. For no deter¬ 
minations, whether absolute or relative, can be intuited prior to 
the existence of the things to which they belong, and none, there¬ 
fore, can be intuited a priori. 

(b) Space is nothing but the form of all appearances of outer 
sense. It is the subjective condition of sensibility, under which 
alone outer intuition is possible for us. Since, then, the recep¬ 
tivity of the subject, its capacity to be affected by objects, must 
necessarily precede all intuitions of these objects, it can readily 
be understood how the form of all appearances can be given prior 
to all actual perceptions, and so exist in the mind a priori, and 
how, as a pure intuition, in which all objects must be determined, 
it can contain, prior to all experience, principles which determine 
the relations of these objects. 

It is therefore, solely from the human standpoint that we can 
speak of space, extended things, etc. If we depart from the 
subjective condition under which alone we can have outer intui¬ 
tion, namely, liability to be affected by objects, the representation 
of space stands for nothing whatsoever. This predicate can be 
ascribed to things only in so far as they appear to us, that is, only to 
objects of sensibility. The constant form of this receptivity which 
we term sensibilty, is a necessary condition of all the relations in 
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which objects can be intuited as outside us; and if we abstract from 
these objects, it is a pure intuition, and bears the name of space. 
Since we cannot treat the special conditions of sensibility as condi¬ 
tions of the possibility of things, but only of their appearances, we 
can indeed say that space comprehends all things that appear to us 
as external, but not all things in themselves, by whatever subject 
they are intuited, or whether they be intuited or not. For we can¬ 
not judge in regard to the intuitions of other thinking beings, 
whether they are bound by the same conditions as those which 
limit our intuition and which for us are universally valid. If we 
add to the concept of the subject of a judgment the limitation under 
which the judgment is made, the judgment is then unconditionally 
valid. The proposition, that all things are side by side in space is 
valid under the limitation that these things are viewed as objects 
of our sensible intuition. If, now, I add the condition to the con¬ 
cept, and say that all things, as outer appearances, are side by side 
in space, the rule is valid universally and without limitation. Our 
exposition therefore establishes the reality, that is, the objective 
validity, of space in respect of whatever can be presented to us out¬ 
wardly as object, but also at the same time the ideality of space in 
respect of things when they are considered in themselves through 
reason, that is, without regard to the constitution of our sensibility. 
We assert, then, the empirical reality of space, as regards all possible 
outer experience; and yet at the same time we assert its transcen¬ 
dental ideality—in other words, that it is nothing at all, immedi¬ 
ately we withdraw the above condition, namely, its limitation to 
possible experience, and so look upon it as something that under¬ 
lies things in themselves. 

With the sole exception of space there is no subjective repre¬ 
sentation, referring to something outer, which could be entitled (at 
once) objective (and) a priori. For there is no other subjective 
representation from which we can derive a priori synthetic proposi¬ 
tions, as we can from intuition in space. Strictly speaking, there¬ 
fore, these other representations have no ideality, although they 
agree with the representations of space in this respect, that they 
belong merely to the subjective constitution of our manner of sen¬ 
sibility, for instance, of sight, hearing, touch, as in the case of the 
sensations of colours, sounds, and heat, which, since they are mere 
sensations and not intuitions, do not of themselves yield knowledge 
of any object, least of all any a priori knowledge. 

The above remark is intended only to guard anyone from sup¬ 
posing that the ideality of space, as here asserted, can be illustrated 
by examples so altogther insufficient as colours, taste, etc. For 
these cannot rightly be regarded as properties of things, but only 
as changes in the subject, changes which may, indeed, be different 
for different men. In such examples as these, that which originally 
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is itself only appearance, for instance, a rose, is being treated by the 
empirical understanding as a thing in itself, which, nevertheless, in 
respect of its colour, can appear differently to every observer. The 
transcendental concept of appearances in space, on the other hand, 
is a critical reminder that nothing intuited in space is a thing in 
itself, that space is not a form inhering in things in themselves as 
their intrinsic property, that objects in themselves are quite un¬ 
known to us, and that what we call outer objects are nothing but 
mere representations of our sensibility, the form of which is space. 
The true correlate of sensibility, the thing in itself, is not known, 
and cannot be known, through these representations; and in ex¬ 
perience no question is ever asked in regard to it. 

Time 

Metaphysical Exposition of the Concept of Time.—1. Time 
is not an empirical concept that has been derived from any experi¬ 
ence. For neither coexistence nor succession would ever come with¬ 
in our perception, if the representation of time were not presup¬ 
posed as underlying them a prion. Only on the presupposition 
of time can we represent to ourselves a number of things as existing 
at one and the same time (simultaneously) or at different times 
(successively). 

2. Time is a necessary representation that underlies all intui¬ 
tions^ We cannot, in respect of appearances in general, remove 
time itself, though we can quite well think time as void of appear¬ 
ances. Time is, therefore, given a priori. In it alone is actu¬ 
ality of appearances possible at all. Appearances may, one and 
all vanish; but time (as the universal condition of their possi¬ 
bility) cannot itself be removed. 

3. The possibility of apodeictic principles concerning the 
relations of time, or of axioms of time in general, is also grounded 
upon this a priori necessity. Time has only one dimension; 
different times are not simultaneous but sucessive (just as different 
spaces are not sucessive but simultaneous). These principles can¬ 
not be derived from experience, for experience would give neither 
strict universality nor apodeictic certainty. We should only be 
able to say that common experience teaches us that it is so; not 
that it must be so. These principles are valid as rules under 
which alone experiences are possible; and they instruct us in regard 
to the experiences, not by means of them. 

4. Time is not a discursive, or what is called a general con¬ 
cept, but a pure form of sensible intuition. Different times are 
but parts of one and the same time; and the representation which 
can be given only through a single object is intuition. More¬ 
over, the proposition that different times cannot be simultaneous 
is not to be derived from a general concept. The proposition is 
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synthetic, and cannot have its origin in concepts alone. It is 
immediately contained in the intuition and representation of time. 

5. The infinitude of time signifies nothing more than that 
every determinate magnitude of time is possible only through 
limitations of one single time that underlies it. The original 
representation, time, must therefore be given as unlimited. But 
when an object is so given that its parts, and every quantity of 
it, can be determinate^ represented only through limitation, the 
whole representation cannot be given through concepts, since they 
contain only partial representations; on the contrary, such con¬ 
cepts must themselves rest on immediate intuition. 

The Transcendental Exposition of the Concept of Time.— 
I may here refer to No. 3, where, for the sake of brevity, I have 
placed under the title of metaphysical exposition what is properly 
transcendental. Here I may add that the concept of alteration, 
(Veranderung,) and with it the concept of motion, as alteration 
of place, is possible only through and in the representation of 
time; and that if this representation were not in a priori (inner) 
intuition, no concept, no matter what it might be, could render 
comprehensible the possibility of an alteration, that is, of a com¬ 
bination of contradictorily opposed predicates in one and the 
same object, for instance, the being and the not-being of one and 
the same thing in one and the same place. Only in time can 
two contradictorily opposed predicates meet in one and the same 
object, namely, one after the other. Thus our concept of time 
explains the possibility of that body of a priori synthetic knowl¬ 
edge which is exhibited in the general doctrine of motion, and 
which is by no means unfruitful. 

Conclusions from these Concepts.— (a) Time is not some¬ 
thing which exists of itself, or which inheres in things as an objec¬ 
tive determination, and it does not, therefore, remain when 
abstraction is made of all subjective conditions of its intuition. 
Were it self-subsistent, it would be something which would be 
actual and yet not an actual object. Were it a determination or 
order inhering in things themselves, it could not precede the objects 
as their condition, and be known and intuited a priori by means 
of synthetic proportions. But this last is quite possible if time 
is nothing but the subjective condition under which alone intui¬ 
tion can take place in us. For that being so, this form of inner 
intuition can be represented prior to the objects, and therefore 
a priori. 

(b) Time is nothing but the form of inner sense, that is, 
of the intuition of ourselves and of our inner state. It cannot 
be a determination of outer appearances; it has to do neither with 
shape nor position, but with the relation of representations in our 
inner state. And just because this inner intuition yields no 
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shape, we endeavour to make up for this want by analogies. We 
represent the time-sequence by a line progressing to infinity, in 
which the manifold constitutes a series of one dimension only; 
and we reason from the properties of this line to all the properties 
of time, with this one exception, that while the parts of the line 
are simultaneous the parts of time are always successive. From 
this fact also, that all the relations of time allow of being ex¬ 
pressed in an outer intuition, it is evident that the representation 
is' itself an intuition. 

(c) Time is the formal a priori condition of all appearances 
whatsoever. Space, as the pure form of all outer intuition, is 
so far limited; it serves as the a priori condition only of outer 
appearances. But since all representations, whether they have 
for their objects outer things or not, belong, in themselves, as 
determinations of the mind, to our inner state; and since this 
inner state stands under the formal condition of inner intuition, 
and so belongs to time, time is an a priori condition of all appear¬ 
ances whatsoever. It is the immediate condition of inner appear¬ 
ances (of our souls), thereby the mediate condition of outer 
appearances. Just as I can say a priori that all outer appearances 
are in space, and are determined a priori in conformity with the 
relations of space, I can also say, from the principle of inner sense, 
that all appearances whatsoever, that is, all objects of the senses, 
are in time, and necessarily stand in time-relations. 

If we abstract from our mode of inwardly intuiting our¬ 
selves—the mode of intuition in terms of which we likewise take 
up into our faculty of representation (in der Vorstellungskraft 
zu befassen) all outer intuitions-—and so take objects as thev 
may be in themselves, then time is nothing. It has objective 
validity only in respect of appearances, these being things which 
we take as objects of our senses. It is no longer objective, if we 
abstract from the sensibility of our intuition, that is, from that 
mode of representation which is peculiar to us, and speak of 
things in general. Time is therefore a purely subjective condi¬ 
tion of our (human) intuition (which is always sensible, that 
is, so far as we are affected by objects), and in itself, apart from 
the subject, is nothing. Nevertheless, in respect of all appear¬ 
ances, and therefore of all the things which can enter into our 
experience, it is necessarily objective. We cannot say that all 
things are in time, because in this concept of things in general we 
are abstracting from every mode of their intuition and therefore 
from that condition under which alone objects can be represented 
as being in time. If, however, the conditions be added to the 
concept, and we say that all things as appearances, that is, as 
objects of sensible intuition, are in time, then the proposition 
has legitimate objective validity and universality a priori, 
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What we are maintaining is, therefore, the empirical reality 
of time, that is, its objective validity in respect of all objects which 
allow of ever being given to our senses. And since our intuition 
is always sensible, no object can ever be given to us in experience 
which does not conform to the condition of time. On the other 
hand, we deny to time all claim to absolute reality; that is to 
say, we deny that it belongs to things absolutely, as their con¬ 
dition or property, independently of any reference to the form 
of our sensible intuition; properties that belong to things in them¬ 
selves can never be given to us through the senses. This, then, 
is what constitutes the transcendental ideality of time. What 
we mean by this phrase is that if we abstract from the subjective 
conditions of sensible intuition, time is nothing, and cannot be 
ascribed to the objects in themselves (apart from their relation to 
our intuition) in the way either of subsistence or of inherence. 
This ideality, like that of space, must not, however, be illustrated 
by false analogies with sensation, (mit den Subreptionen der 
Empfindung in Vergleichung zu stellen, i.e., the ideality of time 
and space must not be confused with the ideality ascribed to sen¬ 
sations) , because it is then assumed that the appearance, in which 
the sensible predicates inhere, itself has objective reality. In the 
case of time, such objective reality falls entirely away, save in so 
far as we regard the object itself merely as appearance. 

Johann Gottlieb Fichte 

Johann Gottlieb Fichte was born at Rammeneau, in 

Upper Lusatia, on May 19, 1762. His parents were 

poor people and his educational advantages came to him 

through the interest of a wealthy nobleman, Baron von 

Miltitz. Fichte studied theology at the Universities of 

Jena, Leipsig and Wittenberg. In 1794 he received an 

appointment as Professor of Philosophy at Jena. It 

was here that he delivered a famous series of lectures on 

“The Science of Knowledge”. A few years before this 

time he had become intimately acquainted with Imman¬ 

uel Kant, and his lectures at Jena gave evidence of his 

admiration for Kant’s philosophy. Into Fichte’s own 

thought, however, there crept what many believed to be 

a distinctly atheistic note, and by reason of charges 
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brought against him at the university, he was forced to 

resign his professorship. Upon the establishment of the 

University of Berlin Fichte was appointed a professor 

and he continued there until his death, which occurred 

in 1814. At Berlin he delivered many lectures which 

met with strong public interest. One of these was on 

“The Characteristics of the Present Age” from which 

the excerpt which follows has been taken. 

Fichte’s early life was characterized by a strong inter¬ 

est in writing. He is the author of thirteen volumes of 

philosophical studies and his lectures were many. The 

latter part of his life, however, was spent in an effort 

to improve the political and social life of his contem¬ 
poraries. 

Characteristics of the Present Age 

The Mental Development of Humanity 

Translation by William Smith 

A philosophical picture of the Present Age is what we have 
promised in these lectures. But that view only can be called phil¬ 
osophical which refers back to the multiform phenomena that lie 
before us in experience to the unity of one common principle, and, 
on the other hand, from that one principle can deduce and com¬ 
pletely explain these phenomena. The mere Empiricist who should 
undertake a description of the Age, would seize upon some of its 
most striking phenomena just as they present themselves to casual 
observation, and recount these, without having any assured con¬ 
viction that he had understood them at all, and without being able 
to point out any other connection between them than their co¬ 
existence in one and the same time. The Philosopher who should 
propose to himself the task of such a description, would, independ¬ 
ently of all experience, seek out an Idea of the Age (which in its 
own form—as Idea—cannot be directly apparent in experience), 
and would exhibit, as the necessary phenomena of the Age, the 
form in which this Idea would come to manifest itself in experience; 
and in so doing he would distinctly exhaust the circle of these 
phenomena, and bring them forth in necessary connection with 
each other, through the common Idea which lay at the bottom of 
them all. The former would be the Chronicler of the age; the lat¬ 
ter would have made a History of it a possible thing. 
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In the first place, if the Philosopher must deduce from the 
Unity of his presupposed principle all the possible phenomena of 
experience, it is obvious that in the fulfilment of this purpose he 
does not require the aid of experience; that in following it out he 
proceeds merely as a Philosopher, confining himself strictly within 
the limits which that character imposes upon him, paying no re¬ 
spect whatever to experience, and thus absolutely a priori to describe 
Time as a whole, and at all its possible Epochs. It is an entirely 
different question whether the present time be actually character¬ 
ized by the phenomena that are deduced from the principle which 
he may lay down, and thus whether the Age so pictured by the 
speaker be really the present Age—should he maintain such a posi¬ 
tion, as we, for example, shall maintain it. On this part of the 
subject every man must consult for himself the experience of his 
life, and compare it with the history of the Past as well as his 
anticipations of the Future; for here the business of the Philosopher 
is at an end, and that of an Observer of the world and of men 
begins. 

Every particular Epoch of Time—as we have already hinted— 
is the fundamental Idea of a particular Age. These Epochs and 
fundamental Ideas of particular ages, however, can only be thor¬ 
oughly understood by and through each other, and by means of 
their relations to Universal Time. Hence it is clear that the Phil¬ 
osopher, in order to be able rightly to characterize any individual 
Age, and, if he will, his own, must have a priori understood and 
thoroughly penetrated into the signification of Universal Time and 
all its possible Epochs. . . . 

The life of Mankind on this Earth stands here in place of the 
One Universal Life, and Earthly Time in place of Universal Time. 
Strictly speaking, and in the highest speculation, Human Life on 
Earth, and Earthly Time itself, are but necessary Epochs of the 
One time and of the One Eternal Life; and this Earthly Life wfth 
all its subordinate divisions, may be deduced from the fundamental 
Idea of the Eternal Life already accessible to us here below. It is 
our present voluntary limitation alone which forbids us to under¬ 
take this strictly demonstrable deduction, and permits us here only 
to declare the fundamental Idea of this Earthly Life, requesting 
every hearer to bring this Idea to the test of his own sense of truth, 
and, if he can, to approve it thereby. 

Life of Mankind on Earth, we have said, are Epochs of this 
Life. We speak here only of the progressive Life of the Race, not 
of the Individual. The Idea of a World-Plan is thus implied in 
our inquiry, which, however, I am not able this time to deduce 
from absolute source indicated above, but only to point out. I 
say, therefore—and thus lay the foundation of our intended edi¬ 
fice—The End of the Life of Mankind on Earth is this: That in 



234 Johann Gottlieb Fichte 

this Life they may order all their relations with Freedom according 
to Reason. 

With Freedom, I have said;—their own Freedom—the Free¬ 
dom of Mankind in their collective capacity—as a Race. And this 
Freedom is the first accessory condition of our fundamental prin¬ 
ciple which I intend at present to pursue, leaving the other condi¬ 
tions, which may likewise need explanation, until the subsequent 
lectures. This Freedom must become apparent in the collective 
consciousness of the Race; it must appear there as the proper Free¬ 
dom of the Race—as a true and real fact—the product of the Race 
during its Life, and proceeding from its Life, so that the absolute 
existence of the Race itself is necessarily implied in the existence of 
this fact and product thus attributed to it. If a certain person has 
done something, it is unquestionably implied in that fact that the 
person has been in existence prior to the deed, in order that he might 
form the resolution so to act, and also during the accomplishment 
of the deed, in order that he might carry his previous resolution 
into effect; and every one would accept the proof of non-existence 
at a particular time, as a proof of non-activity at the same time. In 
the same way—if Mankind, as a Race, has done something, and 
appeared as an actor in such a deed, this act must necessarily imply 
the existence of the Race at a time when the act had not yet been 
accomplished. 

As an immediate consequence of this remark, the Life of Man¬ 
kind upon our Earth divides itself, according to the fundamental 
Idea which we have laid down, into two principal Epochs or Ages: 
—the one in which the Race exists and lives without as yet having 
ordered its relations with Freedom according to Reason; and the 
other, in which this Voluntary and Reasonable arrangement has 
been actually accomplished. 

To begin our further inquiry with the first Epoch;—It does 
not follow, because the Race had not yet, by its own free act, 
ordered its relations according to Reason, that therefore these rela¬ 
tions are not ordered by Reason; and hence the one assertion is by 
no means to be confounded with the other. It is possible that 
Reason of itself, by its own power, and without the co-operation 
of human Freedom, may have determined and ordered the relations 
of Mankind. And so it is in reality. Reason is the first law of 
the Life of a Race of Men, as of all Spiritual Life; and in this sense, 
and in no other, shall the word “Reason” be used in these lectures. 
Without the living activity of this law a Race of Men could never 
have come into existence; or, even if it could be supposed to have 
attained to being, it could not, without this activity, maintain its 
existence for a single moment. Hence, where Reason cannot as yet 
work Freedom, as in the first Epoch, it acts as a law or power of 
Nature, and thus may be visibly present in consciousness and active 
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there, only without insight into the ground of its activity; or, in 
other words, may exist as mere Feeling—for so we call Conscious¬ 
ness without this insight. In short, to express this in common 
language:—Reason acts as blind Instinct, where it cannot as yet 
through Free Will. It acts thus in the first epoch of the Life of 
Mankind upon Earth; and this first Epoch is thereby more closely 
characterized and more strictly defined. 

By means of the stricter definition of the first Epoch we are 
also enabled, by contrast, more strictly to define the second. In¬ 
stinct is blind—a Consciousness without insight. Freedom, as the 
opposite of Instinct, is thus seeing and clearly conscious of the 
grounds of its activity. But the sole ground of this free activity 
is Reason. Freedom is thus conscious of Reason, of which Instinct 
was unconscious. Hence between the dominion of Reason through 
mere Instinct, and the dominion of the same Reason through Free¬ 
dom, there arises an intermediate condition—the Consciousness or 
Knowledge of Reason. 

But further:—Instinct as a blind impulse excludes Knowledge: 
hence the birth of Knowledge presupposes a liberation from the 
compulsive power of Instinct as already accomplished; and thus 
between the dominion of Reason as Instinct and that of Reason as 
Knowledge there is interposed a third condition—that of Libera¬ 
tion from Reason as Instinct. 

But how could humanity free itself, or even wish to free itself, 
from that Instinct which is the law of its existence, and rules it 
with beloved and unobtrusive power? Oh how could the one 
Reason which, while it speaks in Instinct, is likewise active in the 
impulse towards Freedom—how could this same Reason come into 
conflict and opposition with itself in human life? Clearly, not 
directly; and hence a new medium must intervene between the 
dominion of Reason as Instinct and the impulse to cast off that 

dominion. 
This medium arises in the following way:—The results of 

Reason as Instinct are seized upon by the more powerful individuals 
of the Race—in whom, on this very account, that Instinct speaks 
in its loudest and fullest tones, as the natural but precipitate desire 
to elevate the whole race to the level of their own greatness—or, 
rather, to put themselves in the room and place of the Race—and 
by them it is changed into an external ruling Authority, upheld; 
through outward constraint; and then among other men Reason 
awakens in another form—as the impulse toward Personal Free¬ 
dom, which, although it never opposes the mild rule of the inward 
Instinct which it loves, yet rises in rebellion against the pressure of 
a stranger Instinct which has usurped its rights, and in this awak¬ 
ening it breaks the chains—not of Reason as Instinct itself—but 
of the Instinct of foreign natures clothed in the garb of external 
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power. And thus the change of the individual Instinct into a 
compulsive Authority becomes the medium between the dominion 
of Reason as Instinct, and the liberation from that dominion. 

And finally, to complete this enumeration of the necessary divi¬ 
sions and Epochs of the Earthly Life of our Race:—We have said 
that through liberation from the dominion of Reason as Instinct, 
the Knowledge of Reason becomes possible. By the laws of this 
Knpwledge, all the relations of Mankind must be ordered and 
directed by their own free act. But it is obvious that mere cogniz¬ 
ance of the law, which is nevertheless all that Knowledge of itself 
can give us, is not sufficient for the attainment of this purpose, but 
that there is also needed a peculiar practical capacity, which can 
only be thoroughly acquired by use: in a word, Art. This Art 
of ordering the whole relations of Mankind according to that Rea¬ 
son which has already been scientifically comprehended—(for in 
this higher sense we shall always use the word “Art” when we 
employ it without explanatory remark)—this Art must be uni¬ 
versally applied to all the relations of Mankind, and manifested 
therein, until the Race becomes a perfect image of its everlasting 
archetype in Reason:—and then shall the purpose of this Earthly 
Life be attained, its end become apparent, and Mankind enter upon 
the higher spheres of Eternity.” 

Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Schelling 

Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Schelling was born in 

1775 at Leonberg in Wiirtemberg. He studied at the 

University of Tubingen and was graduated in his seven¬ 

teenth year. Throughout life Schelling had a very 

strong interest in philosophy and in his philosophical 

thought we can discover two main efforts. The first 

was his desire to reconcile philosophical thought with 

theology, and the second concerned his identification of 

spirituality with nature. The following excerpts em¬ 

phasize this latter phase of his thought. It is true that 

other influences beat in upon his life through his friend¬ 

ships and contacts with thoughtful men and their writ¬ 

ings. Rather than one philosophy, therefore, Schelling 

in the course of his life presented four different 

approaches to truth. The influence of the aesthetic is, 
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however, the key which opens for us the door of his 

mind. It was a mind which at all times visualized the 

unifying force of beauty as a means of proper interpre¬ 

tation of life. 
Schelling died in 1854 after having served for sev¬ 

eral years as professor of philosophy in the following 

universities in Germany: Jena, Wiirtzberg, Erlangen, 

Miinchen and Berlin. 

Man and Nature 

Springtime inspires in us delight in life. It is the season of 
hope. Nature, by the presentation of many attractions, entices our 
hearts and our senses to external realities. At the same time, as 
rational human beings, we realize that a strong bond of union 
between ourselves and the spiritual world is the only true criterion 
by which we can measure our progress in the attainment of happi¬ 
ness. The spiritual world and the world of objective reality both 
attract us, and life is made extremely difficult for us because of the 
fact that neither one of the two can fully satisfy our desires. In 
few human beings do we find a genuine union of the two forms 
of attraction, and yet all men long both for pure spirituality and 
for the delights of objective reality. An artist may conceive the 
most delightful thought, but he will have no peace of mind until 
he has succeeded by satisfying himself through an external repre¬ 
sentation of his thought. In like manner the genius driven for¬ 
ward by an idea tries either to find it or to make it actual. The 
prime essential of all the hopes of man is to find objective reality 
perfect in form and the exact replica of the purest thought he can 
conceive. 

In springtime the blooms of aspiration burst forth within 
man’s mind. Then we see clearly and feel sincerely. Funda¬ 
mentally this condition proves that we are the children of nature. 
We can never be separated from her just as she can never be sepa¬ 
rated from her Creator. Unless nature belongs to God we do not 
belong to Him. In the springtime our thoughts tend to spiritual 
life. Nature herself aspires just as strongly as we do to reach 
finality in God. The law of life presents the attractions of Both 
the spiritual and the material. The material yearns for the spirit¬ 
ual and the solid structure of the entire world will in time resolve 
itself into that which is wholly spiritual. The manifestations of 
nature and of man prove that there is within each a divine fire; 
that divine fire will ultimately prevail and will consume all of 
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those repressions which now hold both nature and man away from 
the truly inner life. 

The Spirit World 

Localities differ from one another. They are distinguished by 
peculiar powers they seem to possess. Certain well defined views 
of life prevail sometimes over., whole continents, as in the Orient, 
and sometimes in small communities, making them markedly diff¬ 
erent from other places near them. Is it not possible, therefore, 
to conceive of a condition whereby the viewpoint of a community 
is established not by accident, but rather through a definite rela¬ 
tionship of an outside force to it? Is it not true that sometimes, 
because we are so given to think in terms of objective reality, that 
we regard as a cause of a happening that which, after all, was but 
the condition under which it took place? May it not be true that 
instead of what we regard as causes that there are spirits purposively 
active round about us—spirits of both good and evil influence who 
are endeavoring to lead us in this or that direction—and that 
things happen as we yield to the influence of one or the other 
group? If this be possible, would it not be highly probable that 
the spirit of a mortal would return to that region in which he had 
been reverenced and loved during life? Would not such a spirit 
endeavor to become the guardian and protector of the locality that 
loved him and that he loved? In my thought of protecting spirits 
I have in mind particularly the souls of those men who served as 
pioneers in both spiritual and material ways and brought faith 
and civilized life into what, prior to their influence, had been but 
wild woods and inaccessible tracts. Is it not both conceivable and 
highly possible that, as spirits, they would return to the land and 
the people whom they had tried in life to lead forward to better 
things? Are not guardian spirits, therefore, to be found in many 
localities—spirits who by their influence protect mankind and 
beckon it onward and upward? 

Arthur Schopenhauer 

Arthur Schopenhauer was born at Danzig in 1788. 

His studies were carried on at the Universities of Gottin¬ 

gen and Berlin. Later he entered the University of Jena 
where he received his doctor’s degree in 1816. 

Schopenhauer was throughout life subject to mel¬ 

ancholia and passionate outbursts of anger. His tem¬ 

perament was not of the kind that encourages sociability, 
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and Goethe, who knew him describes him as “a young 

man who was not understood’’. In 1831 he went to 

Frankfort where he lived as a recluse until 1860 in which 

year he died. His principal work was “The World as 

Will” which was published in 1819. He also wrote 

“The Will In Nature’’, from which the excerpts which 
follow have been taken. 

The Will in Nature—The Will to Live 

In the last analysis inductive science simply leads us to the ques¬ 
tion ‘ Why?”. After we have catalogued our findings and prop¬ 
erly classified them logically, a further study remains, and that is 
the study of the substance that lies behind our findings. What, 
after all, do thoughts mean? What is the force which they repre¬ 
sent? It is only by reason of our identification with the world 
that we find it possible to answer this question. Not only do we 
belong to the natural world, but Nature is in us. Our bodies show 
forth the same mechanical laws and the same organistic processes 
that apppear in plant and animal life. In nature we find both 
material forms and evidences of intelligence. If we as individuals 
were made up only of the material and the intelligent it would not 
be possible for us to make any distinction between ourselves and 
the natural world about us. It is only because we are able to 
understand ourselves that we are able to understand nature. 

What, then, is that force which controls our lives? It may be 
described in very simple language as the Will to live. Ordinarily 
the word “will” includes both thought and choice of possibilities. 
This, however, is Will in a complex sense. In a simple sense, and 
it is in this sense that I use it, the Will means an impulse or force 
which makes phenomena possible. In this sense we can think of a 
will to which all movements both under the surface or upon the 
surface of the earth trace their beginnings. Unceasingly striving 
upward from the form of crystals through the zoophytes, mol- 
lusks, anelids, insects, arachnoids, crustaceans, fishes, reptiles, birds 
and mammals, there is one will. That will displays itself in the 
growth of plants and animals. Viewed complexly and in associa¬ 
tion with intellectual operation, we describe purposively that which 
when regarded simply is, after all, the force or impulse with which 
we are now concerned. It is the will to live, a powerful impulse 
by which every creature is driven to the maintenance of his own 
existence, regardless of its effect upon the existence of others. It is 
unconscious egoism. Viewed superficially, nature would seem to 
be constituted of many wills, but when studied closely, it is seen 
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to reveal just one—the will to live. The life of nature is a life 
of continuous war. It is always battling against itself. . It mani¬ 
fests itself in one form and at the same time displays itself in a 
second form which makes impossible the continued existence of the 
first form. Furthermore, it always has at its disposition the means 
of accomplishing its purpose. Where you find the will of a lion 
you at the same time find powerful limbs, claws and teeth efficient 
in the support of that life to which the animal is impelled by im¬ 
pulsive force or will. The same impulse to survive is found in 
man. In him it is joined to intellect. It, however, is not the slave 
of the intellect, but rather is the intellect subservient to it. The 
motive power is the will. The intellect is simply the instrument 
of that power. 

The explanation of a vast number of movements in human 
society is to be found in will as it manifests itself in nature and in 
man. By reason of it there arise many clashes of interests and 
through these diversities of interests are produced the envy and the 
hatred which embitter individuals and whole classes of people. 
The intelligence of man creates forms and these forms constitute 
the essential differences between civilized society and the unsocial 
state of life. But the forms make no radical change in will. For 
instance, both etiquette and law are simply convenient forms which 
establish boundaries within which egoism may with greater ease 
pursue its purposes. The world surrounding us, viewed in its 
natural or social aspect, may seem to present a beautiful setting. 
So regarded it is, however, but a stage or setting. Viewed more 
closely, it is an arena in which tragedies are being constantly 
enacted. It is an arena for gladiators, and he who would be at 
peace must be ready to fight in his own defense. Voltaire was cor¬ 
rect when he said that it is by the sword that we live and die. A 
man who expects to find peace in the arena of life is like a traveler 
mentioned in a well known story who, coming into a district where 
he hoped to meet other men, found that they had all fled to caves 
in a near-by forest and that the district was now inhabited only 
by wolves and bears. 

Egoistic will which manifests itself in vague manner in the 
lower forms of life and becomes more evident as we ascend the 
scale of perfection, attains its most efficient energy in man. In him 
it is modified, but not radically changed, through the instrumen¬ 
tality of a higher intelligence. The insect life is a life of slaughter. 
The cruelties of the sea are hidden from us, but we know of the 
destructive instincts that rage among the birds and animals. Ex¬ 
perience and culture tend to produce some modification of this 
strife in human society. Through intelligence, the will makes 
laws for the government of its own activities and as a result of 
these laws the natural “war of all against all” is so changed that to 
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a relatively few survivors there is left opportunity of free enjoy¬ 
ment of the results of victory. The power resident in all law and 
in all government is the fear among men of an anarchistic wifi 
which lies hidden just beyond the pale of law and is ready to attack 
society if and when laws weaken. 

Social Life and Moral Culture 
, Social life may be defined as the perpetuation of natural con¬ 
flict in accordance with the modifications imposed by intelligence. 
Intelligence does not in reality eliminate natural conflict or even 
change its nature. It simply provides newer types of weapons 
with which the conflict can be carried on but be made to assume 
an appearance less rude. In fact, human nature itself is never 
altered through moral doctrine. A man in quiet mood will argue 
with you concerning moral questions exactly as he might play a 
game of checkers, but once let his will be stimulated, then you will 
see how futile it is to appeal to him in terms of logic. You will 
discover that he does not care anything at all about logical opinions. 
Doctrines and creeds are but forms. It is the will that in reality 
fills the form. A wagon may carry many different substances, 
some beneficial and others injurious. So, in like manner, every 
system of thought, be it religious, social or political, may be made 
to support both the good and the bad. To try to form the opin¬ 
ions of man so as to make these opinions superior to evil purposes 
is to waste energy. 

Charles R. Darwin 

Charles R. Darwin was born on February 12, 1809, 

at Shrewsbury, England. He died on April 19, 1882. 

Darwin’s early education was received in the Shrewsbury 

Grammar School and from there he entered Christ Col¬ 

lege, Cambridge University. In 1831 he received his 

bachelor degree and in December of that year he volun¬ 

teered for service with Captain Fitzroy of His Majesty’s 

Ship Beagle on a survey of the coast of South America. 

Darwin returned from the trip of exploration in 1836 

and to this work is attributed his lifelong interest in 

science. 
As a scientist, of course, Darwin would not properly 

belong in this anthology of philosophical literature; but 
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in his speculations he often left the purely scientific field 

and made deductions with reference to the origin of 

species and the evolution of plants and animals which 

are fundamentally philosophical. In fact, the thought 

of many philosophers of the current age can be traced 

directly to the viewpoint of Darwin. Spencer’s theory 

of the “Survival of the Fittest’’ and Neitzsche’s dictum 

concerning the “Will to Power” are but voicings of that 

which was implicit in Darwin’s speculation. It is, how¬ 

ever, only fair to say that that phase of the thinking 

of both of these philosophers and of others of their time, 

by reason of which they felt that the notions of evolu¬ 

tion and Creator are mutually exclusive notions, was 

not manifested or even implied by Darwin. In all his 

work he left room for the Creator. 

Charles Darwin was a prolific writer. The follow¬ 

ing selections are taken from two of his more famous 

works. The first is from the Origin of Species, which 

was written in 1859, and the second from the Variations 

of Plants and Animals under Domestication, published 

in 1867. Both of these selections indicate the philo¬ 

sophical implications of Darwin’s thought. 

Origin of Species—The Struggle for Existence 

I should promise that I use this term in a large and metaphor¬ 
ical sense, including dependence of one being on another, and in¬ 
cluding (which is more important) not only the life of the indivi¬ 
dual, but success in leaving progeny. Two canine animals, in time 
of dearth, may be truly said to struggle with each other which 
shall get food and live. But a plant on the edge of a desert is said 
to struggle for life against the drought, though more properly it 
should be said to Be dependent on the moisture. A plant which 
annually produces a thousand seeds, of which only one on an 
average comes to maturity, may be more truly said to struggle with 
the plants of the same and other kinds which already clothe the 
ground. The mistletoe is dependent on the apple and a few other 
trees, but can only in a far-fetched sense be said to struggle with 
these trees, for, if too many of these parasites grow on the same 
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tree, it languishes and dies. But several seedling mistletoes, grow¬ 
ing close together on the same branch, may more truly be said to 
struggle with each other. As the mistletoe is disseminated by 
birds, its existence depends on them; and it may metaphorically 
be said to struggle with other fruit-bearing plants in tempting the 
birds to devour and thus disseminate its seeds. In these several 
senses, which pass into each other, I use for convenience sake the 
general term of Struggle for Existence. 

Variation of Animals and Plants Under Domestication 

Natural Selection 

In considering how far the theory of natural selection may be 
extended—that is, in determining from how many progenitors the 
inhabitants of the world have descended—we may conclude that 
at least all the members of the same class have descended from a 
single ancestor. A number of organic beings are included in the 
same class because they present, independently of their habits of 
life, the same fundamental type of structure, and because they 
graduate into each other. Moreover, members of the same class 
can in most cases be shown to be closely alike at an early embryonic 
age. These facts can be explained on the belief of their descent 
from a common form; therefore, if may be safely admitted that all 
the members of the same class are descended from one progenitor. 
But as the members of quite distinct classes have something in com¬ 
mon in structure, and much in common in constitution, analogy 
would lead us one step farther, and to infer as probable that all 
living creatures are descended from a single prototype. 

Herbert Spencer 

Herbert Spencer was born at Derby, England, on 

April 27, 1820. His early education lacked complete¬ 

ness and direction, as his father, who was a teacher, was 

averse to the formal methods of the schools. Spencer 

made little progress in classical studies but showed 

marked aptitude for science and for mathematics. At 

the age of 17 he secured a position as assistant to the 

chief engineer of the London and Birmingham Railway. 

During the following ten years he interested himself in 

railway engineering, but in the year 1846 there came a 

distinct lull in railway construction in England and 

Spencer was thrown out of employment. For a short 
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while he made an effort to support himself through his 

inventive faculties, but the projects he planned failed 

lamentably. 
Spencer’s ability as a writer had manifested itself in 

some articles he had contributed to a publication in Eng¬ 

land on “The Proper Sphere of Government’’. He 

decided to capitalize his literary ability and went to Lon¬ 

don where he obtained employment on The Economist, 

with which paper he was identified until 1852. His 

newspaper work not only brought him into contact with 

many people prominent in literature, but likewise gave 

him opportunity to spend considerable time in study. 

It was during this period that he wrote his first complete 

book called “Social Statics’’. After severing his connec¬ 

tion with The Economist he devoted himself to the study 

of psychology and ethics. In the year 1860 he an¬ 

nounced his plan to publish an outline of a completed 

system of philosophy. Fearing that he would not, by 

reason of poor health be able to complete his plan, he 

published at once a book called “The Data of Ethics” 

which summarized the main features of his project. He 

did live, however, to complete the series of books he 

had in mind, which include the following: “First 

Principles”: “Principles of Biology”; “Principles of 

Psychology”: “Principles of Sociology” and “Principles 

of Ethics”. Another work written by Spencer during 

this period and which has had a marked effect on the 

progress of schools is his “Education: Intellectual, Moral, 
Physical”. 

It must be acknowledged that Spencer’s position as 

a philosopher has been vastly over-rated. His effort, 

however, to systematize all knowledge in terms of prog¬ 

ress and science was a laudable one. According to Spen¬ 

cer, science is identified with evolution. His theory is 
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that the evolutionary concept is applicable not only to 

organic life but also to the political and social world. 

Though Spencer posited his thought upon the findings 

of Darwin, he made the effort to advance beyond Dar¬ 

win in the establishment of philosophical generalizations, 

to which process Darwin would not subscribe. In fact, 

there is a distinct and broad cleavage between the thought 

of Darwin and that of Spencer. Darwin’s work directed 

itself toward an understanding of the origin of species. 

He never addressed himself to the general origin of things, 

or claimed that he knew anything at all about the origin 

of organic life. Spencer made an equivocal, and what 

many men regard as a dishonest application of Darwin’s 

concept of evolution in that he offered it as an explana¬ 

tion of the beginnings of life rather than as a history of 

its development. Darwin's theory of evolution leaves 

room for the Creator; Spencer’s application of it does 

not. 
Spencer’s philosophy contains many contradictory 

notes. In his First Principles he informs us that space, 

time, matter, force and motion constitute the “unknow- 

ables”. Later in his discussion of what can be known 

he informs us that these same entities constitute “knowl¬ 

edge”. Again Spencer informs us, in his First Prin¬ 

ciples, that life is merely a function of the material 

world in motion. Then, in his Principles of Biology, 

he flatly contradicts himself by telling us that “life is an 

unknown force”. It is apparent that Spencer should 

not be taken too seriously as a philosopher. It is 

unquestionable that the world has taken him seriously 

and that he has been given high rank. The reason for 

this seems to lie in his ability to popularize his thought. 

Spencer’s training as a newspaper man stood him in good 

stead in his literary work in the field of philosophy. He 
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was ever able to shape a difficult thought so that it could 

be readily grasped in all its implications by the average 

mind. Spencer’s philosophy may be wrong, but his 

statement of it is never dull. The difficulty that true 

philosophy is always trying, to surmount is that many 

of its proponents seem to think that a philosophical 

work is of no value unless it is beyond the ability of the 

human mind to grasp. True philosophers properly dis¬ 

card Spencer’s reasoning, but they would do well to 

follow his style. Modern thought, particularly with 

its emphasis upon the “rights of the individual” and 

upon “the survival of the fittest” in both political and 

social avenues of progress, is in large measure directly 

traceable to the work accomplished by Herbert Spencer, 

who died on December 8, 1903. 

Herbert Spencer—First Principles 
The Reconciliation 

Courtesy of D. Appleton and Company. Reprinted by Permission 

Religion and Science are therefore necessary correlatives. As 
already hinted, they stand respectively for those two antithetical 
modes of consciousness which cannot exist asunder. A known 
cannot be thought of apart from an unknown; nor can an un¬ 
known be thought of apart from a known. And by consequence 
neither can become more distinct without giving greater distinct¬ 
ness to the other. To carry further a metaphor before used,—they 
are the positive and negative poles of thought; of which neither 
can gain in intensity without increasing the intensity of the other. 

Thus the consciousness of an Inscrutable Power manifested to 
us through all phenomena, has been growing ever clearer; and 
must eventually be freed from its imperfections. The certainty 
that on the one hand such a Power exists, while on the other hand 
its nature transcends intuition and is beyond imagination, is the 
certainty towards which intelligence has from the first been pro¬ 
gressing. To this conclusion Science inevitably arrives as it 
reaches its confines; while to this conclusion Religion is irresistibly 
driven by criticism. And satisfying as it does the demands of the 
most rigorous logic at the same time that it gives the religious senti¬ 
ment the widest possible sphere of action, it is the conclusion we 
are bound to accept without reserve or qualification. 

Some do indeed allege that though the Ultimate Cause of things 



Brief Readings in Philosophy 251 

cannot really be thought of by us as having specified attributes, it is 
yet incumbent upon us to assert these attributes. Though the 
forms of our consciousness are such that the Absolute cannot in 
any manner or degree be brought within them, we are nevertheless 
told that we must represent the Absolute to ourselves under these 
forms. As writes Mr. Mansel, in the work from which I have 
already quoted largely—“It is our duty, then, to think of God as 
personal; and it is our duty to believe that He is infinite”. 

That this is not the conclusion here adopted, needs hardly be 
said. If there be any meaning in the foregoing arguments, duty 
requires us neither to affirm nor deny personality. Our duty is to 
submit ourselves with all humility to the established limits of our 
intelligence; and not perversely to rebel against them. Let those 
who can, believe that there is eternal war set between our intellec¬ 
tual faculties and our moral obligations. I, for one, admit no such 
radical vice in the constitution of things. 

This which to most will seem an essentially irreligious posi¬ 
tion, is an essentially religious one—nay is the religious one, to 
which, as already shown, all others are but approximations. In 
the estimate it implies of the Ultimate Cause, it does not Tall short 
of the alternative position, but exceeds it. Those who espouse this 
alternative position, make the erroneous assumption that the choice 
is between personality and something lower than personality; 
whereas the choice is rather between personality and something 
higher. Is it not just possible that there is a mode of being as 
much transcending Intelligence and Will, as these transcend me¬ 
chanical motion? It is true that we are totally unable to conceive 
any such higher mode of being. But this is not a reason for ques¬ 
tioning its existence; it is rather the reverse. Have we not seen 
how utterly incompetent our minds are to form even an approach 
to a conception of that which underlies all phenomena? Is it not 
proved that this incompetency is the incompetency of the Condi¬ 
tioned to grasp the Unconditioned? Does it not follow that the 
Ultimate Cause cannot in any respect be conceived by us because it 
is in every respect greater than can be conceived? May we not 
refrain from assigning it any attributes whatever, because such attri¬ 
butes, derived as they must be from our own natures, are not eleva¬ 
tions but degradations? It seems somewhat strange that men 
should suppose the highest worship to lie in assimilating the object 
of their worship to themselves. Not in asserting a transcendent 
difference, but in asserting a certain likeness, consists the element of 
their creed which they think essential. It is true that from the 
time when the rudest savages imagined the causes of all things to 
be creatures of flesh and blood like themselves, down to our own 
time, the degree of assumed likeness has been diminishing. But 
though a bodily form and substance similar to that of man, has 
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long since ceased, among cultivated races, to be a literally-conceived 
attribute of the Ultimate Cause—though the grosser human desires 
have been also rejected as unfit elements of the conception—though 
there is some hesitation in ascribing even the higher human feelings, 
save in greatly idealized shapes; yet it is still thought not only 
proper, but imperative, to ascribe the most abstract qualities of our 
nature. To think of the Creative Power as in all respects anthro¬ 
pomorphous, is now considered impious by men who yet Hold 
themselves bound to think of the Creative Power as in some re¬ 
spects anthropomorphous; and who do not see that the one pro¬ 
ceeding is but an evanescent form of the other. And then, most 
marvellous of all, this course is persisted in even by those who con¬ 
tend that we are wholly unable to frame any conception whatever 
of the Creative Power. After it has been shown that every sup¬ 
position respecting the genesis of the Universe commits us to alter¬ 
native impossibilities of thought—after it has been shown that 
each attempt to conceive real existence ends in an intellectual suicide 
—after it has been shown why, by the very constitution of our 
minds, we are eternally debarred from thinking of the Absolute; 
it is still asserted that we ought to think of the Absolute thus and 
thus. In all imaginable ways we find thrust upon us the truth, 
that we are not permitted to know—nay are not even permitted to 
conceive—that Reality which is behind the veil of Appearance; and 
yet it is said to be our duty to believe (and in so far to conceive) 
that this Reality exists in a certain defined manner. Shall we call 
this reverence? or shall we call it the reverse? 

Volumes might be written upon the impiety of the pious. 
Through the printed and spoken thoughts of religious teachers, 
may almost everywhere be traced a professed familiarity with the 
ultimate mystery of things, which, to say the least of it, seems 
anything but congruous with the accompanying expressions of 
humility. And surprisingly enough, those tenets which most 
clearly display this familiarity, are those insisted upon as forming 
the vital elements of religious belief. The attitude thus assumed, 
can be fitly represented only by further developing a simile long 
current in theological controversies—the simile of the watch. If 
for a moment we made the grotesque supposition that the tickings 
and other movements of a watch constituted a kind of conscious¬ 
ness, instead of regarding the watchmaker’s actions as determined, 
like its own, by springs and escapements; we should simply com¬ 
plete a parallel of which religious teachers think much. And were 
we to suppose that a watch not only formulated the cause of its 
existence in these mechanical terms, but held that watches were 
bound out of reverence so to formulate this cause, and even vitu¬ 
perated, as atheistic watches, any that did not venture so to formu- 
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late it; we should merely illustrate the presumption of theologians 
by carrying their own arguments a step further . . . 

Let us recognize whatever of permanent good there is in these 
persistent attempts to frame conceptions of that which cannot be 
conceived. From the beginning it has been only through the suc¬ 
cessive failures of such conceptions to satisfy the mind, that higher 
and higher ones have been gradually reached; and doubtless, the 
conceptions now current are indispensable as transitional modes of 

' thought. Even more than this may be willingly conceded. It is 
possible, nay probable, that under their most abstract forms, ideas 
of this order will always continue to occupy the background of our 
consciousness. Very likely there will ever remain a need to give 
shape to that indefinite sense of an Ultimate Existence, which forms 
the basis of our intelligence. We shall always be under the neces¬ 
sity of contemplating it as some mode of being; that is—of repre¬ 
senting it to ourselves in some form of thought, however vague, 
we thus frame as merely a symbol, utterly without resemblance to 
that for which it stands. Perhaps the constant formation of such 
symbols and constant rejection of them as inadequate, may be here¬ 
after, as it has hitherto been, a means of discipline. Perpetually to 
construct ideas requiring the utmost stretch of our faculties, and 
perpetually to find that such ideas must be abandoned as futile 
imaginations, may realize to us more fully than any other course, 
the greatness of that which we strive to grasp. Such efforts and 
failures may serve to maintain in our minds a due sense of the 
incommensurable difference between the Conditioned and the Un¬ 
conditioned. By continually seeking to know and being continu¬ 
ally thrown back with a deepened conviction of the impossibility 
of knowing, we may keep alive the consciousness that it is alike 
our highest duty to regard that through which all things exist as 
the Unknowable. . . . 

Rudolf Hermann Lotze 

Rudolf Hermann Lotze was born at Bautzen, Sax¬ 

ony, in 1817. At the University of Leipzig he majored 

in medicine and philosophy and was awarded his doctor's 

degrees in both departments. In 1842 he became a pro¬ 

fessor at the University of Leipzig, but was called to 

Gottingen to succeed Herbart in the chair of philosophy 

in 1844. Practically all of his philosophical work was 

done during his residence at Gottingen. Shortly before 

his death, which occurred in 1881, Lotze was called to 
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the University of Berlin, but had opportunity for the 

delivery of only a few lectures in the spring preceding 

his death. 
Among the best known philosophical works of 

Lotze are the following: v “Metaphysics"; “Logic"; 

“Microcosmus"; “History of Aesthetics in Germany”; 

and “A System of Philosophy". 
The philosophy of Lotze is related to that of Leib¬ 

niz. He regards everything in the world as related and 

claims that mechanism is not without purpose since the 

interrelation of the things of the world provides the prin¬ 

ciple which is behind causality. The interrelation of 

things proved to him that the doctrine of monads, as 

advanced by Leibniz, was correct. These monads, 

according to Lotze, achieved ends because their very 

existence is dependent upon the fact that they have their 

foundation in the personality of God, who is the 

Supreme Embodiment of all personality. It must be 

admitted that Lotze in his philosophy is influenced by 

emotions and sentiments rather than by logic. The 

aesthetic world meant far more to him as a means of 

proof of reality than did the intellectual. It is apparent, 

therefore, that he is carrying out to a conclusion much 

of what was implicit in the dominant philosophy of the 

nineteenth century, namely, that of Kant. 

Body and Soul 

Translation by Elizabeth Hamilton and E. E. Constance Jones 

No question is to be more confidently expected than the general 
one concerning the bond between body and soul; it is commonly 
the first put in this branch of inquiry, and to it from later stages 
men return, as with a long-drawn breath, when, dissatisfied with 
all more restricted modes of expression, they think to sum up in 
it the whole difficulty of the subject. And yet hardly anything 
can be more prejudicial than the misunderstanding involved in this 
conception of the question. For what else is a bond than a means 
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of externally connecting two things which do not of themselves 
cohere, and, from having no inherent relation to one another, are 
not disposed to exert any reciprocal action? And, supposing we 
had been able to discover this universal—nay, this single—bond 
between body and soul, what craving would we have really satis¬ 
fied? None of the numberless reactions which we see going on 
between the two would be in form and character one whit more 
intelligible with this external collocation than without it; nay, 
even the possibility of any mutual influence we should still have 
to try and understand from the nature of the things bound, by a 
fresh course of inquiry, since we should fail to do so from the inde¬ 
finite idea of the bond. Besides, by what new means of cohesion 
are the constituents of every bond themselves held together, so that 
they are able to unite other things? However far into detail we 
may carry the resource of a constantly renewed cement, we shall in 
the end have to confess that the ultimate elements are not rendered 
capable of reciprocal action by any pre-existing bond, but that the 
reciprocal action is itself what holds them together, and fits them 
to bind together other things, the mutual affinities of which are 
too weak to unite them in the face of opposing obstacles. 

But, nevertheless, does not the demand to exhibit this common 
bond mean the justifiable requirement of a condition that must 
first be there before the reciprocal action can be realized? Does 
not the vessel containing two chemical substances act as a bond to 
force them into mutual contact, and thereby give them an oppor¬ 
tunity of exerting influences, the precise nature and amount of 
which are of course determined by their own mutual affinities? 
Certainly the elements whose reciprocal relations have not sufficient 
force to make them seek one another, need a guiding hand to bring 
them together; but after they are together, they are kept so neither 
by the hand nor by the vessel, but by their own reciprocal action, 
and often with a force greater than could have been imparted by 
any external bond. And so—to drop the simile—it is a question 
deserving attention in what manner body and soul were united in 
the first formation of life; but we cannot seek a permanent bond 
between body and soul different from the vital reciprocal action of 
both, in the fully-formed and self-maintaining life—the explana¬ 
tion of which is of necessity our primary object, as only from the 
knowledge of its constitution can we form conjectures as to its 
origin. This would be an idea alike superflous and contemptible 
—as superfluous as it would be to insist on regarding the bond of 
friendship between two individuals as a particular and visible tie, 
while it is the friendship itself that forms the bond; contemptible, 
because this would indeed be to link soul and body together Tn 
wholly external fashion, without regard to the fact that not by 
one formless bond, but by a fine-spun tissue of numberless rela- 
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tions, are both most admirably fitted to work on each other’s states 
and needs. For each action and reaction passing between them is a 
fibre of that which forms their mutual bond, and the scorn so often 
cast on the view of human nature as composed of soul and body, 
on account of its deriving our being from the addition of two 
constituent parts, is a mere mistaken transference of this miserable 
idea of one universal bond to the unlimited variety of organized 
reciprocal action. Let us then set aside this vain theory, alike as in 
its coarser form it seeks some material cement, perhaps of the nature 
of an ethereal matter, that may make body and soul adhere, and as 
in more refined, yet not more trustworthy shape, it makes the soul 
itself the intermediate link between body and mind, and thereby 
but adds to the number of elements which it would fain join into 
one. 

But are not these reciprocal actions themselves most incompre¬ 
hensible, or is there any means of forming an idea how impressions 
pass from the body to the soul and are sent back from the latter? 
In this question also lurks much misunderstanding, in fact it is 
but a new form of expression for the false idea underlying the last. 
This reciprocal action is certainly inexplicable, but it is not among 
those processes whose reality we may doubt on account of their 
inexplicability because they ought to be explained by laws known 
to us; on the contrary, it is itself the notion of that simple and 
primitive procedure to which all explanation of composite occur¬ 
rences takes us back, and which now, by a confusion of ideas, we 
would fain rest upon its own results. Or do we in that question 
seek something other than a minute and vivid description of the 
arms which the soul aggressively extends into the body, of the 
material organs by which the body conveys to it impressions made 
upon itself, in short, of the whole machinery by which—here as in 
other cases of reciprocal action which we think we know more 
accurately—the communication of influence from the one side to 
the other takes place? 

On impartial self-scrutiny, we cannot deny that in our specula¬ 
tions as to the universe, curiosity very often usurps the place of 
genuine desire of knowledge, and that the ample satisfaction af¬ 
forded to the one by the entertaining variety of a succession of 
images but too often makes us forget how wholly unquenched is 
the other. We are apt to estimate the thoroughness of our insight 
according to the number of details which in any investigation we 
have mastered; the more internal mechanism, the more intricacy 
our analyzing study finds in any object, the more completely do we 
believe ourselves to understand its nature and manner of working. 
We do not reflect that this multitude of connected parts but in¬ 
creases the extent of that which we have to explain, and that every 
new link shown to intervene between the first cause and the last 
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effect, instead of solving, only renders more complicated the enigma, 
how reciprocal action is possible between different elements. If we 
have studied the details of a machine, whose mode of working was 
to us at first wholly inexplicable, and seen where each wheel works 
into the other, and transfers its own movements in fixed directions 
to other parts, we think we have solved all problems. And yet we 
have not gained the slightest knowledge of the manner or of the 
internal process by which the working forces here produce their 
result; we have merely analyzed the great and hidden mystery of 
the whole machine into those separate mysteries of the simple 
operations of Nature, in respect of which we have once for all made 
up our minds to consider them clear, though all closer scrutiny 
shows them to be wrapped in the darkness of complete incompre¬ 
hensibility. 

For all mechanical working presupposes the transferability of 
motion and the solid construction and connection of the masses 
from one to another of which motion is to be conveyed. Now, 
which of these two conditions do we understand? Can we state 
what takes place when motion is transferred, and what is the com¬ 
mencement of the process by which the impelling body sets the 
other in motion by impact or pressure, and communicates to it a 
portion of its own velocity? Or is it clear to us how and why 
the single parts of a driving-wheel so adhere together that the blow 
given to one compels the other to move along with it, and to pro¬ 
duce the circular rotation round an axis which is again applied to 
bring about new and useful results? We shall perhaps refer to the 
operation of attractive forces by which particles are bound into a 
whole. But wherein consists this action of reciprocal attraction, 
and how is it brought about? How do these forces make the first 
advance beyond the limits of the body to which they belong, to 
exert over another and a foreign body such a power that it must 
yield to their attraction? We are not afraid of hearing once more 
of a bond that holds together sun and planets; the question that 
would immediately arise, how this bond is supposed to be now 
shortened, now lengthened, will be evaded by the frank confessioi. 
that we are here in presence of one of the simple actions, by com¬ 
pounding which we may indeed elucidate the character of complex 
effects, but which themselves are made no more intelligible than 
before by the supposition of additional accessory mechanism. Even 
as we know what we mean when we say that anything is, but 
never shall thoroughly learn how existence is brought about, so we 
know what we mean when we speak of working, but never shall be 
able to say how working comes to pass. Science need not hope to 
do more than accurately to search out the conditions under which 
this uncomprehended and uncomprehensible working originates; 
and however great and important may be its achievements in the 
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disentangling and analyzing of complicated connections, when it 
has reached the simple reciprocal actions, to a combination of which 
it reduces every manifold, it will invariably have to confess the 
“how” and “why” of its occurrence remains to us alike inexplic¬ 
able. 

But this will be allowed only to be again forgotten as soon 
as the special problem of the reciprocal action between body and 
soul is proposed. Though it needs but little study of physical 
science to teach us, that in fact all forms of action and reaction 
between substance and substance are equally obscure, it has yet 
become a habit hardly to be overcome to look upon the mutual 
influence of body and soul as a particular and exceptional case, in 
which unfortunately, and contrary to our expectations, that will 
not become clear which in every example of merely physical action 
is perfectly intelligible. How little this latter is the case, we have 
already pointed out; nevertheless the complaint will still go on, 
for in the case in question the impression of obscurity is heightened 
by the entire dissimilarity of the members that have to act on one 
another. We have on the one side the material constituents of the 
body, on the other the immaterial nature of the soul. How is it 
possible that the impact and pressure of masses, or their chemical 
attraction, apparently the only means of working which they have, 
can make any impression on the soul, which like an unsubstantial 
shadow, offers them no point of contact? How, on the other hand, 
can the soul’s command, a command without any power of pro¬ 
pulsion for its realization, move masses, that would only obey a 
palpable impetus? We can only conceive homogeneous things act¬ 
ing on each other. But on closer examination, it appears that this 
demand for homogeneity also springs from the error of supposing 
that propulsion, pressure, attraction, and repulsion or chemical 
affinity, are explaining conditions of reciprocal action, instead of 
mere forms in which in an inexplicable manner the action takes 
place. The complete homogeneity of two balls does not in itself 
make the communication of their motion in impact more intelli¬ 
gible; it only has for our perception the advantage that we can 
with equal distinctness image to ourselves the two reciprocally act¬ 
ing elements, and see the motion in space by which they approach 
one another; i.e., it enables us to form an image of what is there 
before any reciprocal action takes place, but it does not throw any 
light on how it comes to take place. Now, in the present case, of 
course, we are wholly denied the advantage of being able to form 
such an image. We should be consoled if we could see the souf fac¬ 
ing matter, ready for the leap by which it is to make its inroad on 
the latter’s domain, or extending itself so as to receive the latter’s 
blow; we would then have obtained the image which we so much 
desire, but we would not be one whit nearer comprehension of the 
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process. Perhaps the subsequent course of our investigation will 
bring us to a point of view at which the heterogeneity of the im¬ 
material soul and of palpable matter will have disappeared; but 
even should it not disappear, it does not—strictly speaking—mag¬ 
nify the difficulty. For the act of working, inasmuch as it is not 
in itself palpable to the senses, can require no other homogeneity of 
the reciprocally acting members than such as is amply given in the 
fact that the soul as a real substance capable of acting and being 
acted on, stands over against the material atoms, which on their 
side we regard as positive centres of exeunt and ineunt actions. Any 
demand for still closer similarity would only proceed from the 
error of looking on the act of working as a transference of per¬ 
fected states from one element to another, which must insist on the 
similarity or homogeneity of both, that the exeunt state may at its 
entrance into a fresh element find a home alike in size and form to 
that which it has quitted. 

James McCosh 

James McCosh was born in Ayrshire, Scotland, on 

April 1, 1811. His death occurred at Princeton, New 

Jersey, on November 16, 1894. He studied for the 

ministry at the Universities of Glasgow and Edin¬ 

burgh and was ordained at Arbroth in 1835. From 

this year until 1851 he was engaged in ministerial work 

and his attention was centered largely upon the organi¬ 

zation and conduct of the Free Church of Scotland. In 

1851 he was made professor of logic and metaphysics 

in Queens College, and remained there until 1867. He 

was called to the presidency of the College of New Jer¬ 

sey, at Princeton, in the following year. This position 

he occupied until 1888, in which year he resigned. The 

strong interest which Professor McCosh had in philos¬ 

ophy led him, however, to occupy the chair in that sub¬ 

ject even after his resignation from the presidency. 

He wrote several books among which the following 

are especially important: “The Scottish Philosophy", 

“The Emotions", “The Realistic Philosophy", “Psy¬ 

chology", “The Religious Aspects of Evolution”. The 



260 James McCosh 

excerpt that we have taken for study comes from his 

“Psychology”, which was written in the year 1886. 

Psychology—The Knowledge of the Beautiful 

There is a sense in which it may be said that there are beau¬ 
tiful objects, and that there is beauty in the object; there is a pro¬ 
portion, harmony, or benignancy, and it is the business of science 
to discover what this is. But there is a sense in which the beauty 
is in the mind; for it is when these high qualities are perceived that 
the feeling is evoked. There is a sense in which the aesthetic taste 
is a derivative and a complete one, implying intellectual and emo¬ 
tive powers, and a process. There is a sense in which it is simple 
and original, for the idea is suggested spontaneously, and calls 
forth the feeling naturally in all men. 

By this theory we can account for the sameness and yet divers¬ 
ities of aesthetic taste among mankind. There are faculties Tn all 
men which tend toward the production of a sense of beauty, a 
pleasure felt in certain sounds, shapes, and colors, the disposition 
to observe relations, and to discover mind in them, and an emotion 
ready to use. These things give an aesthetic capacity to all men, 
and lead to a certain community of taste. 

But on the other hand, each of these implied elements may 
differ in the case of different individuals. This arises from the 
absence or presence of the various elements, and from their relative 
measure of strength. A man without a musical ear can have no 
relish for tunes, but may have a strong passion for colors. The 
man of dull capacity may not be able to discern the harmonies that 
enter into the higher forms of beauty in art and nature. The man 
of low moral tone may not be capable of forming elevating ideas. 
The man of heavy temperament may never rise to rapture on any 
subject. 

Then different individuals have, fortunately, a taste for diff¬ 
erent objects. Some can enjoy beauty of art, but not beauty of 
scenery. Some love flower-painting, but have no pleasure in gazing 
on historical paintings. Some discover a beauty in this man or 
that woman which others cannot discern. This difference of taste 
arises mainly from the relative strength of the elements which pro¬ 
duce the sentiment, from the nature of the organism in some cases, 
and the aptitude to observe or not to observe certain relations, or to 
rise or not to rise to noble ideas. 

The sense of beauty differs at different periods of the age of 
the individual, and of the race. The fact is, the mind requires to 
be educated up to the perception of the higher kinds of beauty. 
Mere physical beauty may be felt by all who have the appropriate 
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bodily organ, by the child, the boor, the savage. But the recogni¬ 
tion of nobler forms of loveliness implies intelligence and, possibly, 
a careful training.—Psychology of the Motive Powers. 

Pope Leo XIII 

Gioacchino Luigi Pecci, who in 1878 ascended the 

throne of Peter as Pope Leo XIII, was born at Carpineto 

on March 2, 1810. He was the son of Count Lodovico 

Pecci and his wife Anna Prosperi-Buzi. The Pecci 

family was of noble origin. During the early part of 

the sixteenth century they emigrated from Siena to the 

Papal States as a result of their association with the 

Medici. 

At the age of eight Gioacchino entered the Jesuit 

school at Viterbo. He remained here six years, going 

in 1824 to the Collegio Romano. At this institution 

he was outstanding in scholarship, particularly in the 

fields of philosophy and the natural sciences. For a long 

while the brilliant young man hesitated as to the field 

of his life work, but finally, owing to the solicitations 

of Cardinal Sala with whom he had been associated in 

relief work during the cholera epidemic at Rome, he 

decided to enter the priesthood and was ordained in the 

Chapel of St. Stanislaus on December 31, 1837. 

The talents of the young priest quickly manifested 

themselves and he was chosen for many difficult diplo¬ 

matic missions. In January, 1843, he was appointed 

nuncio to Brussels. When the see of Perugia became 

vacant Gioacchino Pecci, now Monseignor Pecci, became 

its bishop and made his solemn entry into the city on 

July 26, 1846. He remained at Perugia for thirty-two 

years. 

At Perugia he sought to elevate the learning of the 

clergy and between 1846 and 1850 devoted himself at 
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great personal sacrifice to the upbuilding of the local 

seminary. Here he introduced the study of the phil¬ 

osophy of St. Thomas of Aquin and it was here in 1872 

that he established the “Academy of St. Thomas”, the 

founding of which he had had in mind since 1858. 

In August 1877, on the death of Cardinal de 

Angelis, Pope Pius IX appointed Msgr. Pecci to succeed. 

He left Perugia to live in Rome and in 1878, upon the 

death of Pius, Cardinal Pecci was elected Pope. 

Throughout his entire pontificate Leo XIII main¬ 

tained a steadfast interest in philosophical and scientific 

inquiry. He recommended, in his famous encyclical 

“Aeterni Patris”, from which the first of the two selec¬ 

tions that follow has been taken, an intelligent study of 

Scholasticism. He urged, however, that the study pro¬ 

ceed not in slave-like adherence to the principles set forth 

by the famous Dominican scholar, but rather from the 

viewpoint of modern accomplishments and modern 

needs. The second excerpt from the writings of Pope 

Leo has been taken from his “Encyclical on Labor”. 

Here he portrays the same forward-looking attitude 

toward the genuine solution of problems confronting the 

people of modern times. Leo has pointed out that the 

world has not caught up with the counsels of the Angelic 

Doctor, Thomas of Aquin. He has likewise shown 

the world the errors into which mankind can be led by 

false philosophy. To Pope Leo XIII, one of the most 

brilliant men of the nineteenth century, Neo-Scholasti¬ 

cism owes its rise. It is the Neo-Scholastic philosophy 

which in reality offers the only adequate answer to the 

many questions presented by modern science and mod¬ 

ern thought in all their varied manifestations. 

Leo XIII, though never robust, was throughout life, 

a tireless student and worker in practical causes. He died 
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at Rome on July 20, 1903, mourned by the entire world 

and by leaders of all religions. His superior mental 
ability was generally recognized. 

Encyclical Letter—Aeterni Patris 

, The Functions of Philosophy 

In the first place, philosophy, if rightly made use of by the 
wise, in a certain way tends to smooth and fortify the road to true 
faith, and to prepare the souls of its disciples for the fit reception 
of revelation; for which reason it is well called by ancient writers 
sometimes a stepping-stone to the Christian faith, sometimes the 
prelude and help of Christianity, sometimes the Gospel teacher. 
And assuredly the God of all goodness, in all that pertains to divine 
things, has not only manifested by the light of faith those truths 
which human intelligence could not attain of itself, but others also 
not altogether unattainable by reason, that by the help of divine 
authority they may be made known to all at once and without 
any admixture of error. Hence it is that certain truths which were 
either divinely proposed for belief, or were bound by the closest 
chains to a doctrine of faith, were discovered by pagan sages with 
nothing but their natural reason to guide them, were demonstrated 
and proved by becoming arguments. For, as the apostle says, the 
invisible things of Him, from the creation of the world, are clearly 
seen, being understood by the things that are made: His eternal 
power also and divinity; and the Gentiles who have not the law 
show, nevertheless, the work of the law written in their hearts. 
But it is most fitting to turn these truths, which have been discov¬ 
ered by the pagan sages even, to the use and purposes of revealed 
doctrine, in order to show that both human wisdom and the very 
testimony of our adversaries serve to support the Christian faith— 
a method which is not of recent introduction, but of established 
use, and has often been adopted by the holy Fathers of the Church. 
For instance, those venerable men, the witnesses and guardians of 
religious traditions, recognize a certain form and figure of this in 
the action of the Hebrews, who, when about to depart out of 
Egypt, were commanded to take with them the gold and silver 
vessels and precious robes of the Egyptians, that by a change of 
use the things might be dedicated to the service of the true God 
which had formerly been the instruments of ignoble and super¬ 
stitious rites. Gregory of Neocaesarea praises Origen expressly be¬ 
cause, with singular dexterity, as one snatches weapons from the 
enemy, he turned to the defense of Christian wisdom and to the 
destruction of superstition many arguments drawn from the writ¬ 
ings of the pagans. And both Gregory of Nazianzen and Gregory 
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of Nyssa praise and commend a like mode of disputation in Basil 
the Great; while Jerome especially commends it in Quadratus, a 
disciple of the apostles, in Aristides, Justin, Irenaeus, and very 
many others. Augustine says: “Do we not see Cyprian, that 
mildest of doctors and most blessed of martyrs, going out of TBgypt 
laden with gold and silver and vestments? And Lactantius also 
and Victorinus, Optatus and Hilary? And, not to speak of the 
living, how many Greeks have done likewise? But if natural 
reason first sowed this rich field of doctrine before it was rendered 
fruitful by the power of Christ, it must assuredly become more 
prolific after the grace of the Saviour has renewed and added to the 
native faculties of the human mind. And who does not see that a 
plain and easy road is opened up to faith by such a method of phil¬ 
osophic study? 

But the advantage to be derived from such a school of philos¬ 
ophy is not to be confined within these limits. The foolishness of 
those men is gravely reproved in the words of divine wisdom who 
by these good things that are seen could not understand Him that 
is, neither by attending to the works could have acknowledged who 
was the workman. In the first place, then, this great and noble 
fruit is gathered from human reason, that it demonstrates that God 
is; for by the greatness of the beauty and of the creature the Creator 
of them may be seen so as to be known thereby. Again, it shows 
God to excel in the height of all perfections, in infinite wisdom in 
which nothing lies hidden, and in absolute justice that God, there¬ 
fore, is not only true but truth itself, which can neither deceive nor 
be deceived. Whence it clearly follows that human reason finds the 
fullest faith and authority united in the v/ord of God. In like 
manner reason declares that the doctrine of the Gospel has even 
from its very beginning been made manifest by certain wonderful 
signs, the established proofs, as it were of unshaken truth; and that 
all therefore, who set faith in the Gospel do not believe rashly as 
though following cunningly devised fables, but, by a most reason¬ 
able consent, subject their intelligence and judgment to an author¬ 
ity which is divine. And of no less importance is it that reason 
most clearly sets forth that the Church instituted by Christ (as laid 
down in the Vatican Synod), on account of its wonderful spread, 
its marvellous sanctity, and its inexhaustible fecundity in all places, 
as well as of its Catholic unity and unshaken stability, is in itself a 
great and perpetual motive of belief and an irrefragable testimony 
of its own divine mission. 

Its solid foundations having been thus laid, a perpetual and 
varied service is further required of philosophy, in order that sacred 
theology may receive and assume the nature, form, and genius of a 
true science. For in this, the most noble of studies, it is of the 
greatest necessity to bind together, as it were, in one body the many 
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and various parts of the heavenly doctrines, that, each being allotted 
to its own proper place and derived from its own proper principles, 
the whole may join together in a complete union; in order, in fine, 
that all and each part may be strengthened by its own and the 
others’ invincible arguments. Nor is that more accurate or fuller 
knowledge of the things that are believed, and somewhat more 
lucid understanding, as far as it can go, of the very mysteries of 
faith which Augustine and the other Fathers commended and strove 
to-reach, and which the Vatican Synod itself declared to he most 
fruitful, to be passed over in silence or belittled. Those will cer¬ 
tainly more fully and more easily attain that knowledge and under¬ 
standing who to integrity of life and love of faith join a mind 
rounded and finished by philosophic studies, as the same Vatican 
Synod teaches that the knowledge of such sacred dogmas ought to 
be sought as well from analogy of the things that are naturally 
known as from the connection of those mysteries one with another 
and with the final end of man. 

Lastly, the duty of religiously defending the truths divinely 
delivered, and of resisting those who dare oppose them, pertains to 
philosophic pursuits. Wherefore it is the glory of philosophy to be 
esteemed as the bulwark of faith and the strong defense of religion. 
As Clement of Alexandria testifies, the doctrine of the Saviour is 
indeed perfect in itself and wanteth naught, since it is the power 
and wisdom of God. And the assistance of the Greek philosophy 
maketh not the truth more powerful; but inasmuch as it weakens 
the contrary arguments of the sophists and repels the veiled attacks 
against the truth, it has been fitly called the hedge and fence of the 
vine. For as the enemies of the Catholic name, when about to 
attack religion, are in the habit of borrowing their weapons from 
the arguments of philosophers, so the defenders of sacred science 
draw many arguments from the store of philosophy which may 
serve to uphold revealed dogmas. Nor is the triumph of the Chris¬ 
tian faith a small one in using human reason to repel powerfully 
and speedily the attacks of its adversaries by the hostile arms which 
human reason itself supplied. Which species of religious strife 
St. Jerome, writing to Magnus, notices as having been adopted 
by the apostle of the Gentiles himself: Paul, the leader of the 
Christian army and the invincible orator, battling for the cause 
of Christ, skilfully turns even a chance inscription into an argu¬ 
ment for the faith; for he had learned from the true David to 
wrest the sword from the hands of the enemy and to cut off 
the head of the boastful Goliath with his own weapon. More¬ 
over, the Church herself not only urges, but even commands, Chris¬ 
tian teachers to seek help from philosophy. For the fifth Council 
of Lateran, after it had decided, that “every assertion contrary to 
the truth of revealed faith is altogether false, for the reason that it 
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contradicts, however slightly, the truth,” advises teachers of phil¬ 
osophy to pay close attention to the exposition of fallacious argu¬ 
ments; since, as Augustine testifies, "if reason is turned against the 
authority of sacred Scripture, no matter how specious it may seem, 
it errs in the likeness of truth; for true it cannot be.” 

Encyclical Letter—Rerum Novarum 

The Encyclical on Labor 

The foremost duty of the rulers of the State should be to make 
sure that the laws and institutions, the general character and admin¬ 
istration of the commonwealth, shall be such as of themselves to 
realize public well-being and private prosperity. This is the proper 
scope of wise statesmanship and is the work of the heads of the 
State. Now a State chiefly prospers and thrives through moral 
rule, well-regulated family life, respect for religion and justice, the 
moderation and fair imposing of public taxes, the progress of the 
arts and of trade, the abundant yield of the land—through every¬ 
thing, in fact, which makes the citizens better and happier. Hereby, 
then, it lies in the power of a ruler to benefit every class in the 
State, and amongst the rest to promote to the utmost the interests 
of the poor; and this in virtue of his office, and without being open 
to any suspicion of undue interference—since it is the province of 
the State to consult the common good. And the more that is done_ 
for the benefit of the working classes by the general laws of the 
country, the less need will there be to seek for special means to 
relieve them. 

There is another and deeper consideration which must not be 
lost sight of. As regards the State, the interests of all, whether 
high or low, are equal. The working classes are by nature mem¬ 
bers of the State equally with the rich; they are real living parts 
which make up through the family the body of the State; and it 
need hardly be said that they are in every State very largely in the 
majority. It would be irrational to neglect one portion of the 
citizens and favor another; and therefore the public administra¬ 
tion must duly and solicitously provide for the welfare and the 
comfort of the working classes; otherwise that law of justice will 
be violated which ordains that each man shall have his due. To 
cite the wise words of St. Thomas of Aquin; ‘‘As the part and 
the whole are in a certain sense identical, so that what belongs to 
the whole in a sense belongs to the part.” Among the many and 
grave duties of rulers who would do their best for the people, the 
first and chief is to act with strict justice—with that justice which 
is called by the Schoolmen "distributive”—towards each and every 
class alike. 

But although all citizens, without exception, can and ought to 
contribute to that common good in which individuals share so 
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advantageously to themselves, yet it should not be supposed that 
all can contribute in a like way and to the same extent. No matter 
what changes may occur in forms of government, there will ever 
be differences and inequalities of condition in the State. Society 
cannot exist or be conceived of without them. Some there must 
be who devote themselves to the work of the commonwealth, who 
make the laws or administer justice, or whose advice and authority 
govern the nation in times of peace, and defend it in war. Such 
men clearly occupy the foremost place in the State and should be 
held in highest estimation, for their work concerns most nearly and 
effectively the general interests of the community. Those who 
labor at a trade or calling do not promote the general welfare in 
such measure as this; but they benefit the nation, if less directly, in 
a most important manner. We have insisted, it is true, that, since 
the end of Society is to make men better, the chief good that Society 
can possess is Virtue. Nevertheless, it is the business of all well- 
constituted States to see to the provision of those material and ex¬ 
ternal helps the use of which is necessary to virtuous action. Now 
for the provision of such commodities, the labor of the working- 
class—the exercise of their skill, and the employment of their 
strength, in the cultivation of the land, and in the workshops of 
trade—is especially responsible and quite indispensable. Indeed, 
their co-operation is in this respect so important that it may be 
truly said that it is only by the labor of workingmen that States 
grow rich. Justice, therefore, demands that the interests of the 
working classes should be carefully watched over by the adminis¬ 
tration so that they who contribute so largely to the advantage of 
the community may themselves share in the benefits which they 
create—that being housed, clothed, and bodily fit, they may find 
their life less hard and more endurable. It follows that whatever 
shall appear to prove conducive to the well-being of those who 
work should obtain favorable consideration. There is no fear that 
solicitude of this kind will be harmful to any interest: on the con¬ 
trary, it will be to the advantage of all; for it cannot but be good 
for the commonwealth to shield from misery those on whom it so 
largely depends for the things that it needs. 

We have said that the State must not absorb the individual or 
the family; both should be allowed free and untrammeled action 
so far as is consistent with the common good and the interests of 
others. Rulers should, nevertheless, anxiously safeguard the com¬ 
munity and all its members; the community, because the conserva¬ 
tion thereof is so emphatically the business of the supreme power, 
that the safety of the commonwealth is not only the first law, but 
it is a government's whole reason of existence; and the members, 
because both philosophy and the Gospel concur in laying down 
that the object of the government of the State should be, not the 
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advantage of the ruler, but the benefit of those over whom he is 
placed. As the power to rule comes from God, and is, as it were, 
a participation in His, the highest of all sovereignties, it should Be 
exercised as the power of God is exercised—with a fatherly solici¬ 
tude which not only guides the whole, but reaches also to details. 

Whenever the general interest or any particular class suffers, or 
is threatened with harm, which can in no other way be met or 
prevented, the public authority must step in to deal with it. Now, 
it is to the interest of the State, as well as of the individual, that 
peace and good order should be maintained; that family life should 
be carried on in accordance with God’s laws and those of nature; 
that Religion should be reverenced and obeyed; that a high standard 
of morality should prevail, both in public and private life; that 
justice should be held sacred and that no one should injure another 
with impunity; that the members of the commonwealth should 
grow up to man’s estate strong and robust, and capable, if need be, 
of guarding and defending their country. If by a strike, or other 
combination of workmen, there should be imminent danger of 
disturbance to the public peace; or if circumstances were such as 
that among the working class the ties of family life were relaxed; 
if Religion were found to suffer through the workers not having 
time and opportunity afforded them to practice its duties; if in 
workshops and factories there were danger to morals through the 
mixing of the sexes or from other harmful occasions of evil; or if 
employers laid burdens upon their workmen which were unjust, or 
degraded th?m with conditions repugnant to their dignity as human 
beings; finally, if health were endangered by excessive labor, or by 
work unsuited to sex or age—in such cases, there can be no ques¬ 
tion but that, within certain limits, it would be right to invoke the 
aid and authority of the law. The limits must be determined by 
the nature of the occasion which calls for the law’s interference— 
the principle being that the law must not undertake more, nor pro¬ 
ceed further, than is required for the remedy of the evil or the 
removal of the mischief. 

Rights must be religiously respected wherever they exist; and 
it is the duty of the public authority to prevent and to punish 
injury, and to protect every one in the possession of his own. Still, 
when there is question of defending the rights of individuals, the 
poor and badly-off have a claim to especial consideration. The 
richer class have many ways of shielding themselves, and stand less 
in need of help from the State; whereas the mass of the poor have 
no resources of their own to fall back upon, and must chiefly 
depend upon the assistance of the State. And it is for this reason 
that wage-earners, since they mostly belong to that class, should 
be specially cared for and protected by the Government. 

Here, however, it is expedient to bring under special notice cer- 
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tain matters of moment. The chief thing is the duty of safeguard¬ 
ing private property by legal enactment and protection. Most of 
all it is essential where the passion of greed is so strong, to keep 
the people within the line of duty; for if all may justly strive to 
better their condition, neither justice nor the common good allows 
any individual to seize upon that which belongs to another, or, un¬ 
der the futile and shallow pretext of equality, to lay violent hands 
on other people’s possessions. Most true it is that by far the larger 
part of the workers prefer to better themselves by honest labor 
rather than by doing any wrong to others. But there are not a 
few who are imbued with evil principles and eager for revolu¬ 
tionary change, whose main purpose is to stir up disorder and 
incite their fellows to acts of violence. The authority of the State 
should intervene to put restraint upon such fire-brands, to save the 
working classes from being led astray by their maneuvers, and to 
protect lawful owners from spoliation. 

When work-people have recourse to a strike, it is frequently 
because the hours of labor are too long, or the work too hard, or 
because they consider their wages insufficient. The grave incon¬ 
venience of this not uncommon occurrence should be obviated by 
public remedial measures; for such paralyzing of labor not only 
affects the masters and their work-people alike, but is extremely 
injurious to trade and to the general interests of the public; more¬ 
over, on such occasions, violence and disorder are generally not far 
distant, and thus it frequently happens that the public peace is 
imperiled. The laws should forestall and prevent such troubles 
from arising; they should lend their influence and authority to the 
removal in good time of the causes which lead to conflicts between 
employers and employed. 

The workingman, too, has interests in which he should be pro¬ 
tected by the State; and first of all, there are the interests of his 
soul. Life on earth, however good and desirable in itself, is nor 
the final purpose for which man is created; it is only the way and 
the means to that attainment of truth and that love of goodness 
in which the full life of the soul consists. It is the soul which is 
made after the image and likeness of God; it is in the soul that the 
sovereignty resides in virtue whereof man is commanded to rule 
the creatures below him and to use all the earth and the ocean for 
his profit and advantage. ‘Fill the earth and subdue it; and rule 
over the fishes of the sea, and the fowls of the air, and all living 
creatures that move upon the earth.’ In this respect all men are 
equal; there is here no difference between rich and poor, master and 
servant, ruler and ruled, ‘for the same is Lord over all’. No man 
may with impunity outrage that human dignity which God Him¬ 
self treats with great reverence, nor stand in the way of that higher 
life which is the preparation of the eternal life of heaven. Nay, 
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more; no man has in this matter power over himself. To consent 
to any treatment which is calculated to defeat the end and purpose 
of his being is beyond his right; he cannot give up his soul to 
servitude; for it is not man’s own rights which are here in question, 
but the rights of God, the most sacred and inviolable of rights. 

From this follows the obligation of the cessation from work 
and labor on Sundays and certain holy days. The rest from labor 
is not to be understood as mere giving way to idleness; much less 
must it be an occasion for spending money and for vicious indul¬ 
gence, as many would have it to be; but it should be rest from 
labor, hallowed by religion. Rest (combined with religious 
observances) disposes man to forget for a while the business of his 
everyday life, to turn his thoughts to things heavenly, and to the 
worship which he so strictly owes to the Eternal Godhead. It is 
this, above all, which is the reason and motive of Sunday rest; a 
rest sanctioned by God’s great law of the Ancient Covenant— 
‘Remember thou keep holy the Sabbath day,’ and taught to the 
world by His own mysterious ‘rest’ after the creation of man: ‘He 
rested on the seventh day from all his work which he had done’. 

If we turn now to things external and material, the first thing 
of all to secure is to save unfortunate working people from the 
cruelty of men of greed, who use human beings as mere instru¬ 
ments for money-making. It is neither just nor human so to grind 
men down with excessive labor as to stupefy their minds and wear 
out their bodies. Man’s powers, like his general nature, are limited, 
and beyond these limits he cannot go. His strength is developed 
and increased by use and exercise, but only on condition of due 
intermission and proper rest. Daily labor, therefore, should be so 
regulated as not to be protracted over longer hours than strength 
admits. How many and how long the intervals of rest should be, 
must depend on the nature of the work, on circumstances of time 
and place, and on the health and strength of the workman. TEose 
who work in mines and quarries, and extract coal, stone, and metals 
from the bowels of the earth, should have shorter hours in propor¬ 
tion as their labor is more severe and trying to health. Then again, 
the season of the year should be taken into account; for not unfre- 
quently a kind of labor is easy at one time which at another is 
intolerable or exceedingly difficult. Finally, work which is quite 
suitable for a strong man cannot rightly be required from a woman 
or a child. And, in regard to children, great care should be taken 
not to place them in workshops and factories until their bodies 
and minds are sufficiently developed. For just as very rough 
weather destroys the buds of spring, so does too early an experience 
of life’s hard toil blight the young promise of a child’s faculties, 
and render any true education impossible. Women again, are not 
suited for certain occupations; a woman is by nature fitted for 
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home-work, and it is that which is best adapted at once to pre¬ 
serve her modesty and to promote the good bringing-up of children 
and the well-being of the family. As a general principle it may be 
laid down that a workman ought to have leisure and rest propor¬ 
tionate to the wear and tear of his strength; for waste of strength 
must be repaired by cessation from hard work. 

In all agreements between masters and work-people there is 
always the condition expressed or understood that there should be 
alldwed proper rest for soul and body. To agree in any other 
sense would be against what is right and just; for it can never be 
just or right to require on the one side, or to promise on the other, 
the giving up of those duties which a man owes to his God and to 
himself. 

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche 

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche was born at Rocken 

near Leipzig, Germany, on October 15, 1844. His early 

tendencies were directed toward the classical studies and 

in these he specialized at the Universities of Bonn and 

Leipzig. His brilliant record as a student won for him 

an appointment as an additional professor of classical 

studies in the University of Basel. After a brief time he 

was promoted to a full professorship at the University 

in which position he served until 1876, when the first 

indications of the brain disorder which finally drove him 

to insanity manifested themselves. 

Nietzsche’s career as a professor was marked by the 

writing of many brilliant, at least from a literary point 

of view, productions. His writings veered gradually 

from the strictly philological to the philosophical studies. 

His health became so poor that in 1879 he was pensioned 

by the University and for the next ten years he traveled 

Europe in search of health. Throughout this period he 

had many violent attacks of insanity, but recovered in 

part until 1888 when he was declared incurably insane. 

For the next twelve years he lived as a lunatic with few 
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lucid periods and was spared from further suffering by 

the merciful hand of death on August 25, 1900. 
Nietzsche’s philosophy, with its note of hatred 

against the existing order of life and its anarchical ten¬ 

dency, must be read, if it is to be intelligently understood, 

as the work of a brilliant but after all erratic and irra¬ 

tional mind. It is difficult to understand how a man of 

Nietzsche’s type could have worked so tirelessly, as the 

voluminous writings he left prove he did. Among his 

important works are the following: “The Birth of 

Tragedy from The Spirit of Music, Zarathustra 

Spoke,” “Nietzsche against Wagner,” “The Antichrist,” 

and “The Will to Power.” There also exist fragments 

which constitute the notes which Nietzsche made for the 

publication of a larger work in which he had planned to 

give a more detailed account of his fundamental thoughts 

concerning the Superman and the Superstate. The ex¬ 

cerpts which follow are from two different sources: The 

first has been taken from the Translation of Nietzsche’s 

works by Oskar Levy, and the second is an interpretation 

of Nietzsche’s thought as presented to us by Charles M. 

Bakewell in the Saturday Review of Literature, Vol¬ 

ume 2. 

From “ The Dawn of Day ” 

“In this sign you will conquer”—It is true that Europe has 
progressed throughout the ages but in religion it has not reached 
the pinnacle that India attained over four thousand years ago. The 
Brahmins meditated more profoundly in ages long past than we of 
the present age do and they indicated to their descendants the pleas¬ 
ures to be derived from pure meditation to a degree that we are not 
even approximating. Their priests, so the Brahmins taught, were 
far more powerful than the gods. The poets of ancient India 
placed an emphasis upon prayers, ceremonials, chants and melodies. 
They spoke of the priests as the true givers of all good things. It 
is true that they mingled much superstition with their teachings, 
but the point to be stressed is this,—what they taught was in 
principle true; their priests, not the gods, were the givers of goods 



Brief Readings in Philosophy 273 

It was easy, therefore, to set the gods aside as unnecessary. This 
step they took and this step Europe will have to take before many 
more years elapse. India, however, advanced another step. She 
discovered that through the gospel of self-redemption, through 
Buddha, (for it is for self-redemption that Buddha stands) priests 
and all other secondary customs and observances could be elim¬ 
inated. Europe in our age is far removed from so high a degree 
of enlightenment. When priests and saviours have been done 

/ away with, when morality in its old sense shall have ceased to 
exist, then there will come what? Let us not get too far ahead by 
over-speculation. Let us first resolve that Europe attain that per¬ 
fection that India attained thousands of years ago. 

In Europe today there are from ten to twenty millions of men 
who do not “believe in God”. Would it not be a wholesome 
practice for them to agree upon some outward symbol or password 
by reason of which they would be readily recognized by one 
another? When they become known to one another, when they 
realize their own strength, they will become a power in Europe. 
They will too, fortunately, become a power among the nations of 
the world. They will represent a power among the classes. They 
will constitute a recognizable power between rich and poor; be¬ 
tween those whose duty it is to issue orders and those whose duty 
it is to carry them out by implicit obedience; between the restlessly 
active and the quiet, philosophical types of mankind. 

From Fragments Written by Nietzsche to Form a Supplement to 

Chapter VIII of his Book on “Beyond Good and Evil” 

The Condition of Europe 

Again and again we distrust, again and again we are confronted 
by the same riddle. The men of the Europe of today do not value 
the things we love best and a demon seems to possess them which 
plays with our hearts and their enthusiasms. Those values which 
Europeans of today estimate so highly, values which may be 
summed up in such words as “humanity,” “humankind,” “bene¬ 
volence” and “sympathy” are the means of weakening certain pow¬ 
erful primitive impulses. It is true that such impulses are mod¬ 
erated but in the last analysis the end reached is a degradation of 
“man”. Man is made mediocre. Is it not truly a part of the 
human comedy that the very virtues which men practice so as to 
acquire what they regard as morality are the means of their destruc¬ 
tion? In their vain imaginings men are ascending higher and 
higher, whereas in reality they are but sinking lower and lower. 
The virtues they are cultivating are herd virtues. Other virtues, 
those which give rise to a masterful race of men are repressed. Herd 
virtues develop the herd instinct in man but they stabilitate the 
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animal “man”. Until our age man had been “an animal, as yet 
unstabilitated”. 

Bakewell—Saturday Review of Literature 

The Philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche 

Courtesy of the Saturday Review of Literature, Saturday Review 
Company. Edited by H. S. Canby. Reprinted by permission 

One cannot get at the proper angle of vision for interpreting 
Nietzsche’s philosophy without taking into consideration certain 
facts in his history. He was born in 1844 and was descended 
from a long line of preachers on both sides of the house. His father 
died when he was five years old and he was brought up by his 
mother, as his sister tells us, with Spartan severity and simplicity. 
He received his early training in the famous Pforta school, dis¬ 
tinguished both for the severity of its discipline and for the fame 
of the scholars it has produced. He was a great lover of out-door 
exercise, seems to have had an excellent physique, and to have Been 
capable of prodigious mental and physical exertion. 

At the age of twenty he entered the University of Bonn with 
high ambition and threw himself into his work with that energy 
and devotion to the task in hand that was characteristic of his 
every undertaking. He worked always at high pressure, and early 
and late, devouring everything he could find that could in any way 
help him in his chosen field, which was classical philology—phil¬ 
ology, however, interpreted in a very broad way, as the door that 
led to the understanding of classical culture and civilization, and 
as being at once science, philosophy, and art. He was soon dis¬ 
illusioned in what passed for scholarship in the university, petty, 
wooden and uninspiring—'“culture philistinism,” he later called it 
—and was thoroughly disgusted with his fellow students whom 
he found a superficial, frivolous, swash-buckling, beer-guzzling 
crowd. At the end of the year he followed his teacher, RitschL to 
Leipzig. Here he found conditions no better than at Bonn, but 
he made his escape through the timely discovery of Schopenhauer 
and Wagner, the two titanic figures in the Germany of that day. 
Of the former he wrote, after reading his The World as Will and 
Idea: “Here I saw a mirror in which I espied the world life, and 
my own nature depicted with frightful grandeur”. He was intro¬ 
duced to Wagner. It was the beginning of a friendship that ripened 
into intimacy in the years that followed, the brightest page in 
Nietzsche’s troubled career. 

Himself a musician of great talent, he was already the enthusi¬ 
astic admirer of the composer of “Tristan” before he made his 
acquaintance. Wagner at once became his hero, the one man 
destined to inaugurate a new and higher culture, a yea-saying cul- 
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ture, noble, proud, and free, and pagan-cheerfulness triumphing 
through pessimism, as in Aeschylean tragedy. Before many years 
had passed, however, he repudiated Schopenhauer as a man who 
had set all things awry. He found that he had simply read him¬ 
self into the writings of that philosopher; Schopenhauer had been 
a mere cipher for Nietzsche. And, alas, the same proved true of 
Wagner. The disillusionment came with the “Gotterdammerung,” 
and most of all with "Parsifal”—Wagner turned pious, Wagner 
become Christian! And so he broke with his best, almost his only 
friend, in pain and anguish, it is true, but brutally. Honesty, sin¬ 
cerity, what he called "intellectual cleanliness,” was his dominant 
trait, and he must be true to himself, be himself, no matter what 
the cost; there could be no compromise; and the cost was, Nietz¬ 
sche left alone—Nietzsche contra mundum, Nietzsche contra Chris¬ 
tendom. 

At the unusual early age of twenty-four he was called to a 
professorship at the University of Basel, where we find him writing 
works on Philology as "thrilling as a Parisian novel,” as his former 
teacher Ritschl is said to have characterized them. But he chafed 
under the limitations of academic life, and before long sickness, the 
after effects of an illness contracted in the Franco-Prussian War, 
brought the desired release. He was forced to resign, and in 1879, 
at the age of thirty-five, he became a pensioner, and for the next 
ten years was a wanderer, going from place to place in search of 
health, spending most of his time in Italy and in the upper Enga- 
dine, and leading a life of great frugality on an income that was 
never more than a thousand dollars a year. His suffering was in¬ 
tense and prolonged, as much as two hundred days in one year, we 
are told, of pure pain. And toward the end he was almost blind. 
But his energy, both physical and mental, was unabated. 

This was the most prolific part of his career. Volume fol¬ 
lowed volume. The words poured from his pen; he wrote as one 
inspired. And in all these volumes there is not one word of com¬ 
plaining or of self pity. The publications of this period include 
such titles as The Joyful Wisdom, The Dawn of Day, The Will 
to Power, and the triumphant Zarathustra. The story is told of 
the stoic slave Epictetus that one day his cruel master was torturing 
him, twisting his leg, and that Epictetus calmly said to him, "If 
you go any further you will break my leg”. And when his master 
did go further, and the leg was broken, he looked up at him and 
smiled as he said, "I told you you would”. Nietzsche’s stoicism xs 
of a purer water. He suffered much from the "bludgeonings of 
fate,” but his head however bloody was always "unbowed”. In 
fact,'like his own hero, he never appears "more proud, more martial, 
more happy, than when the storm is brewing”. He fairly wel¬ 

comes pain. 
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“Suffering is inevitable to the higher life; everything 
worth while is born in travail. Pain is man s best self¬ 
preservative; it protects him from smug ease, and fills him 
with disgust for that kind of happiness. The hidden mas¬ 
terful something, that tyrant in us that holds us to our 
task, creative activity, the ideal of supermen, brings the 
cheerfulness that is necessary to-overcome despair.” 

“How little,” he exclaims, “How little you know of the hap¬ 
piness of man, you comfortable good-natured ones!” Nietzsche 
was indeed singularly able to detach himself from his own feel¬ 
ings, and to view his own suffering objectively, as part of the 
game of life, part of the cosmic tragedy which the strong man 
could always look down upon with laughter in his voice and a 
song on his lips. 

It is surprising in how many ways Nietzsche has anticipated 
views generally regarded as ultra-modern. The fundamental con¬ 
flict between the morality of sympathy and the ruthless ways of 
nature, which Huxley emphasized in his famous Romanes lecture, 
may be said to supply one of the basic tenets of his philosophy. He 
is, largely because of the recognition of this conflict, an ardent advo¬ 
cate of eugenics, with perhaps a clearer vision of what this implies 
than most of its modern defenders. He has given an excellent 
exposition of the pragmatic theory of truth. But while maintain¬ 
ing that what is useful in the way of belief is what passes and must 
pass for truth, he thinks that the word “true” as applied to such 
beliefs is merely an adjective of approval that our vanity supplies, 
—which is perhaps no more than our American pragmatist meant 
by saying that there is no such thing as Truth with a capital T: 
there are only “truths.” He is, in many ways, a Freudian before 
Freud, recognizing the importance of sex, the menace of repres¬ 
sion, and the significance and the possibilities of sublimation. He 
has anticipated the behaviorist too, contradictions and all, as any 
number of passages attest. Stimulus and response, the conditioned 
reflex—all is here save the lingo. The soul is body; body and 
physiology are our starting point; the soul as other than the body, 
consciousness, will etc., does not exist—although he, like the 
modern behavorist, finds it necessary often to speak as if it did. 
“Elementary, my dear Watson,” elementary and obvious are the 
simple conclusions that you so elaborately establish by the tortur¬ 
ing of dogs. Here in these pages speaks your master, who has given 
behaviorism a cosmic sweep. In short, it may be said without exag¬ 
geration that nearly every form of contemporary irrationalism is 
anticipated in the writings of Nietzsche. 

But these things are largely by-products. His central and 
dominating thought may be thus briefly summarized. This is a 
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wild world in which we live, game-flavored, and beset with danger. 
It is not a rational, still less a divine order There is no abiding 
reality hidden behind the appearances in which one can take refuge 
from the storm. The appearances are the reality. Things are as 
they appear. All things are in ceaseless flux. It is a world of 
becoming, not of being. Science, like art, merely creates fictions 
which enable us to lay hold upon this over-changing world and 
steer our bark through the rapids. All living things, and most of 
all human beings, are urged forward in the course of evolution not 
by the struggle for existence (mere existence is cheap and easily 
secured and therefore contemptible) but by the will to power, to 
master, to creative activity. The determining factor in evolution, 
for man at least, is therefore not adaptation to environment— that 
implies yielding and surrender—but rather the conquering of 
environment and the preparing of the way for him that shall sur¬ 
pass man. 

The will to power, the vital force, rich and inexhaustible. 
Nietzsche links with the conception of the Greek god Dionysius 
appropriately symbolized in the satyr—“half goat, half god,’’ the 
latter because the will to power is boundless in its demands, the 
former because it is held down to earth, housed in the beast. And 
so life greatly lived is always tragedy. Schopenhauer had taught 
that the restless will is ever seeking a goal which it can never find, 
and is therefore doomed to perpetual discontent; that every satis¬ 
faction proves to be but a momentary resting place on the weary 
journey; that life is void of worth and meaning because it is the 
manifestation of a will ever tormented by illusion, and that the 
aim should be renunciation of the will to live, annihilation, Nir¬ 
vana. But after Schopenhauer came Darwin, and reading both of 
these men through the eyes of Aeschylus, Nietzsche discovers the 
cheerfulness that triumphs in and through pessimism. Aeschylus 
did not view the tragedies which were his themes as problems re¬ 
quiring or admitting of solution. His heroes were caught in the 
toils of fate, of “moira,” but grandly they suffered. He shows us 
how to face the questionable, the terrible, without flinching, and to 
rejoice in our power to do so. 

So, for Nietzsche, we are caught in the toils of destiny, the rest¬ 
less will to power is never satisfied, life for the individual is tragedy. 
But evolution has taught us to view life as the story of growth, of 
power more and more concentrated in the individual. Life be¬ 
comes itself the goal of life just because the restless will is never 
satisfied and because it can view every achievement as a stepping 
stone to a higher level of power. One can, therefore, enter with 
zest into the game of life, knowing that nothing is dispensable, 
learning to view the necessary as the beautiful, and to laugh at all 
tragedies whether on the stage or in real life. Let one look forward 
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rather than backward, live for the childrenland rather than the 
fatherland, and then he can cheerfully say with Nietzsche, “My¬ 
self I sacrifice to my love’’—that is to superman, to the greater man 
that is to be—“and my neighbor as myself”. One should desire 
to live, not safely and comfortably, but dangerously. The world 
was not made for man, so, of course, life is tragic. The test of a 
man's strength is his ability to face the facts as they are, in all their 
ruthlessness and cruelty, and still say, “Yea, I would not have it 
otherwise. It is a great tragedy; let us have it over again.” And 
we shall have it over again in all its detail, for “eternal recurrence” 
is the law of destiny. 

Superman is not a fixed and determinate goal of evolution, but 
rather an expression for the fact that no such goal is necessary. He 
is simply the next step in the development beyond that which 
humanity has already achieved. Nietzsche has painted his own 
conception of superman in the character of Zarathustra, and has 
himself sat for the portrait. It is, for all its grandeur, a terrifying 
picture, this proud, lonely, loveless being whose only companions 
are the eagle and the serpent, and whose very laughter makes you 
want to weep. 

The practical application of this philosophy, the so-called 
transvaluation of values, is found in the exaltation of all that 
makes for strength and power, for the ascending scale of life. 
Healthy instincts are here a safer guide than reason. Nietzsche’s 
“immoralism” is a return to the pagan virtues, what he calls hero- 
morality,—the glorification of the strong, the proud, the master¬ 
ful—and the abandonment of the Christian virtues of humility, 
sympathy, altruism. These latter the weak have made into virtues 
for their own protection in their weakness. In modern phrasing 
they are the defense reaction of the weak and have their origin in 
an inferiority complex. 

William James 

William James, the son of a Swedenborgian theo¬ 

logian, was born on January 11, 1842, at New York 

City. His early scholastic preparation was directed to¬ 

ward the study of medicine and in 1870 he was gradu¬ 

ated from Harvard University with a degree of M.D. 

Subsequent to graduation he was appointed a lecturer in 

anatomy and physiology at Harvard. His interests, 

however, led him to a close study of the functionings of 

the mind and as a result of his work he became first a 
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lecturer in psychology and philosophy and later a full 

professor in the department of philosophy. The fame 

of William James as a psychologist and philosopher 

dated its beginning from the Gifford lectures on the 

Natural Religion, which he delivered at the University of 

Edinburgh between 1899 and 1901. He had, however, 

been known in America as a leading psychologist from 

the time of the publication in 1890 of his two volume 

work on the “Principles of Psychology". 

The fame of William James is due not only to his 

thought, but also to the brilliancy and freshness of his 

style as a writer. In philosophy he maintained the em¬ 

pirical point of view and may be considered as a leading 

advocate of what is known today as Instrumentalism. 

Among his leading works in addition to the “Principles of 

Psychology” which we have mentioned and from which 

the second selection which follows has been taken, are: 

“The Will to Believe”; “Human Immortality”; “Talks 

to Teachers”; “The Varieties of Religious Experience”; 

“Pragmatism—A New Name for Some Old Ways of 

Thinking”; and “A Pluralistic Universe.” This latter 

book is made up of the Hibbert lectures which he de¬ 

livered the year before his death. James died on the 

27th day of August, 1910. 

Rationality, Activity and Faith 

Princeton Review (1882) 

A philosophy may be unimpeachable in other respects, but 
either of two defects will be fatal to its universal acceptance. First, 
its ultimate principle must not be one that essentially baffles and 
disappoints our dearest desires and most cherished powers. A 
pessimistic principle like Schopenhauer’s incurably vicious Will- 
substance, or Hartmann’s wicked jack-at-all trades, the Uncon¬ 
scious, will perpetually call forth essays at other philosophies. In¬ 
compatibility of the future with their desires and active tendencies 
is, in fact, to most men a source of more fixed disquietude than 
uncertainty itself. Witness the attempts to overcome the “problem 
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of evil” the “mystery of pain”. There is no problem of “good”. 
But a second and worse defect in a philosophy than that of 

contradicting our active propensities is to give them no object what¬ 
ever to press against. A philosophy whose principle is so incom¬ 
mensurate with our most intimate powers as to deny them all 
relevancy in universal affairs, as to annihilate their motives at one 
blow, will be even more unpopular than pessimism. Better face the 
enemy than the eternal Void! This is why materialism will always 
fail of universal adoption, however well it may fuse things into 
an atomistic unity, however clearly it may prophesy the future 
eternity. For materialism denies reality to the objects of almost all 
the impulses which we most cherish. The real meaning of the im¬ 
pulses, it says, is something which has no emotional interest for us 
whatever. But what is called extradition is quite characteristic of 
our emotions as of our sense. Both point to an object as the cause 
of the present feeling. What an intensely objective reference lies 
in fear! In like manner an enrapturd man, a dreary-feeling man, 
are not simply aware of their subjective states; if they were, the 
force of their feelings would evaporate. Both believe there is out¬ 
ward cause why they should feel as they do; either “It is a glad 
world! how good life is!” or “What a loathsome tedium is exist¬ 
ence!” Any philosophy which annihilates the validity of the 
reference by explaining away its objects or translating them into 
terms of no emotional pertinency leaves the mind with little to 
care or act for. This is the opposite condition from that of night¬ 
mare, but when acutely brought home to consciousness it produces 
a kindred horror. In nightmare we have motives to act, but no 
power; here we have powers, but no motives. A nameless Unheim- 
lichkeit comes over us at the thought of there being nothing eternal 
in our final purposes, in the objects of those loves and aspirations 
which are our deepest energies. The monstrously lopsided equa¬ 
tion of the universe and its knower, which we postulate as the ideal 
of cognition, is perfectly paralleled by the no less lopsided equation 
of the universe and the doer. We demand in it a character for 
which our emotions and active propensities shall be a match. Small 
as we are, minute as is the point by which the Cosmos impinges 
upon each one of us, each one desires to feel that his reaction at that 
point is congruous with the demands of the vast whole, that he bal¬ 
ances the latter, so to speak, and is able to do what it expects of 
him. But as his abilities to “do” lie wholly in the line of his 
natural propensities; as he enjoys reaction with such emotions as 
fortitude, hope, rapture, admiration, earnestness, and the lilce; and 
as he very unwillingly reacts with fear, disgust, despair, or doubt, 
—a philosophy which should legitimate only emotions of the latter 
sort would be sure to leave the mind a prey to discontent and 
craving. 
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It is far too little recognized how entirely the intellect is built 
up of practical interests. The theory of Evolution is beginning to 
do very good service by its reduction of all mentality to the type 
of reflex action. Cognition, in this view, is but a fleeting moment, 
a cross-section at a certain point of what in totality is a motor 
phenomenon. In the lower forms of life no one will pretend that 
cognition is anything more than a guide to appropriate action. 
The germinal question concerning things brought for the Erst 
time before consciousness is not the theoretic “What is that?’’ but 
the practical “Who goes there?” or rather, as Horwicz has admir¬ 
ably put it, “What is to be done?”—“Was fang’ ich an?’’ In 
all our discussions about the intelligence of lower animals the only 
test we use is that of their acting as if for a purpose. Cognition, in 
short, is incomplete until discharged in act. And although it is 
true that the later mental development, which attains its maximum 
through the hypertrophied cerebrum of man, gives birth to a vast 
amount of theoretic activity over and above that which is immedi¬ 
ately ministerial to practice, yet the earlier claim is only postponed, 
not effaced, and the active nature asserts its rights to the end. 

If there be any truth at all in this view, it follows that how¬ 
ever vaguely a philosopher may define the ultimate universal datum, 
he can not be said to leave it unknown to us so long as he in the 
slightest degree pretends that our emotional or active attitude to¬ 
wards it should be of one sort rather than another. He who says, 
“Life is real, life is earnest,” however much he may speak of the 
fundamental mysteriousness of things, gives a distinct definition 
to that mysteriousness by ascribing to it the right to claim from 
us the particular mood called seriousness, which means the willing¬ 
ness to live with energy, though energy bring pain. The same is 
true of him who says that all is vanity. Indefinable as the pre-' 
dicate vanity may be in se, it is clearly enough something which 
permits anaesthesia, mere escape from suffering, to be our rule of 
life. There is no more ludicrous incongruity than for agnostics to 
proclaim with one breath that the substance of things is unknow¬ 
able, and with the next that the thought of it should inspire us 
with admiration of its glory, reverence, and a willingness to add 
cur co-operative push in the direction towards which its manifesta¬ 
tions seem to be drifting. The unknowable may be unfathomed, 
but if it make such distinct demands upon our activity, we surely 
are not ignorant of its essential quality. 

If we survey the field of history and ask what feature all great 
periods of revival, of expansion of the human mind, display in 
common, we shall find, I think, simply this: that each and all of 
them have said to the human being, “The inmost nature of the 
reality is congenial to powers which you possess”. In what did 
the emancipating message of primitive Christianity consist, but in 
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the announcement that God recognizes those weak and tender im¬ 
pulses which paganism had so rudely overlooked? Take repen¬ 
tance: the man who can do nothing rightly can at least repent of 
his failures. But for paganism this faculty of repentance was a 
pure supernumerary, a straggler too late for the fair. Christianity 
took it and made it the one power within us which appealed 
straight to the heart of God. And after the night of the Middle 
Ages had so long branded with obloquy even the generous im¬ 
pulses of the flesh, and defined the Reality to be such that only 
slavish natures could commune with it, in what did the Sursum 
cor da! of the Renaissance lie but in the proclamation that the 
archetype of verity in things laid claim on the widest activity of 
our whole aesthetic being? What were Luther’s mission and Wes¬ 
ley’s but appeals to powers which even the meanest of men might 
carry with them, faith and self-despair, but which were personal, 
requiring no priestly intermediation, and which brought their 
owner face to face with God? What caused the wild-fire influ¬ 
ence of Rousseau but. the assurance he gave that man’s nature was 
in harmony with the nature of things, if only the paralyzing cor¬ 
ruptions of custom would stand from between? How did Kant 
and Fichte, Goethe and Schiller, inspire their time with cheer, 
except by saying,.“Use all your powers; that is the only obedience 
which the universe exacts?” And Carlyle with his gospel of Work, 
of Fact, of Veracity, how does he move us except by saying that 
the universe imposes no tasks upon us but such as the most humble 
can perform? Emerson’s creed that everything that ever was or 
will be is here in the enveloping Now; that man has but to obey 
himself—“He who will rest in what he is, is a part of Destiny”— 
is in like manner nothing but an exorcism of all scepticism as to 
the pertinency of one’s natural faculties. 

In a word, “Son of Man, stand upon thy feet and I will speak 
unto thee!” is the only revelation of truth to which the solving 
epochs have helped the disciple. But that has been enough to 
satisfy the greater part of his rational need. In se and per se the 
universal essence has hardly been more defined by any of these 
formulae than by the agnostic x; but the mere assurance that my 
powers, such as they are, are not irrelevant to it, but pertinent, that 
it speaks to them and will in some way recognize their reply, thal 
I can be a match for it if I will, and not a footless waif, suffices to 
make it rational to my feeling in the sense given above. Nothing 
could be more absurd than to hope for the definitive triumph of 
any philosophy which should refuse to legitimate, and to legitimate 
in an emphatic manner, the more powerful of our emotional and 
practical tendencies. Fatalism, whose solving word in all crises of 
behavior is “All striving is vain,” will never reign supreme, for the 
impulse to take life strivingly is indestructible in the race. Moral 
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creeds which speak to that impulse will be widely successful in 
spite of inconsistency, vagueness, and shadowy determination of 
expectancy. Man needs a rule for his will, and will invent one if 
one be not given him. 

William James—Psychology 

The Soul Theory 

Courtesy of Henry Holt ft Co. Reprinted by permission. 

The fact is that one cannot afford to despise any of these great 
traditional objects of belief. Whether we realize it or not, there 
is always a great drift of reasons, positive and negative, towing us 
in their direction. If there be such entities as Souls in the universe, 
they may possibly be affected by the manifold occurrences that go 
cn in the nervous centres. To the state of the entire brain at a 
given moment they may respond by inward modifications of their 
own. These changes of state may be pulses of consciousness, cog¬ 
nitive of objects few or many, simple or complex. The soul would 
be thus a medium upon which (to use our earlier phraseology) the 
manifold brain-processes combine their effects. Not needing to 
consider it as the “inner aspect” of any arch-molecule or brain-cell, 
we escape that physiological improbability; and as its pulses of 
consciousness are unitary and integral affairs from the outset, we 
escape the absurdity of supposing feelings which exist separately 
and then “fuse together” by themselves. The separateness is in the 
brain-world, on this theory, and the unity in the soul-world; and 
the only trouble that remains to haunt us is the metaphysical one 
of understanding how one sort of world or existent thing car 
affect or influence another at all. This trouble, however, since it 
also exists inside of both worlds, and involves neither physical 
improbability nor logical contradiction, is relatively small. 

I confess, therefore, that to posit a soul influenced in some 
mysterious way by the brain-states and responding to them by 
conscious affections of its own, seems to me the line of least logical 
resistance, so far as we yet have attained. 

JOSIAH ROYCE 

Josiah Royce was born at Grass Valley, California, 

in 1855. He was graduated from the University of 

California in 1875. Immediately after his graduation 

he went to Germany where he studied at the Universities 

of Leipzig and Gottingen. After a relatively brief period 

of study abroad he returned to America and continued 

graduate work at Johns Hopkins University, from 
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which institution he received his Ph.D. degree in 1878. 

In this year he was appointed instructor of English at 

the University of California. In 1882 he came East and 

joined the department of philosophy of Harvard Univer¬ 

sity as instructor. In 1892 he received his professorship 

in philosophy at Harvard. 
Royce’s earlier writings were in the field of literature. 

A novel by him, called “The Feud of Oakfield Creek,” 

was published in 1887. His famous works, however, lie 

within the realm of philosophy. Among these works 

are: “The Spirit of Modern Philosophy”: “The Con¬ 

ception of Immortality”; “The World and the Indi¬ 

vidual”; “The Philosophy of Loyalty”; “William 

James and Other Essays on the Philosophy of Life”; 

"Sources of Religious Insight”; “The Problem of Chris¬ 

tianity and War and Insurance.” This latter work was 

published in 1914, two years before his death. 

In philosophy Royce followed Kant and placed his 

emphasis upon will rather than upon intellect as a source 

of absolute idealism. The excerpt that follows has been 

taken from his “Problem of Christianity” which was 

published in 1913. 

The Problem of Christianity, Vol II 

The Marriage of Perception and Conception 

Courtesy of the Macmillan Company. Reprinted by Permission 

The contrast between the cognitive processes called, respectively, 
perception and conception, dominates a great part of the history 
of philosophy. This contrast is usually so defined as to involve a 
dual classification of our cognitive processes. When one asks which 
of the two processes, perception or conception, gives us the more 
significant guidance, or is the original from which the other is 
derived, or is the ideal process whereof the other is the degenerate 
fellow, such a dual classification is in possession of the field. 

This classic dual opposition was expressed, in characteristically 
finished fashion, at the outset of the lectures which Professor Berg¬ 
son read, in May of last year (1913), at the invitation of the Uni- 
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versity of Oxford. You all remember his words: “If our power 
of external and internal perception were unlimited, we should 
never make use of our power to conceive, or of our power to rea¬ 
son. To conceive is a makeshift in the cases where one cannot per¬ 
ceive; and one reasons only in so far as one needs to fill gaps in our 
outer or inner perception, or to extend the range of perception.’’ 

Here, as is obvious, there is no recognition of the possible or 
actual existence of a third type of cognitive process, which is neither 
perception nor conception. The assertion that conception is our 
makeshift when perception is limited, and that unlimited percep¬ 
tion, by rendering conception superfluous, would supply us with 
that grade of intuition which we, in ideal, attribute to a divine 
being, involves the postulate that we face the alternative: Either 
perception, or else conception . . . 

Despite this prevalence of the dual classification of our cogni¬ 
tive processes, most of us will readily acknowledge that, in our real 
life, we human beings are never possessed either of pure perception 
or of pure conception. In ideal, we can define an intuitive type of 
knowledge, which should merely see, and which should never 
think. In an equally ideal fashion, we can imagine the possibilitv 
of a pure thought, which should be wholly absorbed in concep¬ 
tions, which should have as its sole real object a realm of univer¬ 
sal, and which should ignore all sensible data. But we mortals 
live the intelligent part of our lives through some sort of more or 
less imperfect union or synthesis of conception and perception. 

In recent discussion it has become almost a commonplace to 
recognize this union as constantly exemplified in human experience. 
In this one respect, today, empiricists and rationalists, pragmatists 
and intellectualists, are accustomed to agree, although great diff¬ 
erences arise with regard to what union of perception and concep¬ 
tion constitutes such knowledge as we human beings can hopefully 
pursue or actually possess. 

Kant, assuring us that conceptions without perceptions are 
“empty,” and that perceptions without conceptions are “blind,” 
sets forth, in his theory of knowledge, the well-known account of 
how the “spontaneity” of the intellect actively combines the per¬ 
ceptual data, and brings the so-called “manifold of sense” to 
“unity of conception”. 

Recent pragmatism, laying stress upon the “practical” character 
of every human cognitive process, depicts the life of knowledge as a 
dramatic pursuit of perceptions,—a pursuit guided by the “lead¬ 
ings” which our conceptions determine, and which, in some sense, 
simply constitute our conceptions, in so far as these have genuine 

life. 
When, a number of years ago, I began a general metaphysical 

inquiry by defining an idea as a “plan of action,” and thereupon 
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developed a theory of knowledge and of reality, upon bases which 
this definition helped me to formulate, I was making my own use 
of thoughts which, in their outlines, are at the present day common 
property. The outcome of my own individual use of this defini¬ 
tion was a sort of absolute pragmatism, which has never been 
pleasing either to rationalists or to empiricists, either to pragmatists 
or to the ruling type of absolutists. But in so far as I simply in¬ 
sisted upon the active meaning of ideas, my statement had some¬ 
thing in common with many forms of current opinion which agree 
with one another in hardly any other respect. Only the more 
uncompromising of the mystics still seek for knowledge in a sileni 
land of absolute intuition, where the intellect finally lays down its 
conceptual tools, and rests from its pragmatic labors, while its 
works do not follow it, but are simply forgotten, and are as if 
they never had been. Those of us who are not such uncompro¬ 
mising mystics, view accessible human knowledge neither as pure 
perception nor as pure conception, but always as depending upon 
the marriage of the two processes. 

Yet such a recognition of an active synthesis of perception and 
conception does not by itself enable us to define a genuinely triadic 
classification of the types of knowing processes Let me illustrate 
this fact by another quotation from Bergson. In a passage in the 
first of his two Oxford lectures, our author says: “I do not deny 
the usefulness of abstract and general ideas,—any more than I ques¬ 
tion the value of bank-notes. But just as the note is only a 
promise to pay cash, so a conception has value only by virtue of 
the eventual perceptions for which it stands”. 

In these words, as you see, the antithesis, “conception,” “per¬ 
ception,” corresponds to the antithesis, “bank-note” and “cash,” 
and the other antithesis, “credit-value,” “cash-value”. All these 
corresponding antitheses involve or depend upon dual classifications. 
Now it is true, and is expressly pointed out by Bergson, that the 
members of each of these pairs—the credit-value, and the cash- 
value,—as well as the bank-note and its equivalent in gold,—are 
brought into a certain synthesis by the existence of a process of 
promising, and of redeeming the promise. A promise, however, 
involves a species of activity. In case of the bank-note, this acti¬ 
vity may express whatever makes some vast commercial system 
solvent, or may be based upon the whole power of a great modern 
state. 

Cardinal Mercier 

Cardinal Mercier, who was born in 1851, was one 

of the outstanding figures of the World War. The 

attention of all people was directed toward him during 
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the ruthless march of the German troups over the fields 

of Flanders in the early part of the war when he pro¬ 

tested so fearlessly and valiantly against the utter dis¬ 

regard of treaties protecting his native country, Belgium. 

For many years prior to the war, however, he had devoted 

himself to patient study and research at the University 

at Louvain. It was here he built up his famous course 

in philosophy and wrote his Elementary Treatise on 

Philosophy, from which the excerpts which follow have 

been taken. He lived to see his beloved university used 

as a Red Cross unit, its professors scattered throughout 

the world, and the work of a lifetime of patient study 

scattered to the winds. The far seeing philosopher 

applied himself to the consolation of his people and, in 

like manner, the people of the world are finding in his 

philosophy not only a wise presentation of basic truth, 

but also an appreciation that along the path of his philo¬ 

sophical study is to be found that true solution of life 

and its problems which the world needs in its present 

crisis. Cardinal Mercier died on January 23, 1926. 

Introduction to Philosophy 

Philosophy and the Particular Sciences 

Man’s distinctive perfection whereby he is superior to the ani¬ 
mal consists in his power of mental abstraction. The study of 
philosophy in its various branches is this work of abstraction car¬ 
ried to its furthest limits. Thus philosophy, in its various forms, 
has an inherent perfection of a higher order than that of other 
branches of study. Mathematics stands on a higher plane than 
the several physical sciences; so metaphysics, in its turn, carries off 
the palm of nobility and ranks above the former as well as the 
latter. 

For the sake of those who may be tempted to regard philosophy 
with distrust rather than esteem, we may briefly recall the argu¬ 
ments on which Aristotle bases the superiority of metaphysics over 
other branches of human study. 

He says: Breadth of knowledge has a better claim to be con¬ 
sidered scientific knowledge than knowledge of detail; one who has 
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knowledge of a whole must have some knowledge of each and all 
of the parts of it. Secondly, a comprehensive knowledge is the bet¬ 
ter reasoned knowledge; and the reason of things is expressly the 
knowledge of them. Then speaking directly of first principles, he 
says: General knowledge has more scientific precision: it studies 
the causes and so busies itself with what may, in the result, prove 
the more complete knowledge, since we cannot really know any- 
thing until we have learnt its cause. Finally, the science which 
goes furthest into the beginnings of things and best helps us to 
comprehend them is the one which knows to what end each thing 
must have been made. With each thing this final end is its good, 
and the universal final end is the one greatest possible good to be 

found in nature. 

Philosophy and Revealed Truth 

In the eyes of theologians, philosophy is regarded as a ‘natural' 
science, in the sense that it deals with an order of knowledge to 
which man can attain by the light of unaided reason and is opposed 
to that order of knowledge which, because it surpasses the power 
and needs of created nature, is called ‘supernatural’. The latter 
order of knowledge deals with the truths proposed to our faith by 
divine revelation and the profound study of this concerns not the 
philosopher but the Christian theologian. Yet that there is a cer¬ 
tain connection between human sciences and revealed truths we 
may see from the fact that both these natural and supernatural 
spheres of knowledge meet in the mind of the Christian scientist 
or philosopher. 

It is important to determine the relations between them. 1. 
Philosophy is a study formally independent of all authority. In¬ 
deed, for the constitution of a science two things are essential: that 
it have certain principles and the means of drawing such conclu¬ 
sions from these principles as are contained by them in germ. Just 
like all science, philosophy has its own principles and its own dis¬ 
tinctive methods. Both alike deduce their principles from the 
analysis of a given subject-matter, which so analysed discloses the 
existence of various relations; the simplest and most general of 
these furnish the formative principles of our knowledge. The 
mind recognizes these relations with certitude because they furnish 
their own evidence. When the combination of these simple rela¬ 
tions leads the mind to more complex conclusions, it is precisely the 
evidence of the connexion between the latter set and the former 
that is the sole motive which induces the reason to assent to the 
results obtained by the demonstration. Hence the essential ele¬ 
ments of science—principles, conclusions and the certainty of the 
evidence between them—are independent of all Church authority. 

This general argument is confirmed by the fact that science and 
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philosophy existed before the foundation of the Church, and the 
Author of Christianity came not to destroy the natural endow¬ 
ment of man but to enrich it with better gifts. Moreover, when in 
the first half of the last century DeBonald and LaMennais sought 
to oblige the human reason to receive its first principles and its 
primary motives of certitude from revealed teaching, Gregory XVI, 
far from accepting this dutiful subjection offered to the Church, 
publicly reproved and condemned the mistaken loyalty of its 
authbrs. 2. Are we then to conclude that the Christian scientist 
and philosopher may show a complete disregard of the teachings 
of revelation? Certainly not, for the Church has received from God 
the deposit of revealed truths and it is her mission to hold it intact. 
Thus when in the name of science or philosophy the imprudent or 
the rash advance theories which contradict the teachings of revela¬ 
tion, the Church cautions those who trust to her for guidance, and 
denounces the error the acceptance of which would run counter to 
belief in divine revelation. Her guardianship is thus negative and 
she herself does not positively teach either science or philosophy. 
She leaves entire liberty to those who study them, and history and 
individual experience testify to her zeal in encouraging them. She 
uses no voice of authority in such matters; men are left to their 
own reflection and research; her only authoritative mission is to 
teach the dogmas of revelation. But such being her mission she 
cannot allow, still less approve, anything that may be detrimental 
to the divine teaching. As long as scientists and philosophers do 
not put themselves in opposition to what she knows to be revealed 
by God, and in consequence most certainly true, she respects the 
freedom of human learning; but when any one puts forward as 
science what is only mistaken conjecture, she calls for a revision of 
such hasty conclusions, and thus shows herself the helpmate of the 
human reason by her assistance in disclosing to it its errors. 

In short, philosophy and the sciences are autonomous in this 
sense that in their case the supreme motive of certitude is the in¬ 
trinsic evidence of the object they study, whereas in matters of faith 
the ultimate motive of belief is the authority of God, the author 
of supernatural revelation. Revelation is not a motive of assent, 
a direct source of knowledge for the scientist and the philosopher, 
but rather a safeguard and negative standard. The Christian phil¬ 
osopher from the moment that he undertakes his investigations has 
full liberty of interrogating nature or his own consciousness and of 
following the direction of his reason. But if it should happen 
that he finds his conclusions at variance with revealed truth as pro¬ 
posed to his belief by legitimate authority, he is bound alike in the 
interest of faith and of scientific truth to trace back his inquiries 
until his difficulties find a solution in accord with the teachings 
with which at first sight they seemed to conflict. Divine truth 
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cannot be erroneous; whatever is a certain contradiction of a dogma 
certainly revealed cannot but be error and to repudiate error is 

surely an act of reason. 
3. But, it may be asked, if the case should arise of an evident 

contradiction between faith and reason, must we abdicate the 
rights of reason? We who ar<? believers do not admit the possibil¬ 
ity of such a contradiction. To answer the unbeliever, we must 
make an appeal to experience. Can he bring a proof, even a single 
proof, of a manifest contradiction between an evident truth of 
reason and a dogma of the Church? We confidently assert that 
there never has been found a manifest conflict between a dogma 
and a certain conclusion of science. Where discrepancies have 
arisen and doubts have been introduced they have always been the 
outcome of hasty observation, premature induction or ill-consid¬ 
ered hypothesis, or, on the other side, of inaccurate definition of 
belief or the personal opinions of isolated theologians. When it is 
not immediately apparent wherein lies the explanation of a seem¬ 
ing disagreement between what is put forward as of faith and what 
is put forward as a scientific conclusion, the prudent and wise 
Catholic scientist will for the time suspend his judgment and await 
with confidence for the real truth to be brought to light. 

The Vatican Council sums up Catholic teaching concerning 
the relations of rational conclusions and revealed dogmas in these 
words: ‘Although faith is above reason there can never be a true 
discord between faith and reason; for the God Who reveals myster¬ 
ies and bestows the gift of faith is He who has also illuminated the 
human mind with the light of reason; but we cannot find contra¬ 
diction in God and neither can truth be opposed to truth. If the 
vain appearance of such contradiction should arise, this is either 
because the dogmas of the faith have not been understood and ex¬ 
pounded according to the mind of the Church or because arbitrary 
opinion has been mistaken for judgment founded on reason'. 

Neo-Scholasticism and Thomistic Philosophy 

Whilst it is true that our course of philosophy is intimately 
associated with the name of St. Thomas, we wish it to be under¬ 
stood that we do not regard the Thomistic philosophy either as an 
ideal which one must not attempt to surpass or as a boundary 
which sets limits to personal activity of thought; but our position 
is that we regard it as a mark no less of prudence than of modesty 
to make use of his teaching as a starting-point from which we may 
go further afield in original speculations and as a constant standard 
of reference. This we feel called upon to say in reply to those, 
whether opponents or friends, who may feel tempted to ask if it 

is our intention to lead back the modern mind to the outlook of 
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the Middle Ages or to identify Philosophy with any particular 
system of philosophy. 

There is no question of retracing our steps back to bygone 
centuries; Leo XIII, who has been greatly instrumental in bringing 
back the Scholastic philosophy to a place of honour, lays emphasis 
on the welcome that should be given by all to the discoveries and 
speculations of any modern philosopher in so far as they are sound 
and helpful to the cause of truth; “Edicimus libenti gratoque 
animo recipiendum esse quidquid dictum, quidquid utiliter fuerit a 
quopiam inventum atque excogitatum’. And St. Thomas himself 
would have condemned any servility in adherence to his own 
thought, since at the beginning of his Summa he bids us beware 
of exaggerating the value of arguments resting merely on human 
authority, which he describes as the weakest of all arguments: 
‘locus ab auctoritate quae fundatur super ratione humana est infir- 
missimus’. 

But respect for tradition is no indication of servility of mind 
but rather one of elementary prudence; respect for a doctrine whose 
merits have been personally ascertained and verified is no marL of 
a blind devotee, but of a dutiful disciple of the truth. Neo-Scho¬ 
lasticism, taught by the history of the philosophic strife of the six¬ 
teenth and seventeenth centuries, is little likely for the future to 
renew the failings of its predecessors; it will keep in close contact 
with the march of contemporary thought and the discoveries and 
speculations of the various particular sciences which are the hand¬ 
maidens of Philosophy. 
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QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 

1. Upon what basis did Bacon defend atheism? 
2. What was Bacon’s attitude toward Scholasticism? Explain his position. 
3. Bacon held that philosophy was most important in the life of a nation. 

Defend his attitude. 
4. Do you find in Bacon’s thought a distinct resemblance to a type of phil¬ 

osophy prevalent in ancient Gteece and Rome? Explain. 
5. What was Hobbes’ theory concerning the origin of ideas? 
6. Explain the nature of the political philosophy of Thomas Hobbes. 
7. Why is Hobbes regarded by many thinkers on government as a dangerous 

philosopher? 
8. Show the wide discrepancy that exists in the matter of political phil¬ 

osophy between Thomas of Aquin and Thomas Hobbes. 
9. Trace the relationship that exists in the psychology of Aristotle, Thomas 

of Aquin and Thomas Hobbes. 
10. Explain Descartes’ essential principle of “methodic doubt . 
11. Outline Descartes’ proof for his own existence. 
12. Outline Descartes’ proof for the existence of God. > _ 
13. Show the difference that exists between Scepticism and Descartes’ principle 

of “methodic doubt”. 
14. What is meant by the “exaggerated dualism” of Descartes? 
15. The difficulties in which many philosophers of the present day find them¬ 

selves are traceable to the decadence of Scholasticism and the philosophy 
of Rene Descartes. Explain this statement. 

16. How do you account for the mystic element in the philosophy of Pascal? 
17. Show the similarity that exists between the philosophy of Thomas a 

Kempis and that of Blaise Pascal. 
18. Explain briefly the psychological foundation for knowledge as outlined 

by Locke. 
19. What is Locke’s attitude toward the doctrine of innate ideas? 
20. With what prior philosophies do you associate the speculation of Locke? 
21. Locke is important in present day educational and political thought. 

Explain the foregoing statement. 
22. Explain what Locke means by “virtue”. 
23. Outline Spinoza’s method of approach to the solution of philosophical 

problems. 
24. Why is Spinoza called a “naturalistic thinker”? 
25. “Spinoza’s proof for the existence of God is in reality a denial of a 

personal God.”—McDonald, Progress of Philosophy. Explain what is 
meant by the foregoing statement. 

26. Explain the basic position held in philosophy by Malebranche. 
27. What error in the philosophy of Descartes did Malebranche endeavor to 

correct? 
28. Do you believe that Malebranche is in reality a pantheist? Why or 

why not? 
29. How did Leibniz explain the correspondence between material things and 

our ideas of them. 
3 0. Contrast the psychology of Leibniz with that of Locke. 
31. Outline the answer presented by Leibniz to the Ontologism of Malebranche. 
32. What did Berkeley mean by the expression that “To be is to be perceived”? 
33. Outline Berkeley’s understanding of the psychological process of perception. 
34. Why does Berkeley insist upon the reality of the immaterial? 
35. Trace the relationship that exists between the philosophy of Plato and 

that of Berkeley. 
36. How is the philosophy of Hume related to and different from the phil¬ 

osophy of Berkeley? 
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3 7. 
38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 

45. 

46. 
47. 

48. 
49. 
50. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Hume attempts to destroy the notion of causality. Explain this statement. 
The philosophy of Hume is regarded by many thinkers as representative 
or the nadir of philosophical speculation. Explain. 

According to the thought of Hume it is impossible for the human mind 
*2 ar~ve at truth tn the speculative order. If Hume be correct what is 
the effect of his thought upon philosophy? 

Show the relationship that exists between the thought of Kant and that 
of Hume. 

How does Kant attempt to prove that truth is attained? 
What does Kant mean by “pure reason”? How effective is it? 
What does Kant mean by practical reason”? How effective is it? 
What purpose is served in Kant’s philosophy by what he calls the 

aesthetic judgment”? 

Outline, the essentials of Fichte’s thought with relation to ideas and 
civilization. 

Explain the pantheistic elements in the philosophy of Schelling. 
The followers of Platonic Idealism eventually become pantheists. Explain 
t e truth of this statement from both historical and logical points of view. 
Explain what Schopenhauer meant by the “Will to live”? 
Trace the relationship between Schopenhauer’s thought and that of Kant. 
Outline the importance of Darwins’ work and its relationship to the phil¬ 
osophy of the period. 
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CONTEMPORARY PHILOSOPHY 

TNTEREST today in philosophy and in theories ad- 

vanced by philosophical thinkers is widespread. The 

theories present themselves under many contradictory 

and even bizarre forms. In the main we can consider, 

however, in an effort to achieve order within the many 

diverging paths and by-paths travelled so far by philos¬ 

ophy during the relatively brief span of the life of the 

twentieth century, three characteristic modes of thought. 

FIRST, we can discover in the writings of many phil¬ 

osophers of our times evidences of the influence exerted 

upon philosophy both by Descartes and Kant. The 

position assumed is not one of adaptation of either of 

these two thinkers to the life of modern times; but rather 

is, on the whole, a criticism of their thought with an 

effort to show its inadequacy for an understanding of 

the life of man in this twentieth century and, possibly, 

to give help to him in his struggle to understand him¬ 

self and his relationship to the world about him. 

The fact that present day critics feel the necessity 

for combating the views of Descartes and Kant indirectly 

gives proof of the force that the opinions of these two 

philosophers exert in our day. Though the influences 

of both thinkers were dominant in earlier periods, their 

followers are numerous even in this twentieth century. 

Many too, who never directly gave time to the pursuit 

of philosophical inquiries are swayed in their thinking 

by the prevalence of notions, which though long ago 

disproved, still hold power in that they permeate the 

thinking of the masses. It must not be thought that 

the effects of a philosopher s teaching coincide with the 
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dates of his life span. A powerful thinker may win but 

few converts to his manner of thought during his life¬ 

time. After mortal life, for him, has ceased to be, fol¬ 

lowers will gather around the banner he unfurled and 

his principles will win the acceptance of many to whom, 

as a living personality, he was unknown. So it is with 

the teachings of Descartes and Kant. Though both of 

these men passed from life many, many years ago, it is 

true that in our day their teachings are influencing the 

thoughts and actions of vast numbers of people. The 

effect of their teachings is still to be reckoned with and 

it is because of the keenness of their analytic thought 

power that critics, who are opposed to their views, feel 

the necessity of combating the opinions which they by 

their writings so ably supported. 

SECONDLY, there is evidence of what many thinkers 

in this post World War period call a “new philosophy”. 

This philosophy may be represented by three divergent 

lines of thought. There may be included within it that 

type of reasoning which abandons all search for a funda¬ 

mental, philosophic method and the possibility of there 

being a superior kind of knowledge which can be pro¬ 

cured through philosophy and by reason of which we 

can interpret findings in less important fields of thought. 

Then, there may likewise be included within it that 

other form of thinking which sets up a supposedly new 

criterion for the judgment of truth which criterion lies 

somewhere between the rational intellect of man and the 

animal instinct of brute creation and is called by fol¬ 

lowers of this school of thought “intuition”. Finally, 

there should be included within the so-called “new phi¬ 

losophy” that highly practical attitude toward philo¬ 

sophic problems assumed by the Instrumentalists. It 

is difficult, of course, for any one who has had training 
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in philosophy to see why the Instrumentalists should 

be included within the “new philosophy’’, or even 

within any school of philosophy. Their position neg¬ 

atives the fundamental values that true philosophy has 

always sought to attain, and they in reality but take us 

back to the, lower and more selfish phases of pagan 

thought. 

THIRDLY, there is that form of philosophic reason¬ 

ing given by some the name of Neo-Scholasticism and 

by others called “the philosophy of common sense’’. 

This form of thought claims that true philosophy was 

originally announced to the world by the pagan thinker 

Aristotle. It holds that it was adapted to the prob¬ 

lems and conditions of the thirteenth century by Thomas 

of Aquin. Proponents of this school of thought main¬ 

tain that this philosophy in its essentials is as true today 

as it ever was. There is need, however, according to 

moderns, who reason with the better type of mediaeval 

Schoolmen, for an adaptation of Scholasticism to present 

day conditions. It is this adaptation which Neo- 

Scholasticism is striving to accomplish. Neo-Scholas¬ 

ticism, in other words, is a revision of the thought of 

Thomas of Aquin in the light of the scientific progress 

made between the thirteenth and twentieth century. 

The complexity of modern life makes the problem 

of philosophy in our day exceedingly difficult. Science 

has been revolutionized. Labor saving devices multiply 

so rapidly that economic and home conditions change 

markedly within the space of a few years. The activ¬ 

ities of men and women have grown so much alike that 

we find it difficult to differentiate their responsibilities 

and rights upon the basis of sex. Chaotic condition 

frequently leads to chaotic thought on the part of one 

who is closely identified with the social life of our time. 
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Never before in the history of the world was mankind 

so much in need of leadership along political, social and 

philosophical lines. Probably never before was there 

such dearth of leadership and so great a willingness on 

the part of whole masses of humanity to listen to theories 

anent the solution of political, social and philosophical 

problems. Tolerance, at least among the educated, is 

the word of the hour. One man's guess is as good as 

another's. Everyone thinks the times are wrong, but 

no one apparently knows the way out into the clear and 

open spaces of truth; there is no leader whom a sufficient 

number of the people are willing to follow; neither for the 

great mass of humanity is there a philosophy which 

satisfies. 

That there is chaos in the thought of man today, 

particularly with reference to the responsibilities and 

privileges of social life, every real thinker will, I believe, 

readily admit. Tolerance for another’s opinion is a 

wholesome sign when it implies that those who differ 

are seriously making an effort to arrive at truth. When, 

however, such apparent forbearance is in essence simply 

a repetition of Pilate’s question of long ago, namely, 

“What is truth?’’ with the same cynical connotation 

that there is no fundamental truth, then it is most cer¬ 

tainly not a wholesome indication but rather a direct 

evidence of degeneration. Today nations vie with 

nations to attain supremacy. Competition is the dom¬ 

inant keynote and individuals make the effort to surpass 

other individuals in almost every avenue of activity. 

The whole world seems in danger of losing all sense of 

co-operation and amity. Nations and people, in their 

hearts cry “peace, peace’’, but there is no peace. In place 

of peace there is relentless rivalry and aggressive ambi¬ 

tion. The folly of the situation is apparent to man but 
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he sees no way out. There is only one way out and that 

way lies along the avenue trod by Christ over nineteen 

hundred years ago. That way vast masses of the people 

of the present age are definitely refusing to follow and 

in their refusal lies the real difficulty. 
When we read the pages of history and interpret the 

current news of our day in their light, it is difficult to 

remain optimistic as to the future. An impartial critic 

can not help raising a question concerning the possible 

failure of Christianity and the conquest of its principles 

by the principles of paganism. When we consider the 

basic facts of present day civilization we see in them 

history repeating itself in the substitution of pagan vices, 

once so forceful, for the Christian virtues. Though 

these virtues have never been followed consistently by 

man, for hundreds of years they at least occupied high 

place in his ethical code as a set of ideals which he should 

aim to realize. It is the flippant attitude of our day 

toward these same Christian ideals which gives us pause 

and makes us wonder whether our age is simply an un¬ 

thinking one made mad by the money accumulated in 

the glorious days of economic splendor, which until 

recently prevailed in America, or whether it basically is 

a degenerate one which will have to win its way back 

through “sackcloth and ashes” before it can hope to be 

morally as sound as the relatively recent “Victorian era” 

at which it sneers. Let us hope the age is not in love 

with paganish thought and practice but simply infatu¬ 

ated and that soon it will recover its appreciation of 

common sense and see things in their right perspectives. 

If better days are to come, they will arrive in conse¬ 

quence of the patterns of conduct presented to the world 

by the better type of woman. Through Christianity 

womankind had been placed upon a pedestal. She had 
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been raised, through the influence of Christianity, from 

the dismal abyss in which she had passed her days 

throughout the time of so-called “pagan splendor” to a 

place of honor and esteem. She had been elevated in 

man's thinking from a mere “plaything” or “breeding 

animal”, as occasion warranted, to a sublime position in 

man’s thought, namely that connoted by the word 

“mother”. All this Christianity had done by the beau¬ 

tiful pattern of wife and mother she had exhibited to the 

world in the person of her whom Wordsworth describes 

as “our tainted nature’s solitary boast”. Yet today 

woman, of her own volition, seems to desire, if we may 

accept the words and conduct of many of her intellectual 

leaders as representative, to destroy all the good that 

Christianity wrought for her and to cast herself into the 

pit in which she passed so miserable an existence during 

paganish civilization. It is, of course, only seemingly 

so. “Real women” do not desire it and today there are 

hosts of “real women” creating by their purity of lives 

and thought, by their refining influences upon the men 

and children of their households, homes of enduring 

values. There never was, however, in any age so many 

vociferously blatant and politically minded women. 

Women of today need to repudiate the leadership as¬ 

sumed by those of their sex who prefer public notice and 
acclaim above truth. 

During the whole period of time when Christian 

thought and practices prevailed as ideals worthy of 

attainment, woman had been held to be morally the 

superior of man. Since her entrance into the political, 

commercial and industrial life of the world, she has 

become man’s equal. Woman by tacitly accepting the 

leadership of selfishly clever and immoderately strenuous 

members of her sex has gained the right to vote with 
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man, the right to compete with him in the open market 

of business, the right to follow his standard of morality; 

and she is in danger of losing the right that Christianity 

at such sacrifice won for her: the right to be respected. 
What a victory is hers! 

Woman's entrance into the political, commercial and 

industrial life of the world outside the home, came about 

logically in America as a result of conditions she did not 

create. The growing work of the world demanded 

more helpers and women left the home in order to help. 

The crisis created by the Great War insistently called 

for assistance wherever it could be procured. In response 

women joyously and efficiently rendered the help neces¬ 

sary to the performance of the tasks created by the crisis 

of the times. The world appreciates the help rendered 

by women in the dark days of doubt and difficulty and 

no one would, for a moment, advance the thought that 

woman did not demonstrate the fact that she is mentally 

the equal of man, just as well able to do many jobs as 

he can do them. The point at issue, however, is not 

whether woman can do man’s work but whether, for 

the good of civilization, for the good of her sex and for 

her own individual happiness she should continue to 

engage in those occupations outside the home which for 

many centuries were regarded as fields of male endeavor. 

Women, it may be argued, have always worked outside 

the home. This argument is valid but it will be noted 

that those occupations in which women engaged in ages 

past, with the approval of society, were always directly 

related to the home. She taught. Her teaching activ¬ 

ities in earlier periods, however, were confined to groups 

of smaller children. Her work was to continue the 

“mothering influence” so that the artifical institution set 

up by society for the education of the young, the school, 
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might not lack the great benefit of the natural institu¬ 

tion, the home: a mother. The teacher, therefore, was 

in loco parentis. In the lower grades of schooling a 

man has no place because woman, by reason of the very 

nature of the situation, can do a better job there than 

any masculine teacher can possibly accomplish. Again, 

woman nursed outside the home. She sewed and cooked. 

She even worked in the fields alongside of her husband 

and children. All these activities were not only related 

to the home but actually of it. Woman’s place is in 

the home and there never was any right-minded woman 

who did not agree with the thought. Every normal 

woman wants a home with babies of her own in it. 

There never was a normal woman who was genuinely 

happy under any other condition. 

In time womankind will come to a proper apprecia¬ 

tion of the field of activity in which lies her greatest 

opportunity and reward. She was thrust into public 

life and public work by the demands of the age and 

having tasted of what she regards as the independence 

of the wage-earner she apparently is hesitant about re¬ 

turning home. The world is to be her field. She 

competes on a basis of equality with man. She has 

entered higher fields of teaching to so alarming an extent 

that there is a strong suspicion that boys of high school 

age are being effeminated in our American secondary 

schools by the preponderating number of women now 

teaching in high schools for boys throughout the United 

States. She has superseded men in offices and in fac¬ 

tories. When we consider the number of workers being 

displaced in industry by the rapid multiplication of 

modern methods of mass production through improved 

machinery and then consider that in many instances 

women are being retained, for one reason or another. 
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and men, the logical wage-earners of family groups being 

discharged, the situation becomes alarming. Is the con¬ 

dition prevalent for long centuries past to be reversed 

in our day? Are men to remain at home to do the 

housework and mind the children, while women leave 

tl}e home daily to earn the money to keep the wolf from 

the door? The question answers itself, for even the 

most masculine type of woman would hardly venture 

an affirmative answer to it. In her heart every woman 

knows that her place is in the home. 

In this day, however, do we not hear women leaders, 

whether they be in the professional, the commercial, the 

industrial or the political life of the world preach the 

gospel of the self-sufficiency of woman and of her right 

to lead her own life as an individual? It is true, of 

course, that many women will always be required to 

spend their lives in profitable activities outside the home. 

Many will be required to forego matrimony. These are 

not, by any manner of means, the women for whom 

no man has asked. Obligations necessitate for many 

women a life of bread-winning for others. This is true 

not only of the unmarried woman but likewise, in many 

situations so apparent that they need not be described 

here, of her married sister. To these situations the pres¬ 

ent remarks are not directed. They are directed to those 

cases, so widely prevalent today, in which the married 

woman is competing with her brother and her unmarried 

sister in profitable activities outside the home and in 

order that she may do it and continue it, as consciously 

and directly frustrating nature and refusing the normal 

obligations which devolve upon her as a married woman. 

She leaves the home not by reason of financial need but 

rather by reason, so she will tell you, of the “fascination 

of office work", or of “her love of the classroom", or 
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of “her strong distaste for housework”. Euphuistic 

speech abounds and on all sides we hear every reason but 

the true one, namely, that she and her husband wish for 

more money in order that, according to their poor con¬ 

cepts of life, they may live more abundantly. For the 

mere externalities of existence the women of this twen¬ 

tieth century are casting precious pearls of opportunity 

into the dust and losing for themselves forever all that 

makes woman a “loaf-giver” or lady. They are selling 

their very birth-right for a miserable mess of pottage. 

It can not be expressed too forcibly, it seems to me, 

that the rescue of modern civilization from the perilous 

fall which seems to lie ahead is dependent, in a large 

measure, upon woman. Respectable women of today 

with their cigarettes, gaudy jewelry, lip stick and rouge 

look exactly like members of the demi-monde of thirty 

years ago. Why? Because fashion so decrees it and 

pleasure is thus derived. Respectable women of today 

brazenly maintain their right to spread birth control 

doctrines and act in accordance with their low standards. 

Why? Because the fashion of the hour demands it and 

pleasures, without the logical and consequent respons¬ 
ibilities, are thereby possible of enjoyment. The con¬ 

dition that is prevalent is but a repetition of all that 

occurred in the decadent days of Greece and Rome. It 

must result in the same ruin that befell these empires 

unless the better type of woman, of which, let us thank 

God, America has a mighty number rises in her strength 

and proclaims the true function of women in society. 

Unless the leadership that woman in the present has, 

and with which the professional politician works with 

advantage to himself, is repudiated and repulsed, woman 

by reason of the atrocious standards set up for her sex 

will again be ground down into an inferior position and 
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made subject to man, as a mere chattel or slave, on a 

level as low as that occupied by her throughout the 
pagan period. 

There is no doubt, in my mind, that this prophecy 

will be fulfilled if true philosophy does not soon prevail. 

Christianity raised womankind from an abject condition 

and made her an example of better living. Man honored 

her as good ’ and thought of her as his superior. She, 

however, fought for equality. The equality she has, in 

part, gained is one located on a lower plane than the one 

she formerly occupied. If she refuses her obligations 

and acts as a pagan why then man will undoubtedly feel 

that it is perfectly proper for him to take the step which 

will reduce her to one. That man is a “better brute" 

than woman, every member of the “weaker sex", regard¬ 

less of propensities toward masculine dress or taste, will 

admit. If it pays to be a brute, where women are con¬ 

cerned, man will be one and the net result will be 

women’s degradation and the undoing, if not the end, 

of Christian civilization. Christianity and gentle women 

folk of lofty spiritual ideals go hand in hand. When 

women lose the respect of man it is a sign that the hold 

of Christian ideals upon the life of the world is being 

relaxed. Christianity, by its elevation of marriage to 

the dignity of a Sacrament, preserved the position of 

woman as wife and mother. By so doing it adumbrated 

the philosophy of life which alone can satisfy humanity. 

What then, we may rightfully ask, is that philosophy 

which will guide mankind out of the present wilderness 

to the clearly defined realities of correct living. 

The only philosophy, it seems to me, that is today 

dealing with realities is that of Neo-Scholasticism. This 

form of thought is not simply a restatement of the posi¬ 

tion assumed by the Schoolmen during the middle ages. 
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nor is it but a reechoing of Aristotle’s thought. Basic¬ 

ally it is posited, in its fundamentals, upon both Thomas 

of Aquin and the great Stagirite. It envisions, how¬ 

ever, a larger sphere of activity than was conceived of 

by either of these philosophers of preeminent position. 

Neo-Scholasticism is a “new philosophy” in that it is 

making a genuine effort to adapt itself to modern con¬ 

ditions. One of the greatest contributions of the fol¬ 

lowers of this school of thought, notably of those who 

grouped themselves around the late Cardinal Mercier 

at the University of Louvain, has been the study of the 

advancement of physical science. The aim of these stu¬ 

dents has been not so much to contribute to the advance¬ 

ment of science as to study its progress and separate what 

is definitely but theory from what is established fact. 

The looseness of Herbert Spencers thought and that of 

the followers of the vague and unscientific evolutionary 

notion which he popularized, emphasized the necessity 

for the work to which Neo-Scholasticism has not only 

addressed itself but to a superior degree has accomplished. 

In the past many writers espousing the cause of Neo- 

Scholasticism have hurt it by the drabness and colorless¬ 

ness of their style of literary craftsmanship. It has been 

unfortunate that the stylists, particularly those who 

could attune what they had to say to the ears of the pop¬ 

ulace have been aligned with the fantastic vagaries of 

so-called modern thought. Neo-Scholasticism needs 

popularization. It is representative of that philosophy 

of common sense which would change the viewpoint of 

the modern world if that world were to know the mes¬ 

sage true philosophy has for it. A vast number of people 

in this twentieth century are hungry for a genuine phil¬ 

osophy of life; they have been surfeited with the pastry 

and froth of fanciful philosophical vagaries widely 
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divergent from the practicalities of life. Real food for 

their souls they can attain through a knowledge of Neo- 

Scholasticism. That knowledge the average individual 
will never get if it is kept packed away in tomes char¬ 

acterized by heaviness of style or in universities made 

somber by serious discussion which never is permitted 

to extend itself beyond the university doors. In other 

words, Neo-Scholasticism needs writers with power to 

appeal to the layman who is interested in the solution of 

the problems connected with the fundamental values of 

life. That such writers are coming to the fore is evi¬ 

denced even by the brief excerpts we have chosen to con¬ 

clude this book, namely, those made from the writings 

of Dr. James Hugh Ryan and Pope Pius XI. 

Through the philosophy of common sense not only 

will woman see her proper place in the life of the world, 

for Neo-Scholasticism clearly indicates it, but man, like¬ 

wise, will discover that much in modern life, particularly 

the attitude assumed by government, is basically wrong. 

There is clearly evident in this twentieth century a ten¬ 

dency on the part of governmental institutions to force 

man into a condition of subserviency by holding over 

him the strong hand of government. Clearly revealed 

in the practices of Russia and of Italy is the spirit of the 

modern trend. Not so clearly revealed, perhaps, but 

nevertheless actually present is the growing autocratic 

and bureaucratic tendency of the United States toward 

the citizenry. There is grave danger that within the 

next hundred years man will be made as subordinate to 

government as he was under pagan rule unless he 

awakens to his privileges as a rational animal with 

natural rights because of his God-given intellect and soul. 

This concept of man is a fundamental tenet of Neo- 

Scholastic thought. 
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Upon the separate functions of man and woman, 

upon the abilities of both meeting in co-operation because 

of the superiority of the manner in which each is per¬ 

forming the tasks logically assigned, rests the future of 

our Christian civilization. Upon both rests the respon¬ 

sibility for family life and good government. As fam¬ 

ily life declines, government suffers. As government 

feels the possibility of decay it makes an effort to main¬ 

tain its place by autocratic practices. When the prin¬ 

ciple that “might makes right" is prevalent, as it plainly 

is in many spheres of governmental activity today, then 

we have every reason to believe that for some holding 

high influence in the political affairs of the nation pagan 

ideals serve as a motivating force to action. That they 

may not become the controlling force in this nation, or 

in any other nation making claim to democracy and to 

civilization, should be the prayer of all properly disposed 

people. Pagan principles must be combated not only 

by prayer but also by the use of our rational intellects. 

As rational human beings we can not help but grasp the 

“common sense” in Neo-Scholasticism. It is logical, 

therefore, that we should advance it as the only philos¬ 

ophy which will enable man to rise from the depths into 

which he has been cast by modern practices and modern 

thought. It is not only the most available but also the 

best weapon man can use to defend himself against the 

forces of paganism which are directed against him and 

which threaten to overwhelm him and destroy all that 
he should cherish. 

George Santayana 

George Santayana was born in Madrid in 1863. 
His early education was received in America, and in 1886 

he was graduated from Harvard University. Except 
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for a few years immediately following his graduation, 

his life between 1889 and 1912 was connected with 

Harvard. His original appointment as instructor was 

made in 1889. In 1907 he entered the department of 

philosophy, and in the year 1912 he received his appoint¬ 

ment as professor in the department. Immediately 

thereafter he went to France and has resided in Paris 
ever since. 

Santayana is prominent not only in the field of phil¬ 

osophy but likewise in the field of literary criticism and 

poetry. Several of his contributions to philosophy are 

embodied in poetical form. Among his writings are: 

“The Sense of Beauty”; “The Life of Reason”; “Three 

Philosophical Poets—Lucretius, Dante and Goethe”; 

“Scepticism and Animal Faith”; “Platonism and the 

Spiritual Life”; “Realms of Essence”; and “Dialogues in 

Limbo”. This latter work presents the philosophical 

views of Santayana in a most interesting and delightful 

literary form. 

The Unknowable 

Herbert Spencer's Concept of Substance 

Courtesy of the Clarendon Press. Reprinted by Permission 

... I should like to confine myself, if it were possible, to one 
point in his (Spencer’s) system, not especially characteristic of his 
age nor of ours, a point in which he seems to me to have been a 
true philosopher such as any age might produce; for if nature has 
made a man observant, intelligent, and speculative, the times can¬ 
not prevent him from being so. I refer to his belief in a substance 
which by its secret operation, in infinite modes, kindles experience, 
so that all phenomena as they appear and all minds observing these 
appearances are secondary facts and not, as is often alleged, the 
fundamental or only realities. On the contrary, any experience is 
incidental to animal passions, which in turn are incidental to the 
general flux of substance in the world. Appearances and feelings 
and consciousness itself are in their nature desultory and unsub¬ 
stantial, yet not groundless nor altogether mad, because substance 
creates and sustains them by its steady rhythms, so that they are 
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truly expressive and, when intelligence arises, may become terms 
and symbols in true knowledge. 

This is of course no new doctrine, but as old as the hills. It is 
an opinion which any man, if not otherwise prejudiced or indoc¬ 
trinated, might well come to by himself. It was embraced by 
Spencer as a matter of course, and held perhaps all the more reso¬ 
lutely because he was not too respectful of academic tradition. Had 
he been expert in metaphysics and educated at a university, he 
might have missed the obvious. 

Unfortunately, in wishing to pick out from Spencer's system 
this one ancient and familiar belief, and to defend it, I am arrested 
at once by an untoward circumstance. Herbert Spencer called this 
substance beneath all appearances, the Unknowable. This nega¬ 
tive appellation is evidently drawn from a critical and subjective 
philosophy, such as Spencer’s was not. It belongs to the vocab¬ 
ulary of disappointment; it is a romantic word. It transports us 
far from the region of eager inquiry, experiment, statistics, miscel¬ 
laneous information, and scientific enlightenment in which Spen¬ 
cer’s other theories had bloomed. ' Why this anomaly? Why any 
metaphysical preface at all to a work of straightforward natural 
philosophy? 

I think the reason was that Spencer, not being by nature a 
logician, bowed in logic to casual authorities, and relied too much, 
in this subject too, on the fashion of the hour. He supposed, as 
some do to-day, that the latest logic was the last. Dean Mansel, 
Sir William Hamilton, and Kant would never be superseded. He 
hardly considered the atmosphere, the implications, or the contra¬ 
dictions of the doctrines he quoted from those worthies; he appealed 
to them on one point, in order to discredit all their other arguments. 
Metaphysics should be proved, out of the mouths of the meta¬ 
physicians themselves, to be incompetent to revise his scientific 
speculations, or to refute his conclusions. He hardly cared, there¬ 
fore, if the language of his metaphysical preface was that of his 
natural enemies, and perverse essentially; that fact seemed almost 
an advantage since it locked the gates against those enemies with 
their own bolts. 

Yet words are weapons, and it is dangerous in speculation, as 
in politics, to borrow them from the arsenal of the enemy, in 
consenting to call substance unknowable, Spencer exposed himself 
to the derisive question how, if substance was unknowable, he ever 
came to know of its existence. Indeed, if the epithet were taken 
strictly, it would positively contradict and abolish belief in that 
tremendous reality on which he bestowed it, partly perhaps in rev¬ 
erence,. and partly in haste to be done with reverence and to come 
to business. But Spencer did not take the epithet strictly, since he 
spoke of modes of the unknowable and regarded phenomena every- 
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where as its manifestations; and if we take the word knowledge in 
its natural sense (of which I shall speak presently) it is hard to 
see how anything could be better revealed than by being mani¬ 
fested everywhere. The fact is that relative and oblique designa¬ 
tions, such as the unknowable or the unconscious, cannot be taken 
strictly: they cannot be intended to describe anything in its proper 
nature, but only in its accidental relation to something else—to a 
would-be knower who is unable to know it, or to an ulterior sen¬ 
sibility which as yet has not arisen. Nothing can be intrinsically 
unknowable; for if any one was tempted to imagine a substance 
such that it should antecedently defy description, inasmuch as that 
substance had no assignable character, he would be attributing exist¬ 
ence to a nonentity. It would evidently make no difference in the 
universe whether a thing without any character were added to it or 
were taken away. If substance is to exist, it must have a char¬ 
acter distinguishing it from nothing, and also from everything 
else. In saying this I do not mean to ignore those renowned phil¬ 
osophers who have maintained that the entire essence of substance 
is pure Being: I can easily conceive that in some other world pure 
Being should be all in all. Pure Being is itself a particular essence, 
the simplest essence of all, clearly distinguishable, both in defini¬ 
tion and in experience, from every other essence, and loudly con¬ 
trary to nothing, with which Hegel would identify it, not (I 
think) honestly: and if pure Being by chance were the essence of 
substance, substance would be so far from unknowable that it 
would be thoroughly well known, and we should always carry 
with us, as Spinoza observes, an adequate idea of it. That the 
substance of this world has a far more elaborate nature I believe 
can be easily proved; but I cannot enter here into that argument 
It is easy to conceive, however, that the intrinsic nature of sub¬ 
stance may be very recondite and very rich, so that the human 
mind has no occasion and no capacity to describe it adequately— 
and this perhaps comes nearer to Spencer’s intention in calling it 
unknowable. In this sense not only God but the remoter parts of 
space and time, and probably the depths of matter, would be un¬ 
knowable to man. Even then, however, the intrinsic nature of 
substance could offer no resistance to being discovered, if any one 
had the means and the wit to do so; and if substance remains 
largely unknown to mankind, the reason will not be any recalci¬ 
trancy on its part, but rather a casual coincidence in ourselves of 
curiosity with blindness, so that we earnestly desire to search the 
depths of substance, but cannot. 

In this measure the emotion suggested by the term unknowable 
is a legitimate emotion. It expresses an integral part of the tragedy 
involved in being finite and mortal—perhaps in being a mind or 
spirit at all. Poets and philosophers sometimes talk as if life were 
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an entertainment, a feast of ordered sensations; but the poets, if not 
the philosophers, know too well in their hearts that life is no such 
thing: it is a predicament. We are caught in it; it is something 
compulsory, urgent, dangerous, and tempting. We are surrounded 
by enormous, mysterious, only half-friendlv forces. This is our 
experience in the dilemmas of conduct, in religion, in science, and in 
the arts; so that the usual sequel to agnosticism, when impatient 
people deny that the unknown exists, far from being a rational 
simplification, is a piece of arrant folly: one of those false exits in 
the comedy of thought which, though dramatic, are ignominious, 
because the mind must revert from them to the beginning of the 
scene, and play it over again on some other principle. All the rea¬ 
sons that originally suggested the belief in substance remain unim¬ 
paired, and suggest the same belief again and again. We are not 
less dependent than our forefathers on food, on circumstances, on 
our own bodies; the incubus of the not-ourselves is not lifted from 
us; or if in some respects we have acquired a greater dominion over 
nature, this only adds positive knowledge of substance to the dumb 
sense we had before of its environing presence. How far this under¬ 
standing of substance shall go depends on the endowment of the 
proposed knower, and on the distance, scale, and connexions of 
the things he is attempting to describe. How far knowledge is 
possible, therefore, can never be determined without first knowing 
the circumstances; and the very notion of knowledge—by which 1 
do not mean mere feeling or consciousness, but the cognizance which 
one existence can take of another—is a notion that never could be 
framed without confident experience of sundry objects known and 
of persons able to know them. 

Scepticism and Animal Faith 

The Validity of Scepticism 

Courtesy of Charles Scribner and Sons. Reprinted by permission 

The sceptic, then, as a consequence of carrying his scepticism to 
the greatest lengths, finds himself in the presence of more luminous 
and less equivocal objects than does the working and believing 
mind; only these objects are without meaning, they are only what 
they are obviously, all surface. They show him everything think¬ 
able with the greatest clearness and force; but he can no longer 
imagine that he sees in these objects anything save their instant 
presence and their face-value. Scepticism therefore suspends all 
knowledge worthy of the name, all that transitive and presump¬ 
tive knowledge of facts which is a form of belief; and instead, it 
bestows intuition of ideas, contemplative, aesthetic, dialectical, arbi¬ 
trary. But whereas transitive knowledge, though important if 
true, may always be challenged, intuition, on the contrary, which 
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neither has nor professes to have any ulterior object or truth, runs 
no risk of error, because it claims no jurisdiction over anything 
alien or eventual. 

In this lucidity and calmness of intuition there is something 
preternatural. Imagine a child accustomed to see clothes only on 
living persons and hardly distinguishing them from the magical 
strong bodies that agitate them, and suddenly carry this child into 
a costumer's shop, where he will see all sorts of garments hung in 
rows upon manikins, with hollow breasts all of visible wire, and 
little wooden nobs instead of heads: he might be seriously shocked 
or even frightened. How should it be possible for clothes standing 
up like this not to be people? Such abstractions, he might say to 
himself, are metaphysically impossible. Either these figures must 
be secretly alive and ready, when he least expects it, to begin to 
dance, or else they are not real at all, and he can only fancy that 
he sees them. Just as the spectacle of all these gaunt clothes with¬ 
out bodies might make the child cry, so later might the whole 
spectacle of nature, if ever he became a sceptic. The little word is 
has its tragedies: it marries and identifies different things with the 
greatest innocence: and yet no two are ever identical, and if therein 
lies the charm of wedding them and calling them one, therein too 
lies the danger. Whenever I use the word is, except in sheer tauto¬ 
logy, I deeply misuse it; and when I discover my error, the world 
seems to fall asunder and the members of my family no longer 
know one another. Existence is the strong body and familiar 
motion which the young mind expects to find in every dummy. 
The oldest of us are some times no less recalcitrant to the spectacle 
of the garments of existence—which is all we ever saw of it—— 
when the existence is taken away. Yet it is to these actual and 
familiar, but now disembowelled objects, that scepticism intro¬ 
duces us, as if to a strange world: a vast costumer’s gallery of ideas 
where all sorts of patterns and models are on exhibition, without 
bodies to wear them and where no human habits of motion dis¬ 
tract the eye from the curious cut and precise embroideries of every 
article. This display, so complete in its spectacular reality, not a 
button nor a feather wanting or unobserved, is not the living 
crowd that it ought to be, but a mockery of it, like the palace of 
the Sleeping Beauty. To my conventional mind, clothes without 
bodies are no less improper than bodies without clothes: yet the 
conjunction of these things is but human. All nature runs about 
naked, and quite happy: and I am not so remote from nature as 
not to revert on occasion to that nakedness—which is unconscious¬ 
ness—with profound relief. But ideas without things and apparel 
without wearers seem to me a stranger condition: I think the gar¬ 
ments were made to fit the limbs, and should collapse without 
them. Yet, like the fig leaves of Eden, they are not garments 
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essentially. They become such by accident, when one or another 
of them is appropriated by the providential buyer—not necessarily 
human—whose instinct may choose it; or else it is perfectly con¬ 
tent to miss its chance, and to lie stacked forever among its motley 
neighbours in this great store of neglected finery. 

It was the fear of illusion that originally disquieted the honest 
mind, congenitally dogmatic, and drove it in the direction of scep¬ 
ticism; and it may find three ways, not equally satisfying to its 
honesty, in which that fear of illusion may be dispelled. One is 
death, in which illusion vanishes and is forgotten; but although 
anxiety about error and even positive error, are thus destroyed, no 
solution is offered to the previous doubt: no explanation of what 
could have called forth that illusion or what could have dissipated 
it. Another way out is by correcting the error, and substituting 
a new belief for it: but while in animal life this is the satisfying 
solution, and the old habit of dogmatism may be resumed in conse¬ 
quence without practical inconvenience, speculatively the case is not 
at all advanced; because no criterion of truth is afforded except 
custom, comfort, and the accidental absence of doubt; and what is 
absent by chance may return at any time unbidden. The third 
way, at which I have now arrived, is to entertain the illusion with¬ 
out succumbing to it, accepting it openly as an illusion, and for¬ 
bidding it to claim any sort of being but that which it obviously 
has; and then, whether it profits me or not, it will not deceive me. 
What will remain of this non-deceptive illusion will then be a 
truth, and a truth the being of which requires no explanation, 
since it is utterly impossible that it should have been otherwise. Of 
course I may still ask why the identity of this particular thing with 
itself should have occurred to me', a question which could only be 
answered by plunging into a realm of existence and natural history, 
every part and principle of which would be just as contingent, just 
as uncalled-for, and just as inexplicable as this accident of my 
being; but that this particular thing, or any other which might 
have occurred to me instead, should be constituted as it is, raises no 
problem; for how could it have been constituted otherwise? Nor 
is there any. moral offense any longer in the contingency of my 
view of it, since my view of it involves no error. The error came 
from a wild belief about it; and the possibility of error came from 
a wild propensity to belief. Relieve now the pressure of that ani¬ 
mal haste and that hungry presumption; the error is washed out of 
the illusion; it is no illusion now, but an idea. Just as food would 
cease to be food, and poison might nourish or infect; and just as 
beautiful things would cease to be beautiful if you removed the 
wonder and the welcome of living souls; so if you eliminate your 
anxiety, deceit itself becomes entertainment, and every illusion but 
so much added acquaintance with the realm of form. For the 
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unintelligible accident of existence will cease to appear to lurk in 
this manifest being, weighting and crowding it, and threatening it 
with being swallowed up by nondescript neighbours. It will ap¬ 
pear dwelling in its own world, and shining by its own light, 
however brief may be my glimpse of it: for no date will be written 
on it, no frame of full or empty time will shut it in; nothing in it 
will be addressed to me, nor suggestive of any spectator. It will 
seem an event in no world, an incident in no experience. The 
quality of it will have ceased to exist: it will be merely the quality 
which it inherently, logically, and inalienably is. It will be an 
essence. 

Benedetto Croce 

Benedetto Croce was born at Avezzano, Italy, in 

1866. Early in life he moved to Naples, with which 

city many of his writings are connected. Croce is of 

primary importance by reason of his scholarship and 

contributions to literature. In the field of philosophy 

he has stimulated a distinct revival of interest particularly 

in the field of modern thought through his interpreta¬ 

tions of the work of Vico and Hegel. Croce represents, 

particularly in his study of aesthetics, a protest against 

the thought of Lessing, Hegel and other followers of 

Kantian principles of aesthetic judgment. 

According to Croce the act of expression is a mental 

creation of the artist. Its outward expression in mater¬ 

ial form is but a copy of the genuinely creative act. 

Beauty, as we commonly understand it, is therefore out¬ 

side the field of aesthetic criticism. The genuine func¬ 

tion of criticism is to portray for us the mental condition 

of the mind of the artist. The material manifestations 

of his mind, in so far as they relate to what we call 

artistic technique, have nothing to do with our apprecia¬ 

tion of the beauty of the creative act of art. It will be 

seen, therefore, that Croce represents a revolt against 

materialism and naturalism. In some measure his 

thought is related to that of Bergson, though he does 
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not agree with Bergson in the latter’s tendency to wholly 

reject the intellectual element. 

Among the philosophical works written by Bene¬ 

detto Croce are the following: "Aesthetics,” "Logic,” 

“Ethics,” and, in collaboration with Gentile, "Classical 

Studies of Modern Philosophy”. 

The Absolute Spirit 
From the Proceedings of the Sixth International Congress of 

Philosophy 
Translation by Raffaelo Piccoh 

Edited by E. S. Brightman 

The New Philosophy 
Courtesy of Longmans, Green and Company. 

Reprinted by permission of the Committee on Publication of the 
Sixth International Congress of Philosophy. 

I believe that, if not all, at least many students of philosophy 
will be ready to acknowledge, as an actual fact, that there are two 
conceptions which have become superannuated and almost foreign 
to the spirit of modern thought, two words which have lost all 
authority, and now even lend themselves either to suspicion or to 
derision: the conception of metaphysics, that is, of the research of a 
reality which should be above and beyond experience; and the con¬ 
ception of a systematic or final philosophy, that is, of the construc¬ 
tion of a closed system which should once for all constrict reality, or 
the supreme reality, within its bounds. 

It is a double negation which, if we look carefully into it, 
reveals itself as the double aspect of a single one; of the negation 
of a transcendent world, and, through it, of the conception of 
philosophy as theology. It is only in so far as we presume to know 
a transcendent world that we may look for a closed and final 
system, for truth as an immovable entity in opposition to the 
historical knowledge of passing facts, and of a world which is con- 

- stantly either passing or becoming. 
It is true that there are minds which are not yet resigned to this 

disaffection, to this divorce of modern thought from metaphysics 
and the closed systems; but I believe it to rest on solid founda¬ 
tions, and it would be easy for me to support my personal opinion 
by appealing to the consensus of the highest minds of modern times, 
and even to the general tendency and behavior of the whole modern 
epoch under its most peculiar and distinctive aspects; but an his¬ 
torical demonstration would be entirely out of place when speak¬ 
ing to a learned audience. It is well known that the conception of 
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metaphysics and of the closed system had its origin in antiquity 
and reached its climax in mediaeval scholasticism; that every phil¬ 
osophical movement in the modern age, from the Renaissance with 
its appreciation of humanism, to the rationalistic and empiricistic 
schools of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, from the idealo- 
gical systems with their historical leanings, to positivism and its 
naturalistic tendencies, was in one way or another a reaction against 
ii; and finally, that Bruno and Vico, Locke and Hume, Descartes 
and Kant, Hegel and Comte, though among waverings and survi¬ 
vals and partial returns, all worked for the general erosion of trans¬ 
cendence. And the physiognomy of modern society, so different 
from the mediaeval world and so unascetic, is before the eyes of us 
all. And finally, the concept of tolerance, which modern history 
has reached through the wars of religion; what does it import, hut 
that truth has loosened its grasp in the depth of our conscience, 
since tolerance is made possible only by indifference, or at least by 
the fact that theology has been confined to a place of minor im 
portance? For a counterproof it is enough to recall that the Cath 
olic Church, with its inflexible logic, condemns both modern phi¬ 
losophy and modern life in its Syllabus. 

If philosophy does not give us either a knowledge of the tran¬ 
scendent, or the final truth, it is clear that it cannot be anything 
but experience, as immanent as experience is, and, like experience, 
subject to perpetual growth and change. From these premises it 
has been hastily inferred that philosophy has ceased to accomplish 
any legitimate function and the bankruptcy of philosophy has be¬ 
come something of a catchword, history and science being regarded 
as the modern substitutes for philosophy. But the truth of the 
matter is that the one which is bankrupt, or on the way to bank¬ 
ruptcy, is only transcendent and theological philosophy, and that 
by ridding itself of all theological implications, philosophy has 
asserted its nature more energetically than ever before, and in greater 
conformity with out times. 

The nature of philosophy consists in an inquiry concerning the 
categories of experience, the ideas or "values,” as it is the fashion 
to call them, or, in other words, the Spirit in its forms and in the 
distinction and unity of its forms. For this part also it would be 
possible to prove, by an historical demonstration, that genuine 
philosophy has never been anything but this, even in antiquity, 
even in the Middle Ages, not to speak of modern times which have 
produced the Discours de la Methode, the Scienza Nuova, the 
Kritik der reinen Vernunt and Hegel’s logic. It would be possible 
to prove that the theological and transcendent conception, when it 
did not constitute the negative element against which philosophy 
fought and developed its strength, was a mere husk, with which, 
more or less unconsciously, it protected itself while opening new 
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paths; and that all the acquisitions made by philosophy are recog¬ 
nizable as successive increments of our knowledge of the way in 
which the Spirit works to produce art and science and practical and 
moral actions. But I shall leave aside, for the reasons given above, 
any testimonials which could be drawn from the history of phil¬ 
osophy. 

John Dewey 

John Dewey was born at Burlington, Vermont, in 

1859. He attended the University of Vermont from 

which he was graduated in 1879, and in 1884 he received 

his doctorate in philosophy from John Hopkins Uni¬ 

versity. In that year he received appointment as instruc¬ 

tor in the department of philosophy at the University 

of Michigan. In 1894 he associated himself with the 

University of Chicago and in 1902 became director of 

the school of education in that university. While in 

this position he developed his theories concerning inter¬ 

est and the self-activity of the learner and in connection 

with them re-organized the teaching in the high school 

connected with the University of Chicago. In 1904 he 

accepted an appointment as professor of philosophy at 

Columbia University and remained in this position until 

his retirement from active service at the age of seventy. 

Dewey’s greatest accomplishments have been along 
the line of reform in classroom procedure. As a phil¬ 

osopher he has followed the lead of his illustrious pre¬ 

decessor, William James. Though Dewey himself is 

inclined to scoff at classifications according to systems 

of philosophical thought, yet he himself belongs among 

those called “Instrumentalists”. The justice in so consid¬ 

ering him is made apparent by his own definition that 

“Truth means the effective capacity of the idea to make 

good”. He maintains that in thought new meanings 

attach themselves to old ideas because of the new situa¬ 

tions to which the old ideas are forced to adjust them- 
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selves. In the field of ethics he likewise maintains that 

new situations demand new ideals and new moral codes. 

Among the writings of John Dewey the following 
are important: 

Outline of a Critical Theory of Ethics. 
* My Pedagogical Creed. 

The School and Society. 

Interest and Effort in Education. 

Studies in Logical Theory. 

German Philosophy and Politics. 

Reconstruction in Philosophy. 

Human Nature and Conduct. 

The Public and its Problems. 

The R6le of Philosophy in the History of Civilization 

From the Proceedings of the Sixth International Congress of 
Philosophy 

Edited by E. S. Brightman 

Courtesy of Longmans, Green and Company 
Reprinted by permission of the Committee on Publication of the 

Sixth International Congress of Philosophy. 

In philosophy we are dealing with something comparable to 
the meaning of Athenian civilization or of a drama or a, lyric. 
Significant history is lived in the imagination of man, and philos¬ 
ophy is a further excursion of the imagination into its own prior 
achievements. All that is distinctive of man, marking him off from 
the clay he walks upon or the potatoes he eats, occurs in his thought 
and emotions, in what we have agreed to call consciousness. To 
know the structure of sticks and stones, an enterprise in which, of 
course, truth is essential, apart from whatever added control it may 
yield, marks in the end but an enrichment of consciousness, of the 
area of meanings. Were significance identical with existence, were 
values the same as events, idealism would be the only possible 
philosophy. Thus scientific thought itself is finally but a function 
of the imagination in enriching life with the significance of things; 
it is of its peculiar essence that it must also submit to certain tests 
of application and control. 

It is commonplace that physically and existentially man can 
but make a superficial and transient scratch upon the outermost 
rind of the world. It has become cheap intellectual pastime to con¬ 
trast the infinitesimal pettiness of man with the vastness of the 
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stellar universe. Yet all such comparisons are illicit. We cannot 
compare existence and meaning; they are disparate. The char¬ 
acteristic life of man is itself the meaning of vast stretches of exist¬ 
ence, and without it the latter have no value or significance. There 
is no measure of physical existence and conscious experience because 
the latter is the only measure there is for the former. The signifi¬ 
cance of being, though not its existence, is the emotion it stirs, the 
thought it sustains. 

It follows that there is no specifiable difference between philos¬ 
ophy and its role in the history of civilization. Discover and define 
some characteristic, some unique function in civilization, and you 
have defined philosophy itself. To try to define philosophy in any 
other way is to search for a will-o’-the-wisp; the conceptions which 
result are of purely private interpretation for they only exemplify 
the particular philosophies of their authorship and interpretation. 
Take the history of philosophy from whatever angle and in what¬ 
ever cross-section you please, Indian, Chinese, Athenian, the Euro 
pean of the twelfth or the twentieth century, and you find a load 
of traditions proceeding from an immemorial past. You find cer¬ 
tain preoccupying interests that appear hypnotic in their rigid hold 
upon imagination and you also find certain resistances, certain 
dawning rebellions, in struggle to escape and to express some fresh 
value of life. The preoccupations may be political and artistic as 
in Athens; they may be economic and scientific as to-day. But in 
any case, there is a certain intellectual work to be done, the domi¬ 
nant interest working throughout the minds of masses of men has 
to be clarified, a result which can be accomplished only by selection, 
elimiriation, reduction, and formulation; it has to be intellectually 
forced, exaggerated, in order to be focussed, to be, that is, intellectu¬ 
ally in consciousness, since all clear consciousness by its very nature 
marks a wrenching of something from its subordinate place to 
confer upon it a centrality which is existentially absurd. Where 
there is sufficient depth and range of meanings for consciousness to 
arise at all, there is a function of adjustment, of logical reconcilia¬ 
tion of the ruling interest of the period with preoccupations which 
had a different origin and an irrelevant meaning. Consider, for 
example, the uneasy restless effort of Plato to adapt his new mathe¬ 
matical insights and his political aspirations to the traditional habits 
of Athens; the almost humorously complacent union of Christian 
supernaturalism in the Middle Ages with the naturalism of pagan 
Greece; the still fermenting effort of the recent age to unite the new 
science of nature with inherited classic and mediaeval institutions. 
The life of all thought is to effect a junction at some point of the 
new and the old, of deep-sunk customs and unconscious disposi¬ 
tions, brought to the light of attention by some conflict with newly 
emerging directions of activity. Philosophies which emerge at dis- 
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tinctive periods define the larger patterns of continuity which are 
woven in effecting the longer enduring junctions of a stubborn past 
and an insistent future. 

Philosophy thus sustains the closest connection with the history 
of culture, with the succession of changes in civilization. It is fed 
by the streams of tradition, traced at critical moments to their 
sources in order that the current may receive a new direction; it is 
fertilized by the ferment of new inventions in industry, new explor¬ 
ation of the globe, new discoveries in science. But philosophy is 
not just a passive reflex of civilization that persists through changes 
while persisting. It is itself a change; the patterns formed in this 
junction of the new and the old are prophecies rather than records; 
they are policies, attempts to forestall subsequent developments. 
The intellectual registrations which constitute a philosophy are 
generative just because they are selecting and eliminating exaggera¬ 
tions. While purporting to say that such and such is and always 
has been the purport of the record of nature, in effect they pro¬ 
claim that such and such should be the significant value to which 
mankind should loyally attach itself . . . 

Thus philosophy marks a change of culture. In forming pat¬ 
terns to be conformed to in future thought and action, it is additive 
and transforming in its role in the history of civilization. Man 
states anything at his peril; once stated, it occupies a place in a new 
perspective; it attains a permanence which does not belong to its 
existence; it enters provokingly into wont and use; it points in 
troubling way to need of new endeavors. I do not mean that the 
creative element in the role of philosophy is necessarily the domi¬ 
nant one; obviously its formulations have been often chiefly con¬ 
servative, justificatory of selected elements of traditions and received 
institutions. But even these preservative systems have had a trans¬ 
forming if not exactly a creative effect; they have lent the factors 
which were selected a power over later human imagination and 
sentiment which they would otherwise have lacked. And there 
are other periods, such as those of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries in Europe, when philosophy is overtly revolutionary in 
attitude. To themselves, the turn was just from complete error to 
complete truth; to later generations looking back, the alteration in 
strictly factual content does not compare with that in desire and 
tendency of effort. 

The Development of American Pragmatism— 
Pragmatism and Instrumentalism 

From Studies in the History of Ideas, Vol. II. Courtesy of 
Columbia University Press. Reprinted by Permission 

The origin of Pragmatism goes back to Charles Sanders Peirce, 
the son of one of the most celebrated mathematicians of the United 
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States, and himself very proficient in the science of mathematics: 
he is one of the founders of the modern symbolic logic of rela¬ 
tions. Unfortunately Peirce was not at all a systematic writer 
and never expounded his ideas in a single system. The pragmatic 
method which he developed applies only to a very narrow and lim¬ 
ited universe of discourse. After William James had extended the 
scope of the method, Peirce wrote an exposition of the origin of 
pragmatism as he had first conceived it; it is from this exposition 
that we take the following passages. 

The term “pragmatic,” contrary to the opinion of those who 
regard pragmatism as an exclusively American conception, was sug¬ 
gested to him by the study of Kant. In the Metaphysic of Morals 
Kant established a distinction between pragmatic and practical. 
The latter term applies to moral laws which Kant regards as 
a priori, whereas the former term applies to the rules of art and 
technique which are based on experience and are applicable to ex¬ 
perience. Peirce, who was an empiricist, with the habits of mind, 
as he put it, of the laboratory, consequently refused to call his sys¬ 
tem “practicalism,” as some of his friends suggested. As a logician 
he was interested in the art and technique of real thinking, and 
especially as far as pragmatic method is concerned in the art of 
making concepts clear, or of construing adequate and effective defini¬ 
tions in accord with the spirit of scientific method. 

Following his own words, for a person “who still thought in 
Kantian terms most readily, ‘praktisch’ and “pragmatisch’ were as 
far apart as the two poles; the former belonging in a region of 
thought where no mind of the experimental type can ever make 
sure of solid ground under his feet, the latter expressing relation 
to some definite human purpose. Now quite the most striking 
feature of the new theory was its recognition of an inseparable con¬ 
nection between rational cognition and rational purpose.” 

In alluding to the experimental type of mind, we are brought 
to the exact meaning given by Peirce to the word “pragmatic”. In 
speaking of an experimentalist as a man whose intelligence is formed 
in the laboratory, he said: “Whatever assertion you may make 
to him, he will either understand as meaning that if a given pre¬ 
scription for an experiment ever can be and ever is carried out in 
act, an experience of a given description will result, else he will see 
no sense at all in what you say”. And thus Peirce developed" the 
theory that “the rational purport of a word or other expression, 
lies exclusively in its conceivable bearing upon conduct, if one can 
define accurately all the conceivable experimental phenomena which 
the affirmation or denial of a concept could imply, one will have 
therein a complete definition of concept.” 

The essay in which Peirce developed his theory bears the title: 
How to Make Our Ideas Clear . There is a remarkable similarity 
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here to Kant’s doctrine in the efforts which he made to interpret 
the universality of concepts in the domain of experience in the same 
way in which Kant established the law of practical reason in the 
domain of the a priori. “The rational meaning of every proposi¬ 
tion lies in the future . . . But of the myriads of forms into which 
a proposition may be translated, what is that one which is to be 
called its very meaning? It is, according to the pragmatist, that 
form in which the proposition becomes applicable to human con¬ 
duct, not in these or those special circumstances, nor when one 
entertains this or that special design, but that form which is most 
directly applicable to self-control under every situation, and to 
every purpose.’’ So also, “the pragmatist does not make the 
summum bonum to consist in action, but makes it to consist in 
that process of evolution whereby the existent comes more and 
more to embody generals . . . ’’—in other words—the process 
whereby the existent becomes, with the aid of action, a body of 
rational tendencies or of habits generalized as much as possible. 
These statements of Peirce are quite conclusive with respect to two 
errors which are commonly committed in regard to the ideas of the 
founder of pragmatism. It is often said of pragmatism that it 
makes action the end of life. It is also said of pragmatism that it 
subordinates thought and rational activity to particular ends of 
interest and profit. It is true that the theory according to Peirce’s 
conception implies essentially a certain relation to action, to human 
conduct. But the role of action is that of an intermediary. In 
order to be able to attribute a meaning to concepts, one must be 
able to apply them to existence. Now it is by means of action that 
this application is made possible. And the modification of exist¬ 
ence which results from this application constitutes the true mean¬ 
ing of concepts. 

Pragmatism is, therefore, far from being that glorification of 
action for its own sake which is regarded as the peculiar character¬ 
istic of American life. It is also to be noted that there is a scale 
of possible applications of concepts to existence, and hence a diver¬ 
sity of meanings. The greater the extension of the concepts, the 
more they are freed from the restrictions which limit them to 
particular cases, the more is it possible for us to attribute the most 
general meaning to a term. Thus the theory of Peirce is opposed 
lo every restriction of the meaning of a concept, to the achievement 
of a particular end, and still more to a personal aim. It is still 
more strongly opposed to the idea that reason or thought should 
be reduced to being a servant of any interest which is pecuniary or 
too narrow. This theory was American in its origin in so far as 
it insisted on the necessity of human conduct and the fulfillment 
of some aim in order to clarify thought. But at the same time, it 
disapproves of those aspects of American life which make action 
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an end in itself, and which conceive ends too narrowly and too 
practically. In considering a system of philosophy in its relation 
to national factors it is necessary to keep in mind not only the 
aspects of life which are incorporated in the system, but also the 
aspects against which the system is a protest. There never was a 
philosopher who has merited the name for the simple reason that 
he glorified the tendencies and characteristics of his social environ¬ 
ment; just as it is also true that there never has been a philosopher 
who has not seized upon certain aspects of the life of his time and 
idealized them. 

The work commenced by Peirce was continued by William 
James. In one sense James narrowed the application of Peirce's 
pragmatic method, but at the same time he extended it. The arti¬ 
cles which Peirce wrote in 1878 commanded almost no attention 
from philosophical circles, which were then under the dominating 
influence of the neo-Kantian idealism of Green, of Caird, and of 
the Oxford School, excepting those circles in which the Scottish 
philosophy of common sense maintained its supremacy. In 1898 
James inaugurated the new pragmatic movement in an address 
entitled, “Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results,” later 
reprinted in the volume. Collected Essays and Reviews. Even in 
this early study one can easily notice the presence of those two 
tendencies to restrict and at the same time to extend early pragma¬ 
tism. After having quoted the psychological remark of Peirce that 
“beliefs are really rules for action, and the whole function of think¬ 
ing is but one step in the production of habits of action,” and that 
every idea which we frame for ourselves of an object is really an, 
idea of the possible effects of that object, he expressed the opinion 
that all these principles could be expressed more broadly than 
Peirce expressed them. “The ultimate test for us of what truth 
means is indeed the conduct it dictates or inspires. But it inspires 
that conduct because it first foretells some particular turn to our 
experience which shall call for just that conduct from us. And 1 
should prefer to express Peirce’s principle by saying that the effec¬ 
tive meaning of any philosophic proposition can always be brought 
down to some particular consequence, in our future practical ex¬ 
perience, whether active or passive; the point lying rather in the 
fact that the experience must be particular, than in the fact that it 
must be active.” In an essay written in 1908 James repeats this 
statement and states that whenever he employs the term “the prac¬ 
tical,” he means by it, “the distinctively concrete, the individual, 
the particular and effective as opposed to the abstract, general and 
inert—‘Pragmata’ are things in their plurality—particular conse¬ 
quences can perfectly well be of a theoretic nature.” 

William James alluded to the development which he gave to 
Peirce s expression of the principle. In one sense one can say that 
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he enlarged the bearing of the principle by the -substitution of 
particular consequences for the general rule or method applicable 
to future experience. But in another sense this substitution limited 
the application of the principle since it destroyed the importance 
attached by Peirce to the greatest possible application of the rule, or 
the habit of conduct—its extension to universality. That is to 
say, William James was much more of a nominalist than Peirce. 

, One can notice an extension of pragmatism in the above pas¬ 
sage. James there alludes to the use of a method of determining 
the meaning of truth. Since truth is a term and has consequently 
a meaning, this extension is a legitimate application of pragmatic 
method. But it should be remarked that here this method serves 
only to make clear the meaning of the term, and has nothing to do 
with the truth of a particular judgment. The principal reason 
which led James to give a new color to pragmatic method was 
that he was preoccupied with applying the method to determine 
the meaning of philosophical problems and questions and that 
moreover, he chose to submit to examination philosophical notions 
of a theological or religious nature. He wished to establish a cri¬ 
terion which would enable one to determine whether a given phil¬ 
osophical question has an authentic and vital meaning or whether, 
on the contrary it was trivial and purely verbal; and in the former 
case, what interests were at stake, when one accepts and affirms 
one or the other of two theses in dispute. Peirce was above all a 
logician; whereas James was an educator and wished to force the 
general public to realize that certain problems, certain philosophical 
debates have a real importance for mankind, because the beliefs 
which they bring into play lead to very different modes of conduct. 
If this important distinction is not grasped, it is impossible to 
understand the majority of the ambiguities and errors which belong 
to the later period in the pragmatic movement. 

James took as an example the controversy between theism and 
materialism. It follows from this principle that if the course of 
the world is considered as completed, it is equally legitimate to 
assert that God or matter was its cause. Whether one way or the 
other, the facts are what they are, and it is they which determine 
whatever meaning is to be given to their cause. Consequently the 
name which we can give to this cause is entirely arbitrary. It is 
entirely different if we take the future into account. God then has 
the meaning of a power concerned with assuring the final triumph 
of ideal and spiritual values, and matter becomes a power indiff¬ 
erent to the triumph or defeat of these values. And our life takes a 
different direction according as we adopt one or the other of 
these alternatives. In the lectures on pragmatism published in 
1907, he applies the same criticism to the philosophical problem 
of the One and Many, that is to say of Monism and Pluralism, as 
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well as to other questions. Thus he shows that Monism is equiva¬ 
lent to rigid universe where everything is fixed and immutably 
united to others, where indetermination, free choice, novelty, and 
the unforseen in experience have no place; a universe which demands 
the sacrifice of the concrete and complex diversity of things to the 
simplicity and nobility of an architectural structure. In what con¬ 
cerns our beliefs, Monism demands a rationalistic temperament 
leading to a fixed and dogmatic attitude. Pluralism, on the other 
hand, leaves room for contingence, liberty, novelty, and gives com¬ 
plete liberty of action to the empirical method, which can be greatly 
extended. It accepts unity where it finds it, but it does not attempt 
to force the vast diversity of events and things into a single rational 
mold. 

From the point of view of an educator or of a student or, if 
you will, of those who are thoroughly interested in these problems, 
in philosophical discussions and controversies, there is no reason for 
contesting the value of this application of pragmatic method, but 
it is no less important to determine the nature of this application. 
It affords a means of discovering the implications for human life of 
philosophical conceptions which are often treated as of no impor¬ 
tance and of a purely dialectical nature. It furnished a criterion 
for determining the vital implications of beliefs which present 
themselves as alternatives in any theory. Thus as he himself said, 
“the whole function of philosophy ought to be to find the char¬ 
acteristic influences which you and I would undergo at a deter¬ 
minate moment of our lives, if one or the other formula of the uni¬ 
verse were true.’’ However, in saying that the whole function of 
philosophy has this aim, it seems that he is referring rather to the 
teaching than to the construction of philosophy. For such a state¬ 
ment implies that the world formulas have already all been made, 
and that the necessary work of producing them has already been 
finished, so that there remains only to define the consequences which 
are reflected in life by the acceptance of one or the other of these 
formulas as true. 

From the point of view of Peirce, the object of philosophy 
would be rather to give a fixed meaning to the universe by formulas 
which correspond to our attitudes or our most general habits of 
response to the environment; and this generality depends on the 
extension of the applicability of these formulas to specific future 
events. The meaning of concepts of “matter” and of "God’''must 
be fixed before we can ever attempt to reach an understanding con¬ 
cerning the value of our belief in these terms. Materialism would 
signify that the world demands on our part a single kind of con¬ 
stant and general habits; and God would signify the demand for 
another type of habits; the difference between materialism and 
theism would be tantamount to the difference in the habits "required 
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to face all the detailed facts of the universe. The world would be 
one in so far as it would be possible for us to form a single habit 
of action which would take account of all future existences and 
would be applicable to them. It would be many in so far as it is 
necessary for us to form several habits, differing from each other 
and irreducible to each other in order to be able to meet the events 
in the world and control them. In short, Peirce wrote as a logician 
and James as a humanist. 

' William James accomplished a new advance in Pragmatism by 
his theory of the will to believe, or as he himself later called it, the 
right to believe. The discovery of the fundamental consequences 
of one or another belief has without fail a certain influence on that 
belief itself. If a man cherishes novelty, risk, opportunity and a 
variegated esthetic reality, he will certainly reject any belief m 
Monism, when he clearly perceives the import of this system. But 
if, from the very start, he is attracted by esthetic harmony, classic 
proportions, fixity even to the extent of absolute security and logi¬ 
cal coherence, it is quite natural that he should put faith in Monism. 
Thus William James took into account those motives of instinc¬ 
tive sympathy which play a greater role in our choice of a philos¬ 
ophic system than formal reasonings; and he thought that we 
would be rendering a service to the cause of philosophical sincerity 
if we would openly recognize the motives which inspire us. He 
also maintained the thesis that the greater part of philosophic prob¬ 
lems and especially those which touch on religious fields are of such 
a nature that they are not susceptible of decisive evidence one way 
or the other. Consequently he claimed the right of a man to choose 
his beliefs not only in the presence of proofs or conclusive facts, 
but also in the absence of all evidence of this nature, and above all 
when he is forced to choose between one meaning or another or 
when by refusing to choose, his refusal is itself equivalent to a 
choice. The theory of the will to believe gives rise to misunder¬ 
standings and even to ridicule; and therefore it is necessary to under¬ 
stand clearly in what way James used it. We are always obliged to 
act in any case; our actions and with them their consequences actu¬ 
ally change according to the beliefs which we have chosen. More¬ 
over it may be that, in order to discover the proofs which will 
ultimately be the intellectual justification of certain beliefs—the 
belief in freedom, for example, or the belief in God—it is necessary 
to begin to act in accordance with this belief. 

In his lectures on Pragmatism, and in his volume of essays 
bearing the title The Meaning of Truth, which appeared in 1909, 
James extended the use of the pragmatic method to the problem of 
the nature of truth. So far we have considered the pragmatic 
method as an instrument in determining the meaning of words and 
the vital importance of philosophic beliefs. Now and then we 
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have made allusion to the future consequences which are implied. 
James showed, among other things, that in certain philosophic con¬ 
ceptions, the affirmation of certain beliefs could be justified by 
means of the nature of their consequences, or by the differences 
which these beliefs make in existence. But then why not push the 
argument to the point of maintaining that the meaning of truth 
in general is determined by its consequences? We must not forget 
here that James was an empiricist before he was a pragmatist, and 
repeatedly stated that pragmatism is merely empiricism pushed to 
its legitimate conclusions. From a general point of view, the prag¬ 
matic attitude consists in “looking away from first things, prin¬ 
ciples, ‘categories,’ supposed necessities; and of looking towards 
last things, fruits, consequences, facts.’’ It is only one step further 
to apply the pragmatic method to the problem of truth. In the 
natural sciences there is a tendency to identify truth in any partic¬ 
ular case with a verification. The verification of a theory, or of a 
concept, is carried on by the observation of particular facts. Even 
the most scientific and harmonious physical theory is merely an 
hypothesis until its implications, deduced by mathematical reason • 
ing or by any other kind of inference, are verified by observed facts. 
What direction, therefore, must an empirical philosopher take who 
wishes to arrive at a definition of truth by means of an empirical 
method? He must, if he wants to apply this method, and with¬ 
out bringing in for the present the pragmatic formula, first find 
particular cases from which he then generalizes. It is therefore in 
submitting conceptions to the control of experience, in the process 
of verifying them, that one finds examples of what is called truth. 
Therefore the philosopher who applies this empirical method, with¬ 
out the least prejudice in favor of pragmatic doctrine, can be 
brought to conclude that truth “means’’ verification, or if one pre¬ 
fers, that verification either actual or possible, is the definition of 
truth. 

In combining this conception of empirical method with the 
theory of pragmatism, we come upon other important philosophical 
results. The classic theories of truth in terms of the coherence or 
compatibility of terms, and of the correspondence of an idea with a 
thing, hereby receive a new interpretation. A merely mental coher¬ 
ence without experimental verification does not enable us to get 
beyond the realm of hypothesis. If a notion or a theory makes 
pretense of corresponding to reality or to the facts, this pretense 
cannot be put to the test and confirmed or refuted except by 
causing it to pass over into the realm of action and by noting 
the results which it yields in the form of the concrete observable 
facts to which this notion or theory leads. If, in acting upon this 
notion, we are brought to the fact which it implies or which it 
demands, then this notion is true. A theory corresponds to the 
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facts because it leads to the facts which are its consequences, by the 
intermediary of experience. And from this consideration of the 
pragmatic generalization is drawn that all knowledge is prospec¬ 
tive in its results, except in the case where notions and theories 
after having been first prospective in their application, have already 
been tried out and verified. Theoretically, however, even such 
verifications or truths could not be absolute. They would be 
based upon practical or moral certainty, but they are always sub¬ 
ject to being corrected by unforeseen future consequences or by 
observed facts which had been disregarded. Every proposition 
concerning truths is really in the last analysis hypothetical and 
provisional, although a large number of these propositions have 
been so frequently verified without fail that we are justified in 
using them as if they were absolutely true. But logically absolute 
truth is an ideal which cannot be realized, at least not until all the 
facts have been registered, or as James says "bagged,” and until it 
is no longer possible to make other observations and other experi¬ 
ences. 

Pragmatism, thus, presents itself as an extension of historical 
empiricism with this fundamental difference, that it does not insist 
upon antecedent phenomena but upon consequent phenomena; not 
upon the precedents but upon the possibilities of action, and this 
change in point of view is almost revolutionary in its consequences. 
An empiricism which is content with repeating facts already past 
has no place for possibility and for liberty. It cannot find room 
for general conceptions or ideas, at least no more than to consider 
them as summaries or records. But when we take the point of 
view of pragmatism we see that general ideas have a very different 
role to play than that of reporting and registering past experiences. 
Whereas, for empiricism, in a world already constructed and 
determined, reason or general thought has no other meaning than 
that of summing up particular cases, in a world where the future 
is not a mere word, where theories, general notions, rational ideas 
have consequences for action, reason necessarily has a constructive 
function. Nevertheless the conceptions of reasoning have only a 
secondary interest in comparison with the reality of facts, since 
they must be confronted with concrete observations. 

Pragmatism thus has a metaphysical implication. The doctrine 
of the value of consequences leads us to take the future into con¬ 
sideration. And this taking into consideration of the future take^ 
us to the conception of a universe whose evolution is not finished, 
of a universe which is still, in James’ term, "in the making,” "in 
the process of becoming,” of a universe up to a certain point still 

^^Consequently reason, or thought in its more general sense, has 
a real though limited function, a creative, constructive function. 
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If we form general ideas and if we put them in action, conse¬ 
quences are produced which could not be produced otherwise. 
Under these conditions the world will be different from what it 
would have been if thought had not intervened. This considera¬ 
tion confirms the human and moral importance of thought and of 
its reflective operation in experience. It is therefore not true to say 
that James treated reason, thought and knowledge with contempt, 
or that he regarded them as mere means of gaining personal or even 
social profits. For him reason has a creative function, limited be 
cause specific, which helps to make the world other than it would 
have been without it. It makes the world really more reasonable; 
it gives to it an intrinsic value. One will understand the philosophy 
of James better if one considers it in its totality as a revision of 
English empiricism, a revision which replaces the value of past 
experience, of what is already given, by the future, by that which 
is mere possibility. 

These considerations naturally bring us to the movement called 
instrumentalism. The survey which we have just made of James’ 
philosophy shows that he regarded conceptions and theories purely 
as instruments which can serve to constitute future facts in a specific 
manner. But James devoted himself primarily to the moral aspects 
of this theory, to the support which it gave to “meliorism” and 
moral idealism, and to the consequences which followed from it 
concerning the sentimental value and the bearing of various philos ¬ 
ophical systems, particularly to its destructive implications for 
monistic rationalism and for absolutism in all its forms. He never 
attempted to develop a complete theory of the forms or “structures” 
and of the logical operations which are founded on this conception. 
Instrumentalism is an attempt to constitute a precise logical theory 
of concepts, of judgments and inferences in their various forms, by 
considering primarily how thought functions in the experimental 
determinations of future consequences. That is to say, that it 
attempts to establish universally recognized distinctions and rules 
of logic by deriving them from the reconstructive or mediatfve 
function ascribed to reason. It aims to constitute a theory of the 
general forms of conception and reasoning, and not of this or that 
particular judgment or concept related to its own content, or to its 
particular implications. 

As far as the historical antecedents of instrumentalism are con¬ 
cerned, two factors are particularly important, over and above this 
matter of experimental verification which we have already men¬ 
tioned in connection with James. The first of these two factors is 
psychological, and the second is a critique of the theory of knowl¬ 
edge and of logic which has resulted from the theory proposed by 
neo-Kantian idealism and expounded in the logical writings of such 
philosophers as Lotze, Bosanquet, and F. H. Bradley. As we have 
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already said, neo-Kantian influence was very marked in the United 
States during the last decade of the nineteenth century. I myself 
and those who have collaborated with me in the exposition of 
instrumentalism, began by being neo-Kantians, in the same way 
that Peirce’s point of departure was Kantianism and that of James 
was the empiricism of the British School. 

The psychological tendencies which have exerted an influence 
on instrumentalism are of a biological rather than a physiological 
nature. They are closely related to the important movement whose 
promoter in psychology has been Doctor John Watson ancT to 
which he has given the name of Behaviourism. Briefly, the point 
of departure of this theory is the conception of the brain as an organ 
for the coordination of sense stimuli (to which one should add 
modifications caused by habit, unconscious memory, or what are 
called to-day “conditioned reflexes”) for the purpose of effecting 
appropriate motor responses. On the basis of the theory of organic 
evolution it is maintained that the analysis of intelligence and of 
its operations should be compatible with the order of known bio¬ 
logical facts, concerning the intermediate position occupied by the 
central nervous system in making possible responses to the environ¬ 
ment adequate to the needs of the living organism. It is particu¬ 
larly interesting to note that in the Studies in Logical Theory 
(1903), which was their first declaration, the instrumentalists 
recognized how much they owed to William James for having 
forged the instruments which they used, while at the same time, 
in the course of the studies, the authors constantly declared their 
belief in a close union of the “normative” principles of logic and the 
real processes of thought, in so far as these are determined by an 
objective or biological psychology and not by an introspective psy¬ 
chology of states of consciousness. But it is curious to note that 
the “instruments” to which allusion is made are not the considera¬ 
tions which were of the greater service to James. They precede 
his pragmatism and it is in one of the aspects of his Principles of 
Psychology that one must look for them. This important work 
(1890) really developed two distinct theses. 

The one is a re-interpretation of introspective psychology, in 
which James denies that sensations, images and ideas are discrete 
and in which he replaces them by a continuous stream which he 
calls “the stream of consciousness”. This conception necessitates 
a consideration of relations as an immediate part of the field of 
consciousness, having the same status as qualities. And throughout 
his Psychology James gives a philosophical tinge to this conception 
by using it in criticizing the atomism of Locke and of Hume as 
well as the a-priorism of the synthesis of rational principles by Kant 
and his successors, among whom should be mentioned in England, 
Thomas Hill Green, who was then at the height of his influence. 
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The other aspect of his Principles of Psychology is of a biolog¬ 
ical nature. It shows itself in its full force in the criterion which 
James established for discovering the existence of mind. “The 
pursuance of future ends and the choice of means for their attain¬ 
ment are thus the mark and criterion of the presence of mentality in 
a phenomenon.” The force of this criterion is plainly shown in 
the chapter on Attention, and its relation to Interest considered as 
the force which controls it, and its teleological function of selec¬ 
tion and integration; in the chapter on Discrimination and Com¬ 
parison (Analysis and Abstraction), where he discusses the way 
in which ends to be attained and the means for attaining them 
evoke and control intellectual analysis; and in the chapter on Con¬ 
ception, where he shows that a general idea is a mode of signifying 
particular things and not merely an abstraction from particular 
cases or a super-empirical function,—that it is a teleological instru¬ 
ment. James then develops this idea in the chapter on Reasoning 
where he says that “the only meaning of essence is teleological, and 
that classification and conception are purely teleological weapons 
of mind.” 

Henri Louis Bergson 

Henri Bergson was born of Jewish parents at Paris 

in 1859. He attended the public schools and in 1881 

was graduated from the normal school of Paris. In 

1900 he was appointed professor of philosophy in 

the College of France. He came to America in 1913 

and lectured at Columbia University from which insti¬ 

tution he received the degree of doctor of letters. 

Bergson’s philosophy represents an effort to under¬ 
stand reality—especially the reality of time—through 

what this philosopher calls intuition. According to 

Bergson, intuition is “disinterested instinct which is not 

only self-conscious, but also capable of reflecting on its 

object and of enlarging it indefinitely’’. Bergson believes 

that the error of all prior philosophy is that, according 

to him, it has made an effort to understand reality by 

means of the intellect, or at least, by means of undue 

emphasis upon intellectual operations. The intellect 

can not, according to Bergson’s thought, help us to 
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understand since it gives us only spatial relationships. 

Instinct would help us to understand more clearly except 

that it concerns itself with situations and objects them¬ 

selves and not with the understanding. It is this point 

of view which leads Bergson to the thought of intuition, 
which is something between the intellect and instinct. 

Among Bergson’s famous books are the following: 

“Time and Free Will”; “Matter and Memory — An 

Essay upon the Relationship of Matter and Soul”; 

“Laughter—An Essay upon the Significance of the 

Comic”; “The Perception of Change”; and “An Intro¬ 

duction of Metaphysics”. It is from this latter book 

that the following excerpt has been taken. 

Introduction to Metaphysics—Intuition and 

Metaphysics 

Translation by T. E. Hulme 

Courtesy G. P. Putnam’s Sons, Publishers, New York and London 
Reprinted by permission 

When I direct my attention inward to contemplate my own 
self (supposed for the moment to be inactive), I perceive at first, 
as a crust solidified on the surface, all the perceptions which come 
to it from the material world. These perceptions are clear, distinct, 
juxtaposed or juxtaposable one with another; they tend to group 
themselves into objects. Next, I notice the memories which more 
or less adhere to these perceptions and which serve to interpret them. 
These memories have been detached, as it were, from the depth of 
my personality, drawn to the surface by the perceptions which 
resemble them; they rest on the surface of my mind without being 
absolutely myself. Lastly, I feel the stir of tendencies and motor 
habits—a crowd of virtual actions, more or less firmly bound to 
these perceptions and memories. All these clearly defined elements 
appear more distinct from me, the more distinct they are from each 
other. Radiating, as they do, from within outwards, they form, 
collectively, the surface of a sphere which tends to grow larger and 
lose itself in the exterior world. But if I draw myself in from the 
periphery towards the centre, if I search in the depth of my being 
for that which is most uniformly, most constantly, and most 
enduringly myself, I find an altogether different thing. 
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There is, beneath these sharply cut crystals and this frozen sur¬ 
face, a continuous flux which is not comparable to any flux I have 
ever seen. There is a succession of states, each of which announces 
that which follows and contains that which precedes it. They 
can, properly speaking, only be said to form multiple states when 
I have already passed them and turn back to observe their track. 
Whilst I was experiencing them they were so solidly organized, so 
profoundly animated with a common life, that I could not have 
said where any one of them finished or where another commenced. 
In reality no one of them begins or ends, but all extend into each 
other. 

This inner life may be compared to the unrolling of a coil, for 
there is no living being who does not feel himself coming gradually 
to the end of his role; and to live is to grow old. But it may just 
as well be compared to a continual rolling up, like that of a thread 
on a ball, for our past follows us, it swells incessantly with the 
present that it picks up on its way; and consciousness means 
memory. 

But actually it is neither an unrolling nor a rolling up, for 
these two similes evoke the idea of lines and surfaces whose parts 
are homogeneous and superposable on one another. Now, there 
are no two identical moments in the life of the same conscious 
being. Take the simplest sensation, suppose it constant, absorb 
in it the entire personality: the consciousness which will accom¬ 
pany this sensation cannot remain identical with itself for two 
consecutive moments, because the second moment always contains, 
over and above the first, the memory that the first has bequeathed 
to it. A consciousness which could experience two identical 
moments would be a consciousness without memory. It would 
die and be born again continually. In what other way could one 
represent unconsciousness? 

It would be better, then, to use as a comparison the myriad- 
tinted spectrum, with its insensible graduations leading from one 
shade to another. A current of feeling which passed along the 
spectrum, assuming in turn the tint of each of which would an¬ 
nounce the one to follow and would sum up those which preceded 
it. . . Strictly, there might well be no other duration than our own, 
as, for example, there might be no color in the world but orange. 
But just as a consciousness based on color, which sympathized 
internally with orange instead of perceiving it externally, would 
feel itself held between red and yellow, would even perhaps suspect 
beyond this last color a complete spectrum into which the con¬ 
tinuity from red to yellow might expand naturally, so the intui¬ 
tion of our duration, far from leaving us suspended in the void as 
pure analysis would do, brings us into contact with a whole con- 
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tinuity of durations which we must try to follow, whether down¬ 
wards or upwards; in both cases we transcend ourselves. In the 
first we advance towards a more and more attenuated duration, the 
pulsations of which, being rapider than ours, and dividing our 
simple sensation, dilute its quality into quantity; at the limit 
would be pure homogeneity, that pure repetition by which we 
define materiality. Advancing in the other direction, we approach 
a duration which strains, contracts, and intensifies itself more and 
more; at the limit would be eternity. No longer conceptual eter¬ 
nity, which is an eternity of death, but an eternity of life. A living 
and therefore still moving eternity in which our own particular 
duration would be included as the vibrations are in light; an eter¬ 
nity which would be the concentration of all duration, as material¬ 
ity is its dispersion. Between these two extreme limits intuition 
moves, and this movement is the very essence of metaphysics. 

Bertrand Russell 

Bertrand Russell was born at Trelleck, England, in 

1872. He was graduated from Trinity College, Cam¬ 

bridge University and later became associated with the 

university as a lecturer. In the early part of the World 

War he visited the United States in an effort to establish 

world peace. In the field of philosophy Russell is a 

representative of what is called Neo-Realism. His advo¬ 

cacy of this form of philosophy brought Russell into 

sharp conflict with Bergson, of whose thought he stands 

as probably the most prominent critic. 

For his contributions to philosophy Russell received 

in 1915 the Butler gold medal of Columbia University, 

which is awarded every fifth year to the one who is 

judged pre-eminent in the field of philosophical thought. 

Among Russell's contributions to philosophy are the 

following: “German Social Democracy”; “Philosophy 

of Leibniz”; “Philosophical Essays”; “The Philosophy 

of Bergson”; “Our Knowledge of the External World 

as a Field for Scientific Method in Philosophy; “and 

“Scientific Method in Philosophy”. 
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Sceptical Essays—The New Philosophy 

Courtesy of W. W. Norton and Company, Inc. 

Reprinted by Permission 

In the ’nineties, James was almost the only eminent figure, ex¬ 
cept among the very old, that stood out against German idealism. 
Schiller and Dewey had not yet begun to make themselves felt, and 
even James was regarded as a psychologist who need not be taken 
very seriously in philosophy. But with the year 1900 a revolt 
against German idealism began, not from a pragmatist point of 
view, but from a severely technical standpoint. In Germany, apart 
from the admirable works of Frege (which began in 1879, but 
were not read until recent years), Husserl’s Logische Untersuch- 
ungen, a monumental work published in 1900, soon began to exert 
a great effect. Meinong’s Ueber Annahmen (1902) and Gegen- 
standstheorie und Psychologie (1904) were influential in the same 
direction. In England, G. E. Moore and I began to advocate simi¬ 
lar views. His article on “The Nature of Judgment” was pub¬ 
lished in 1899; his Principia Ethica in 1903. My Philosophy of 
Leibniz appeared in 1910, and Principles of Mathematics in 1903. 
In France, the same kind of philosophy was vigorously cham¬ 
pioned by Couturat. In America, William James’ radical empiri¬ 
cism (without his pragmatism) was blended with the new logic 
to produce a radically new philosophy, that of the New Realists, 
somewhat later in date, but more revolutionary, than the European 
works mentioned above, although Mach’s Analyse der EmpRn- 
dungen had anticipated part of its teaching. 

The new philosophy which was thus inaugurated has not yet 
reached a final form, and is still in some respects immature. More¬ 
over there is a very considerable measure of disagreement among its 
various advocates. It is in parts somewhat abstruse. For these 
reasons, it is impossible to do more than set forth some of its salient 
features. 

The first characteristic of the new philosophy is that it aban¬ 
dons the claim to a special philosophic method or a peculiar brand 
of knowledge to be obtained by its means. It regards philosophy 
as essentially one with science, differing from the special sciences 
merely by the generality of its problems, and by the fact that it is 
concerned with the formation of hypotheses where empirical evi¬ 
dence is still lacking. It conceives that all knowledge is scientific 
knowledge, to be ascertained and proved by the methods of science. 
It does not aim, as previous philosophy has usually done, at state¬ 
ments about the universe as a whole, nor at the construction of a 
comprehensive system. It believes, on the basis of its logic, that 
there is no reason to deny the apparently piece-meal and higgledy- 
piggledy nature of the world. It does not regard the world as 
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“organic,” in the sense that, from any part adequately understood, 
the whole could be inferred, as the skeleton of an extinct monster 
can be inferred from a single bone. In particular, it does not 
attempt, as German idealism did, to deduce the nature of the world 
as a whole from the nature of knowledge. It regards knowledge 
as a natural fact like another, with no mystic significance and no 
cosmic importance. 

The new philosophy had originally three main sources: theory 
of knowledge, logic, and the principles of mathematics. Ever since 
Kant, knowledge had been conceived as an interaction, in which 
the thing known was modified by our knowledge of it, and there¬ 
fore always had certain characteristics due to our knowledge. It 
was also held (though not by Kant) to be logically impossible for 
a. thing to exist without being known. Therefore the properties 
acquired through being known were properties which everything 
must have. In this way, it was contended, we can discover a great 
deal about the real world by merely studying the conditions of 
knowledge. The new philosophy maintained, on the contrary, 
that knowledge, as a rule, makes no difference to what is known, 
and that there is not the slightest reason why there should not be 
things which are not known to any mind. Consequently theorv 
of knowledge ceases to be a magic key to open the door to the 
mysteries of the universe, and we are thrown back upon the plod¬ 
ding investigations of science. 

In logic, similarly, atomism replaced the “organic” view. It 
had been maintained that everything is affected in its intrinsic 
nature by its relations to everything else, so that a thorough knowl¬ 
edge of one thing would involve a thorough knowledge of the 
whole universe. The new logic maintained that the intrinsic 
character of a thing does not logically enable us to deduce its rela¬ 
tions to other things. An example will make the point clear. 
Leibniz maintains somewhere (and in this he agrees with modern 
idealists) that if a man is in Europe and his wife dies in India, 
there is an intrinsic change in the man at the moment of his wife’s 
death. Common sense would say that there is no intrinsic change 
in the man until he hears of his bereavement. This view is adopted 
by the new philosophy: its consequences are more far-reaching 
than they might appear to be at first sight. 

The principles of mathematics have always had an important 
relation to philosophy. Mathematics apparently contains a prion 
knowledge of a high degree of certainty, and most philosophy 
aspires to a priori knowledge. Ever since Zeno the Eleatic, philos¬ 
ophers of an idealistic caste have sought to throw discredit on 
mathematics by manufacturing contradictions which were designed 
to show that mathematicians had not arrived at real metaphysical 
truth, and that philosophers were able to supply a better brand. 



342 Bertrand Russell 

There is a great deal of this in Kant, and still more in Hegel. Dur¬ 
ing the nineteenth century, the mathematicians destroyed this part 
of Kant’s philosophy. Lobatchevsky, by inventing non-Euclidean 
geometry, undermined the mathematical argument of Kant’s tran¬ 
scendental aesthetic. Weierstrass proved that continuity does not 
involve infinitesimals; Georg Cantor invented a theory of con¬ 
tinuity and a theory of infinity which did away with all the old 
paradoxes upon which philosophers had battened. Frege showed 
that arithmetic follows from logic, which Kant had denied. All 
these results were obtained by ordinary mathematical methods, and 
were as indubitable as the multiplication table. Philosophers met 
the situation by not reading the authors concerned. Only the new 
philosophy assimilated the results, and thereby won an easy argu¬ 
mentative victory over the partisans of continued ignorance. 

The new philosophy is not merely critical. It is constructive, 
but as science is constructive, bit by bit and tentatively. It has a 
special technical method of construction, namely mathematical 
logic, a branch of mathematics, much more akin to philosophy than 
any of the traditional branches. Mathematical logic makes it 
possible, as it never was before, to see what is the outcome, Tor 
philosophy, of a given body of scientific doctrine, what entities 
must be assumed, and what relations between them. The philos¬ 
ophy of mathematics and physics has made immense advances by 
the help of this method; part of the outcome for physics has been 
set forth by Dr. Whitehead in three recent works. There is reason 
to hope that the method will prove equally fruitful in other fields, 
but it is too technical to be set forth here. 

A good deal of modern pluralist philosophy has been inspired 
by the logical analysis of propositions. At first this method was 
applied with too much respect for grammar; Meinong, for example, 
maintained that, since we can say truly “The round square does 
not exist,” there must be such an object as the round square, al¬ 
though it must be a non-existent object. The present writer'was 
at first not exempt from this kind of reasoning, but discovered in 
1905 how to escape from it by means of the theory of “descrip¬ 
tions,” from which it appears that the round square is not men¬ 
tioned when we say, “The round square does not exist.” It may 
seem absurd to spend time on such a ridiculous topic as the round 
square, but such topics often afford the best tests of logical theories. 
Most logical theories are condemned by the fact that they lead to 
absurdities; therefore the logician must be aware of absurdities and 
on the lookout for them. IVIany laboratory experiments would 
seem trivial to any one who did not know their relevance, and 
absurdities are the experiments of the logician. 

From preoccupation with the logical analysis of propositions 
the new philosophy had at first a strong tincture of Platonic and 
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mediaeval realism; it regards abstracts as having the same kind of 
existence that concretes have. From this view, as its logic per¬ 
fected itself, it became gradually more free. What remains is not 
such as to shock common sense. 

Although pure mathematics was more concerned than any other 
science in the first beginnings of the new philosophy, the most im¬ 
portant influence in the present day is physics. This has come 
about chiefly through the work of Einstein, which has funda¬ 
mentally altered our notions of space, time, and matter. This is 
not the place for an explanation of the theory of relativity, but a 
few words on some of its philosophical consequences are unavoid¬ 
able. 

Two specially important items in the theory of relativity, from 
the philosophical point of view, are: (1) that there is not a single 
all-embracing time in which all the events in the universe have 
their place; (2) that the conventional or subjective part in our 
observation of physical phenomena, though much greater than was 
formerly supposed, can be eliminated by means of a certain mathe¬ 
matical method known as the tensor calculus. I shall say nothing 
on this latter topic, as it is intolerably technical. 

As regards time, it must be understood, to begin with, that we 
are not dealing with a philosophical speculation, but with a theory 
necessitated by experimental results and embodied in mathematical 
formulae. There is the same sort of difference between the two as 
there is between the theories of Montesquieu and the American 
Constitution. What emerges is this: that while the events that 
happen to a given piece of matter have a definite time-order from 
the point of view of an observer who shares its motion, events 
which happen to pieces of matter in different places have not always 
a definite time-order. To be precise: If a light-signal is sent from 
the earth to the sun, and reflected back to the earth, it will return 
to the earth about sixteen minutes after it was sent out. The 
events which happen on the earth during those sixteen minutes are 
neither earlier nor later than the arrival of the light-signal at the 
sun. If we imagine observers moving in all possible ways with 
respect to the earth and the sun, observing the events on the earth 
during those sixteen minutes and also the arrival of the light-signal 
at the sun; if we assume that all these observers allow for the veloc¬ 
ity of light and employ perfectly accurate chronometers: then 
some of these observers will judge any given event on earth during 
those sixteen minutes to be earlier than the arrival of the light- 
signal at the sun, some will judge it to be later. All are equally 
right or equally wrong. From the impersonal standpoint of phy¬ 
sics, the events on earth during those sixteen minutes are neither 
earlier nor later than the arrival of the light-signal at the sun, nor 
yet simultaneous with it. We can only say that an event A in one 



344 Bertrand Russell 

piece of matter is definitely earlier than an event B in another, if 
light can travel from A to B, starting when the earlier event hap¬ 
pens (according to A’s time) and arriving before the later event 
happens (according to B’s time). Otherwise the apparent time- 
order of the two events will vary according to the observer, and 
will therefore not represent any physical fact. 

Russell—Philosophy 
Language With Its Relation to Truth and Falsehood 

Courtesy of W. W. Norton and Company, Inc. 

Reprinted by Permission 

As knowledge increases, words acquire meanings which are 
more precise and more complex; new words have to be introduced 
to express the less complex constituents which have been discovered 
A word is intended to describe something in the world; at first it 
does so very badly, but afterwards it gradually improves. Thus 
single words embody knowledge, although they do not make asser¬ 
tions. 

In an_ ideal logical language, there will be words of different 
kinds. First, proper names. Of these, however, there are no ex¬ 
amples in actual language. The words which are called proper 
names describe collections, which are always defined by some char¬ 
acteristic; thus assertions about “Peter" are really about everything 
that is Peterish". To get a true proper name, we should have to 
get to a single particular or a set of particulars defined by enumera¬ 
tion, not by a common quality. Since we cannot acquire knowl¬ 
edge of actual particulars, the words we use denote, in the best 
language we can make, either adjectives or relations between two or 
more terms. In addition to these, there are words indicative of 
structure: e.g., in “A is greater than B,” the words “is” and “than" 
have no separate meaning, but merely serve to show the “sense" of 
the relation “greater,” i.e., that it goes from A to B, not from B 
to A. 

Strictly speaking, we are still simplifying. True adjectives 
and relations will require particulars for their terms; the sort of 
adjectives we can know, such as “blue" and “round,” will not be 
applicable to particulars. They are therefore analogous to the ad¬ 
jective “populous" applied to a town. To say “this town is 
populous" means "many people live in this town”. A similar 
transformation would be demanded by logic in all the adjectives 
and relations we can know empirically. That is to say, no word 
that we can understand would occur in a grammatically correct 
account of the universe. 
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Leaving on one side the vagueness and inaccuracy of words, 
let us ask ourselves; in what circumstances do we feel convinced 
that we know a statement to be true or false as the case may be? 
A present statement will be regarded as true if, e.g., it agrees with 
recollection or perception; a past statement, if it raised expectations 
now confirmed. I do not mean to say that these are the only 
grounds upon which we regard statements as true; I mean that they 
are simple and typical, and worth examining. If you say “it was 
raining this morning,” I may recollect that it was or that it was 
not. One may perhaps say that the words “this morning” are 
associated for me with the word “raining” or with the words “not 
raining”. According to which occurs, I judge your statement 
true or false. If I have neither association, I do not judge your 
statement either true or false unless I have material for an infer¬ 
ence; and I do not wish to consider inference yet. If you say “the 
lights have gone out,” when I can see the lights shining, I judge 
that you speak falsely, because my perception is associated with 
the words “lights shining”. If you say “the lights will go out in 
a minute,” you produce a certain familiar kind of tension called 
“expectation,” and after a time you produce a judgment that you 
spoke falsely (if the lights do not go out) . These are the ordinary 
direct ways of deciding on the truth or falsehood of statements 
about past, present, or future. 

It is necessary to distinguish between direct and indirect grounds 
for accepting or rejecting statements. Pragmatism considers only 
indirect grounds. Broadly speaking, it considers a statement false 
when the consequences of accepting it are unfortunate. But this 
belongs to the region of inference. I ask you the way to the sta¬ 
tion, you tell me wrong, and I miss my train; I then infer that you 
told me wrong. But if you say “the lights are out” when I see 
them shining, I reject your statement without inference. In this 
case, something in my present circumstances is associated with 
words different from yours, and different in ways which I have 
learnt to regard as involving incompatibility. The ultimate test 
of falsehood is never, so I think, the nature of the consequences of 
a belief, but the association between words and sensible or remem¬ 
bered facts. A belief is “verified” when a situation arises which 
gives a feeling of expectedness in connection with it; it is falsified 
when the feeling is one of surprise. But this only applies to beliefs 
which await some future contingency for verification or refutation. 
A belief which is an immediate reaction to a situation—e.g., when 
you are waiting for a race to begin and presently you say “they’re 
off”—has no need of verification, but verifies other beliefs. And 
even where the confirmation of a belief is in the future, it is the 
expectedness, and the pleasantness, of the consequences that con¬ 
firms the truth of the belief. 
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Pope Pius XI 

Achille Ratti (Pope Pius XI) was born on May 

30, 1857, at Desio, a little town northwest of Milan. 

In early life he was taught by Father Volonteri, a pious 

priest who conducted classes in his own parish residence. 

To Achille, in whom he recognized a lad of special prom¬ 

ise, he devoted himself wholeheartedly and prepared him 

for entrance to the seminary at Milan. From the sem¬ 

inary young Ratti went to the Gregorian University at 

Rome. In 1888 after having taught for six years at 

Milan he was made one of the College of Doctors of the 

Ambrosian library at Milan. In 1907 he was made 

Chief Librarian. In this same year he again went to 

Rome. This time he took up his residence there as Assist¬ 

ant Librarian of the Vatican Library and in 1914 was 

appointed Librarian. 

Toward the close of the World War in 1918 Msgr. 

Ratti was appointed Apostolic Visitor to Poland. Here 

he distinguished himself as a most tactful diplomat. In 

1919, upon the declaration of the independence of 

Poland, he was made Papal Nuncio. He was so mark¬ 

edly successful in the performance of the duties imposed 

upon him that his promotions quickly followed. In 

October, 1919, he was made Archbishop of Lepanto and 

in June, 1921, he was created Cardinal and transferred 

to the important see of Milan as Archbishop. His elec¬ 

tion as Pope took place on February 6, 1922. 

Pope Pius XI has distinguished himself for his inter¬ 

est in problems of the day. To these problems he has 

applied himself diligently and sought their solution not 

only by recourse to his own thoughts and experiences, 

but also by close study of the writings of thinkers of 

the past notably of those of his illustrious predecessor, 
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Leo XIII. The following excerpt from his most recent 

encyclical “On the Condition of Labor” shows how 

strongly he has been influenced by the great leader of 

Neo-Scholasticism, as it likewise portrays vividly his 

own penetration of intellect and his own interest in the 
affairs of men. 

“Quadragesimo Anno”—Encyclical on Labor 

Important changes have taken place both in economic condi¬ 
tions and in regard to socialism. In the first place it is obvious to 
all that the entire economic scene has greatly changed. You are 
aware, venerable brethren and beloved children, that our predecessor 
of happy memory had chiefly in mind that economic regime in 
which were provided by different people the capital and labor 
jointly needed for production. He described it in a happy phrase: 
‘‘Capital cannot do without labor nor labor without capital”. 

Leo XIII’s whole endeavor was to adjust this economic regime 
to the standards of true order; whence it follows that the system 
itself is not to be condemned. And surely it is not vicious of its 
very nature; but it violates right order whenever capital so employs 
the working or wage-earning classes as to divert business and 
economic activity entirely to its own arbitrary will and advantage 
without any regard to the human dignity of the workers, the social 
character of economic life, social justice and the common good. 

It is true that even today these economic conditions do not 
everywhere exist exclusively. For there is another economic system 
which still embraces a very large and influential group of men. 
There are for instance the agricultural classes, who form the larger 
portion of the human family, and who find in their occupation 
the means of obtaining honestly and justly what is needful for 
their maintenance. This system too has its difficulties and prob¬ 
lems, of which our predecessor spoke repeatedly in his encyclical, 
and to which we ourselves have more than once referred in the pres¬ 
ent letter. 

But it is the capitalist economic regime that, with the world 
wide diffusion of industry, has penetrated everywhere, particularly 
since the publications of Leo XIII's encyclical. It has invaded and 
pervaded the economic and social sphere even of those who live 
outside its ambit, influencing them, and, as it were, intimately 
affecting them by its advantages, inconveniences and vices. 

When we turn our attention, therefore, to the changes which 
this capitalistic economic order has undergone since the days of Leo 
XIII, we have regard to the interests, not of those only who five 



348 Pope Pius XI 

in countries where capital and industry prevail, but of the whole 
human race. 

In the first place, then, it is patent that in our days not alone 
is wealth accumulated but immense power and despotic economic 
domination are concentrated in the hands of a few, and that those 
few are frequently not the owners but only the trustees and direc¬ 
tors of invested funds, who administer them at their good pleasure. 

This power becomes particularly irresistible when exercised by 
those who, because they hold and control money, are able also to 
govern credit and determine its allotment, for that reason supply¬ 
ing, so to speak, the life-blood to the entire ecomonic body, and 
grasping, as it were, in their hands the very soul of production, so 
that no one dare breathe against their will. 

This accumulation of power, the characteristic note of the 
modern economic order, is a natural result of limitless free competi¬ 
tion, which permits the survival of those only who are the strong¬ 
est, which often means those who fight most relentlessly, who pay 
least heed to the dictates of conscience. 

This concentration of power has led to a threefold struggle for 
domination. First, there is the struggle for dictatorship, in the 
economic sphere itself; then the fierce battle to acquire control of 
the State, so that its resources and authority may be abused in the 
economic struggles; finally, the clash between state themselves. 
This latter arises from two causes: because the nations apply their 
power and political influence, regardless of circumstances, to pro¬ 
mote the economic advantages of their citizens; and because, vice 
versa, economic forces and economic domination are used to decide 
political controversies between peoples. 

You assuredly know, venerable brethren and beloved children, 
and you lament the ultimate consequences of this individualistic 
spirit in economic affairs. Free competition is dead; economic 
dictatorship has taken its place. Unbridled ambition for domina¬ 
tion has succeeded the desire for gain; the whole economic life has 
become hard, cruel and relentless in a ghastly measure. Further¬ 
more, the intermingling and scandalous confusing of the duties and 
offices of civil authority and of economics have produced crying 
evils and have gone so far as to degrade the majesty of the State’ 
The State, which should be the supreme arbiter, ruling in kingly 
fashion far above all party contention intent only upon justice and 
the common good, has become instead a slave, bound over to the 
service of human passion and greed. 

As regards the relations of peoples among themselves, a double 
stream has issued forth from this one fountainhead. On the one 
hand, economic nationalism or even economic imperialism; on the 
other, a not less noxious and detestable internationalism or inter • 
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national imperialism in financial affairs, which holds that where a 
man’s fortune is, there is his country. 

The remedies for these great evils we have exposed in the second 
part of the present encyclical, where we explicitly dwelt upon their 
doctrinal aspect: It will, therefore, be sufficient to recall them 
briefly here. 

Since the present economic regime is based mainly upon capital 
and labor, it follows that the principles of right reason and Chris¬ 
tian social philosophy regarding capital, labor and their mutual 
cooperation must be accepted in theory and reduced to practice. 

In the first place, due consideration must be had for the double 
character, individual and social, of capital and labor, in order that 
the dangers of individualism and of collectivism be avoided. The 
mutual relations between capital and labor must be determined 
according to the laws of the strictest justice, called commutative 
justice, supported, however, by Christian charity. Free competi¬ 
tion and, still more, economic domination must be kept within just 
and definite limits and must be brought under the effective control 
of the public authority, in matters appertaining to this latter’s 
competence. The public institutions of the nations must be such 
as to make the whole of human society conform to the common 
good, i.e., to the standard of social justice. If this is done, the eco ¬ 
nomic system, that most important branch of social life, will nec¬ 
essarily be restored to sanity and right order. 

Since the days of Leo XIII, socialism, too. the great enemy with 
which his battles were waged, has undergone profound changes, no 
less than economics. At that time socialism could fairly be termed 
a single system, which defended certain definite and mutually coher¬ 
ent doctrines. Nowadays it has in the main become divided into 
two opposing, and often bitterly hostile camps, neither of which, 
however, has abandoned the principle peculiar to socialism, namely 
opposition to the Christian faith. 

One section of socialism has undergone approximately the same 
change. It has degenerated into communism. Communism teaches 
and pursues a two-fold aim: Merciless class warfare and complete 
abolition of private ownership. And this it does, not in secret and 
by hidden methods, but openly, frankly and by every means, even 
the most violent. To obtain these ends, Communists shrink from 
nothing and fear nothing, and when they have attained power, it 
is unbelievable, indeed, it seems portentous, how cruel and in¬ 
human they show themselves to be. Evidence for this is the ghastly 
destruction and ruin with which they have laid waste immense 
tracts of Eastern Europe and Asia, while their antogonism and 
open hostility to Holy Church and to God Himself are, alas, but 
too well known and proved by their creeds. 
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We do not think it necessary to warn upright and faithful 
children of the Church against the impious and nefarious character 
of Communism. But we can not contemplate without sorrow the 
heedlessness of those who seem to make light of these imminent 
dangers and with stolid indifference allow the propagation far and 
wide of those doctrines which urge by violence and bloodshed the 
destruction of all society. 

Even more severely must be condemned the foolhardiness of 
those who neglect to remove or modify such conditions as exasper¬ 
ate the minds of the people, and so prepare the way for the over¬ 
throw and ruin of the social order. 

The other section, which has retained the name of Socialism, 
is much less radical in its views. Not only does it condemn 
recourse to physical force; it even mitigates and moderates to some 
extent class warfare and the abolition of private property. But it 
does not reject them entirely. It would seem as if Socialism were 
afraid of its own principles and of the conclusion drawn there¬ 
from by the Communists and in consequence were drifting towards 
the truth which Christian tradition has always held in respect, for 
it cannot be denied that its programs often strikingly approach the 
just demands of Christian social reformers. 

Class warfare, provided it abstains from enmities and mutual 
hatred, is changing gradually to an honest discussion of differ¬ 
ences, based upon the desire of social justice. If this is by no means 
the blessed social peace which we all long for, it can be and must 
be an approach towards the mutual cooperation of vocational 
groups. The war declared against private ownership has also 
abated more and more. In such a way that nowadays it is not 
really the possession of the means of production which is attacked 
but that type of social rulership, which, in violation of all justice 
has been seized and usurped by the owners of wealth. This ruler- 
ship in fact belongs, not to the individual owners, but to the State. 

If these changes continue, it may well come about that grad¬ 
ually the tenets of mitigated Socialism will no longer be different 
from the program of those who seek to reform human society 
according to Christian principles. For it is rightly contended that 
certain forms of property must be reserved to the State, since they 
carry with them an opportunity of domination too great to be 
left to private individuals without injury to the community at 
large. 

Just demands and desires of this kind contain nothing opposed 
to Christian truth. Nor are they in any sense peculiar to socialism. 
Those who look for nothing else, have no reason for becoming 
Socialists. 

It must not be imagined, however, that all the Socialist sects or 
factions which are not Communist have, in fact or in theory, 
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uniformly returned to this reasonable position. For the most part 
they do not reject class warfare and the abolition of property, but 
merely are more moderate in regard to them. 

Now, when false principles are thus mitigated and in some 
sense waived, the question arises, or is unwarrantably proposed in 
certain quarters, whether the principles of Christian truth also 
could not be somewhat moderated and attenuated, so as to meet 
Socialism as it were half way upon common ground. Some are 
engaged by the empty hope of gaining in this way the Socialists to 
our cause. 

But such hopes are vain. Those who wish to be apostles 
among the Socialists should preach the Christian truth whole and 
entire, openly and sincerely without any connivance with error. 11 
they wish in truth to be heralds of the Gospel let their endeavor be 
to convince Socialists that their demands, in so far as they are 
just, are defended much more cogently by the principles of Chris¬ 
tian faith, and are promoted much efficaciously by the power of 
Christian charity. 

But what if, in questions of class war and private ownership, 
Socialism were to become so mitigated and amended that nothing 
reprehensible could any longer be found in it? Would it by that 
very fact have laid aside its character of hostility to the Christian 
religion? 

This is a question which holds many minds in suspense; and 
many are the Catholics who, realizing clearly that Christian prin¬ 
ciples, can never be either sacrificed or minimized, seem to be raising 
their eyes toward the Holy See, and earnestly beseeching us to decide 
whether or not this form of Socialism has retracted so far its false 
doctrines that it can now be accepted without the loss of any Chris¬ 
tian principle, and be baptized into the Church. 

In our fatherly solicitude we desire to satisfy these petitions 
and we pronounce as follows: Whether Socialism be considered 
as a doctrine, or as a historical fact, or as a movement, if it really 
remain Socialism, it cannot be brought into harmony with the 
dogmas of the Catholic Church, even after it has yielded to truth 
and justice in the points we have mentioned; the reason being that 
it conceives human society in a way utterly alien to Christian truth. 

For, according to Christian doctrine, man, endowed with a 
social nature, is placed here on earth in order that he may spend 
his life in society, and under an authority ordained by God, that 
he may develop and evolve to the full all his faculties to the praise 
and glory of his Creator; and that, by fulfilling faithfully the duties 
of his station, he may attain to temporal and eternal happiness. 

Socialism, on the contrary, entirely ignorant of or unconcerned 
about this sublime end both of individuals and of society, affirms 
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fhat living in community was instituted merely for the sake of the 
advantages which it brings to mankind. 

Goods are produced more efficiently by a suitable distribution 
of labor than by the scattered efforts of individuals. Hence the 
Socialists argue that economic production, of which they see only 
the material side, must necessarily be carried on collectively, and 
that because of this necessity men must surrender and submit them¬ 
selves wholly to society with a view to the production of wealth. 

Indeed, the possession of the greatest possible amount of tem¬ 
poral goods is esteemed so highly that man’s higher goods, not 
excepting liberty, must, they claim, be subordinated and even sacri¬ 
ficed to the exigencies of efficient production. They affirm that the 
loss of human dignity, which results from these socialized methods 
of production, will be easily compensated for by the abundance of 
goods produced in common and accruing to the individual who can 
turn them at his will to the comforts and culture of life. 

Society, therefore, as the Socialist conceives it, is on the one 
hand impossible and unthinkable without the use of compulsion 
of the most excessive kind; on the other it fosters a false liberty. 
Since in such a scheme no place is found for true social authority, 
which is not based on temporal and material advantages but 
descends from God alone, the Creator and last end of all things. 

Like all errors, socialism contains a certain element of truth 
(and this the Sovereign Pontiffs have never denied) . It is neverthe¬ 
less founded upon a doctrine of human society peculiarly its own, 
which is opposed to true Christianity. “Religious Socialism,’’ 
“Christian Socialism” are expressions implying a contradiction in 
terms. No one can be at the same time a sincere Catholic and a 
true Socialist. 

James Hugh Ryan 
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versity at Washington, and in 1928 became Rector of 

the University. Today Dr. Ryan is the foremost leader 

in America of Neo-Scholasticism. 

The best known of his writings is: “An Introduc¬ 

tion to Philosophy". The following excerpt from the 

writings of Dr. Ryan appeared in “Present Day Thinkers 

and the New Scholasticism,” edited by Rev. John S. 

Zybura. 

The New Scholasticism and its Contributions to 
Modern Thought 

Scholasticism and Modern Science 

Courtesy of B. Herder Book Company, Inc. 
Reprinted by Permission 

The realistic trend of American philosophy owes more than 
it suspects to the classical thought of the thirteenth century. While 
it would be an exaggeration to maintain that the New Realists 
arrived at their theory of knowledge because of an appreciation of 
the principles of Dualistic Realism, since few, if any, of them 
betray even a nodding acquaintance with the philosophy of Saint 
Thomas, nevertheless it can be contended honestly that they have 
been affected to no small extent by Thomistic thinking, from what¬ 
ever source originally they gained a knowledge of it. Nor is this to 
be looked upon as momentary, superficial, and likely to be over¬ 
thrown at the appearance of some new fad in philosophy. If the 
interest were purely archaeological, it might be waved away as one 
of the passing fashions of the day, and we could hope from it 
nothing more consequential than an increase of appreciation of the 
stupendous literary and artistic creations of the Middle Ages. But 
Scholasticism, in its twentieth century dress, that is, as the New 
Scholasticism, is not presenting itself to modern thought as some¬ 
thing very old, decked out in up-to-date clothes; a corpse brought 
to life by a magic process of artificial intellectual respiration. Quite 
the contrary. The New Scholasticism maintains that it is a vital 
current of present-day thinking, that it has a message for the 
modern philosophical world, that in the practical affairs of life it 
can point a way out of the various difficulties which seem to have 
swamped many thinkers and left them helpless before the tide of 
scepticism and unbelief threatening the future and even the present 

In the dark night of the intellectual anarchy which has fol¬ 
lowed upon the war, the Neo-Scholastic holds out for acceptance a 
systematic thought which, like a great light, penetrates the obscuri- 
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ties of the dungeon in which much of our thinking seems to be 
confined, and indicates the road to safety, sanity, and salvation. 
We know that the light which will penetrate this darkness is not 
an illusion. The eager search for it proves that mankind, too, 
realizes both its existence and its need. That men shall see and 
accept and be guided by its blessed rays depends on the energy we 
manifest and the skill we use in making known our belief to an 
age whose eyes have become unaccustomed to the strong white 
light of truth. 

We have alluded to the vitality of Scholastic thought. Its 
reappearance as a contender in the arena of warring systems of 
philosophy cannot but appear to many observers as little short ot 
a resurrection from the dead. For Scholasticism had been interred, 
and without the honors of war, by such renowned thinkers as 
Descartes, Locke, Hume, and Kant. So accustomed had philosophy 
become to the idea that nothing was to be expected from the 
thought of the Middle Ages that it passed over in amused silence 
the strenuous efforts which were being made to rekindle the spark 
of life in its supposedly dry bones. 

The Rennaissance of Scholastic thought began in Italy as early 
as 1850. Its rebirth, like the birth of any great man or move¬ 
ment, passed unnoticed. Its early appearance to the modern world, 
in the form of commentaries and compendia written in Latin, 
served to confirm the widespread belief that as a philosophy it was 
hopeless. The first real impetus given to Scholastic philosophy 
came from the Encyclical “Aeterni Patris” of that great Pope, Leo 
XIII. The world, well aware of the modernity and soundness of 
Pope Leo’s thinking on other subjects, could not but give ear to his 
fervent plea for a revival of philosophical studies. It saw, too, that 
the Pope was in earnest when he stated his conviction of the need 
of a sound philosophy, and from that day forward Scholasticism 
became an element in thinking that had to be reckoned with. The 
influence of Cardinal Mercier and the University of Louvain in 
spreading the ideas of Leo was determining. The twentieth cen¬ 
tury opened with the army of the New Scholasticism drawn up in 
fighting array, prepared to battle for the great principles that had 
shown such vitality in Ancient Greece and Imperial Rome, and had 
helped to mould the Middle Ages from a barbarous incoherency 
into a logical and highly efficient culture. 

The New Scholasticism has a long and difficult road to travel 
before it can hope for anything approaching the recognition given 
in intellectual circles to certain modern systems of philosophy. No 
one is more acutely aware of this fact than the Neo-Scholastics 
themselves. The difficulties involved are of many kinds, not the 
least being the patronizing attitude generally assumed towards a 
system of thought which is so deeply rooted in the past. Again, 
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modern thought has become strangely and, we feel, unreasonably 
suspicious of any intellectual position which seems to imply the 
acceptance of defined dogmas of religion. The whole trend of our 
thinking has been in the direction of secularism, of the divorcing 
of science and philosophy from the tenets of religious faith, be’t 
Christian or non-Christian. It is true that religion has come to 
be accepted by many people as a dignified and useful sort of senti¬ 
mental experience. But its intellectual influence is either denied 
outright or passed over in mild contempt. The result of such an 
attitude had been to discount beforehand every system of thought 
tinctured by or associated with religious dogma. In modern times, 
the odium theologicum has thus acquired a new and startling 
meaning. 

The aforementioned difficulties must sooner or later yield to 
a sound and clear presentation of the Scholastic position, if we are 
prepared to make it known in a way and under circumstances 
which will appeal to thinkers. What I mean is that, considering 
the actual situation, the medium of presentation is often of as much 
importance as the arguments advanced to sustain one’s position. 
Interest in a philosophical or scientific movement soon wanes if its 
leaders are not anxious to make themselves understood in a language 
which the modern man can comprehend. The mode of presenta¬ 
tion, therefore, as well as the language used, are tremendously im¬ 
portant elements to be considered when one is committed to the 
difficult task of making his thought known and acceptable to 
ethers. It is quite generally conceded that any failure of the New 
Scholasticism to attain the commanding position in modern thought 
which it deserves because of the clarity and sanity of its thought 
constructions, is due primarily to the weakness it has exhibited in 
the methods used to bring such principles before the public. On 
occasions when this thought has been well and logically expressed, 
it has been received with an appreciation and even enthusiasm that 
is as surprising as it is gratifying. All of which suggests the idea 
that it is not Scholasticism in se which is repellent to modern 
thinkers. Prejudiced as many are, and indifferent as many more 
are, to our system of philosophy, the great majority of its oppon¬ 
ents will be found among those who are almost entirely ignorant 
of Scholastic principles. This may be due either to an unwilling¬ 
ness or an incapability of approaching this thought in the severe 
dress in which it is often presented. A good example of this latter 
handicap is seen in the late Professor James. Few philosophers 
exhibited a more genial broadmindedness than the great leader of 
American Pragmatism. In many of his best ideas James was 
closer to the philosophy of the Schools than he ever suspected. In 
spite of all this, he betrayed again and again an obscurantist atti¬ 
tude toward Scholastic philosophy which is in startling contrast 
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to his ordinarily impartial treatment of point of view opposite to 
his own. The only plausible explanation of this strange treat¬ 
ment of Scholasticism on the part of James seems to be that he did 
not know what the Scholastics taught, but formed his ideas of 
their teachings from the tradition current in idealistic circles, or 
that he did not feel himself quite equal to consulting the sources 
from which alone a fair and scientific view of that position can be 
obtained. 

By all this I do not mean to assert that opposition to Scho¬ 
lasticism is due solely either to ignorance of its teachings or to our 
own ineffective methods of presentation. Many modern thinkers, 
and the number is on the increase, understand only too well what 
these fundamental positions are. However, because of their accept¬ 
ance of a radically opposite starting-point which, generally speak¬ 
ing, is monistic, they confess themselves incapable of harmonizing 
Scholastic conclusions with their own accepted premises. Their 
position, of course, is quite logical, conceding the truth of the 
monistic philosophy. These thinkers, therefore, oppose the New 
Scholasticism, conscious of the fact that as a system it is definitely 
and uncompromisingly pluralistic just as mediaeval Scholasticism 
was. I can see no way of bringing such thinkers to an apprecia¬ 
tion of the strength of Scholastic philosophy until we have fought 
out the differences which divide the monist from the pluralist, that 
is, until the dualist position has become so fortified against attack 
that every species of Monism will willingly capitulate to the con¬ 
vincing force of its logic. Until recently it was the conventional 
thing to regard Monism as the only sound approach to the prob¬ 
lems of the universe. Professor Ladd expressed that attitude when 
he wrote “that Dualism arises-—-at least in modern times—almost 
altogether as a protest against some form of Monism which is 
deemed extreme or dangerous.” 

The confidence of present-day philosophers in monistic thought 
is scarcely that of Professor Ladd. This confidence has been shat¬ 
tered in the last two decades. Many thinkers, it is true, are not as 
yet prepared to throw Monism overboard and to proceed in their 
quest, guided by an out-and-out Pluralism. On the other hand, 
despite lingering attachments to Monism, a fairer and juster esti¬ 
mate is quite universally made of the claim of Dualism that it rep¬ 
resents a legitimate explanation of the nature of reality, and that 
only in a pluralistic universe can thought and experience ever come 
into harmonious and satisfying relations. 

There is a general feeling that Scholastic thought is so bound 
up with mediaeval ideas of science that anything like a rapproche¬ 
ment between it and modern philosophy is unthinkable. The 
philosophy of Saint Thomas was developed in a period and in a 
milieu which were wholly unscientific. The physics, chemistry, 
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and biology of the thirteenth century strike us as only a bit less 
childish than the animism of certain Australian semi-savage tribes 
of the present day. Not only did the Middle Ages lack scientific 
knowledge; its atmosphere was positively anti-scientific because ol 
over-emphasis on the deductive process which it regarded as the 
sole means of acquiring truth. It is for some such reasons as these 
that many feel that a philosophy developed under such unfavorable 
circumstances has little or nothing substantial to offer modern 
thinking. 

The objection involves a theory of the fundamental relations 
of science to philosophy, which must be analyzed before we can 
accept it; it exhibits, too, a picture of the scientific condition of 
Europe in the thirteenth century which does not harmonize with 
recent historical investigations. To take the latter point first. 
That the condition of the sciences in the Middle Ages was not at 
all like the portrait traditionally drawn, any one can discover for 
himself who will take the trouble to read the writings of Haskins, 
Thorndike, and Duhem on the history of mediaeval science. The 
genuinely scientific never died, even in the darkest days. The story 
of its accomplishments in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries 
is as moving and dramatic as anything which modern science pre¬ 
sents for our admiration. Particularly at Oxford was the pure 
spirit of investigation held in great honor. Such an attitude re¬ 
sulted in a series of achievements which are not only noteworthy 
but clearly opened the way to the more brilliant and better known 
discoveries of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 

The student of the history of mediaeval philosophy, too, is 
well aware of the analysis of the inductive method made by Occam 
and the disciples of his school. Without such preparatory studies 
the advance of science would certainly have been delayed for a long 
period. Moreover, the great Scholastics were well acquainted with 
the methods and progress of the sciences of their day. That this 
progress in no way approaches what has been done in the nine¬ 
teenth century, that the methods of science then in vogue were 
crude as compared with our own, do not seem to justify us in 
sweeping away at one stroke the solid and lasting accomplishments 
of those stirring days of the reawakening of the human mind. To 
praise our own times, it is not necessary to condemn the past. 

The New Scholasticism, as far as science goes, is not mediaeval 
but modern. As a matter of fact, that is one of the reasons why 
it is a new Scholasticism. We are quite conscious of the scientific 
handicaps under which Bonaventure, Albert and Thomas labored. 
We would consider it nothing short of suicidal to fail to make use 
of every item of information laboriously achieved by modern 
research and investigation. The New Scholasticism cannot accept 
the physics, the chemistry, or the biology of the Middle Ages, nor 
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does it make any pretense to justify the scientific views of that 
period. In this attitude we but follow along the lines pointed 
out by Pope Leo when he wrote: “We hold that every word of 
wisdom, every useful thing by whomsoever discovered or planned, 
ought to be received with a willing and grateful mind. ... If any¬ 
thing is taken up with too great subtlety by the Scholastic doctors, 
or too carelessly stated—if there be anything that ill agrees with 
the discoveries of a later age, or, in a word, improbable in what- 
ever way, it does not enter Our mind to propose that for imita¬ 
tion to Our age.” Certainly, no one can quarrel with such sound 
and prudent advice. This being so, it becomes a laborious task 
to explain the view of those who assert that the advance of science 
has rendered useless the Scholastic synthesis but has left unscathed 
other philosophies, practically all of which antedate the great 
scientific accomplishments of our own day. 

Perhaps the best indication of the willingness of the New Scho¬ 
lasticism to accept the proved results of modern science is the scienti¬ 
fic work which believers in this philosophy have done. In every 
field of investigation we have made substantial and important con¬ 
tributions to present-day knowledge. We have accepted, too, the 
results of other investigators and have attempted to interest them 
in terms of our general philosophy of nature. Where these results 
have contradicted theory, we have not wavered in sacrificing theory 
to facts. That we have not bowed before the “idol of scientific 
method” nor gone over unreservedly to a mechanistic view of the 
universe will hardly be laid to our discredit. Present-day philos¬ 
ophy is not at all convinced of the wisdom of the whole-hearted 
surrender which nineteenth century philosophy made to mechan¬ 
istic science. In fact, it has again and again repudiated this sur¬ 
render and is working its way in a direction almost the very con¬ 
trary to that pointed out by science of the last century as the safe 
road to pursue. Again, it is only a reactionary view of science 
which condemns a philosophy because it refuses to succumb to the 
mechanical view of nature. 

The New Scholasticism is not mechanistic, neither is it material¬ 
istic. If to be scientific it is necessary to become one or both, then 
Scholasticism will never become “scientific”. But what philosopher 
will accept the pretensions to intellectual autocracy made so often 
by materialistic science? To do so, would be to confess our Im- 
potency before the problems of our own special field of knowledge. 
Philosophy cannot be expected to sign its death warrant even at 
the demand of modern science. 



Rt. Rev. James H. Ryan, Catholic University 
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QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 

1. What point in Spencer’s thought does Santayana stress as of vital im¬ 
portance? 

2. What adverse criticism does Santayana make of Spencer’s logical analysis? 

3. What is Santayana’s concept of Being? 

4. According to Santayana what did Spencer mean by the Unknowable? 

5. Outline Santayana’s defense of Scepticism. 

6. Explain what Crocce means by beauty. 
» 

7. Show how Crocce's concept of beauty is related directly to his philosophy. 

8. By what argument does Crocce attempt to prove the invalidity of meta¬ 
physics? Criticise his attitude. 

9. Why does Crocce oppose a system of philosophy? Do you believe his 
reasoning to be sound? 

10. Explain what Crocce means by experience. 

11. Show the relationship that exists between the thought of William James 
and that of John Dewey. 

12. What is Dewey’s concept of philosophy? 

13. Explain what is meant by the term Pragmatism. 

14. Show how Instrumentalism differs from Pragmatism. 

15. Trace the relationship that exists between Kant’s philosophy and the 
philosophy of Pragmatism. 

16. Show the influence of James through Dewey upon educational procedure. 

17. What does Dewey mean by interest as a basis of learning? 

18. What is Dewey’s theory of consciousness? 

19. Does Dewey deny personality? Explain. 

20. How do you account for the fact that Dewey’s philosophy emphasises 
so strongly the note of social welfare? 

21. Differentiate the philosophy of Dewey from that of Thomas of Aquin 
in so far as both refer to the amelioration of social conditions. 

22. Is Russell’s philosophy in reality “new”? Explain. 

23. What does Russell mean by time? 

24. Explain the relationship that Russell emphasizes between language and 
thought. 

25. Russell identifies science with philosophy. Did Thomas of Aquin so 
identify it? Explain the difference in thought. 

26. Explain what Bergson means by intuition? 

27. What, according to Bergson, has been the fundamental error of philosophy 
throughout the ages? 

28. Show wherein Bergson's thought differs from that of Kant. 

29. Ryan contends that present day realistic philosophy is in reality indebted 
for much of its thought to thirteenth century Scholasticism. Explain 
what he means. 

30. Ryan contends that the new Scholasticism is not an old philosophy in 
a new dress but a philosophy pulsating with the life of the world of 
today. Outline his thought. 

31. Trace the Renaissance of Neo-Scholasticism as outlined by Ryan. 
3 2. What does Ryan contend to have been the weakness in presenting the 

thought of the new Scholasticism to the world? 
33. How does Ryan account for the attitude assumed by James toward 

Scholasticism ? 
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34. According to Ryan what objections have been raised by philosophers of 
the present day to Scholasticism? How does Ryan answer these objec¬ 
tions? 

35. Trace the relationship between science and Scholasticism as outlined by 
Ryan. 

36. What is the importance of the encyclical “Quadragesimo Anno”? 
37. Trace the difficulties that exist between capital and labor as outlined in 

his encyclical by Pope Pius XI. 

38. Show that Pope Pius XI is in reality re-echoing the thought of St. 
Thomas of Aquin. 

39. What is meant by “common sense” in philosophy? 
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